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DISCLAIMER 

This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by the United States 
Government. While this document is believed to contain correct information, neither the 
United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor the Regents of the University of 
California, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or 
assumes any legal responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any 
information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not 
infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, <,) 

process, or service by its trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not 
necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the 
United States Government or any agency thereof, or the Regents of the University of 
California. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or 
reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof or the Regents of the 
University of California. 
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PREFACE 

During the ten years (1961- 1971) that I served as chairman of the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission I kept, on a daily basis, a rather complete journal. During the early 
years, off and on unti11969, I recorded my day's activities each evening at home in my 
study, in an unclassified, handwritten form in my large ledger type notebooks. This was 
augmented during each working day in my office by the dictation of memos to cover the 
content of telephone conversations, appointments, attendance at meetings, congressional 
hearings, etc. During my many trips within the United States and my visits to foreign 
countries (some 60 in all) I recorded my activities in little pocket notebooks which were 
transcribed when 1 returned home to my office. On some of these occasions, as well as 
for some appointments or meetings at home, my activities were covered by one of my 
able assistants or secretaries. 

Finally, in 1969 I gave up altogether the laborious task of recording each day's 
activity by handwriting a summary at home during the evening. Rather, I covered each 
day's entire activity by producing memoranda during the day with the help of my 
secretaries and assistants. 1bus, the journal began to be assembled each day on a current 
basis. In addition, the accumulated earlier material began to be assembled into daily 
journal form, a task that was soon completed. In both cases, the current and past 
material was augmented by daily attachments in numerous categories--selected incoming 
and outgoing correspondence and other relevant documents (deemed to be unclassified, 
with classified material placed in a separate file), and unclassified Summaries of 
Commission Meetings, and Commission Regulatory Meetings, and Notes on Information 
Meetings and Regulatory Information Meetings, so ably produced by Commission 
~ecretary Woodford McCool and Director of Regulation H~old Price and their staffs. 

When 1 returned to the University of California, Berkeley, in November 1971, a 
couple of months after my tenure as Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the two 
copies of my journal, which I presumed had been cleared, were sent there. Copy #1 
eventually came to my Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory office and Copy #2 to my home, 
while the segregated, classified portions went to the local AEC-SAN office. 

Due to the pressure of other activities no action was taken on my journal· until early 
1985, when I began working on editing my home copy (correcting spelling and 
typographical errors, adding first names or initials, etc.), preparatory to publication in 
DOE report form. About a year earlier, I had sent Copy #1, at their request, to the DOE 
History Division in Washington, D.C., for their use in the preparation of Volume IV of the 
official history of the Atomic Energy Commission. 'fllis led to questions as to whether my 
journal met present DOE declassification standards. As a result, a declassification officer 
was sent to my home in May 1985 to check my home copy (Copy #2). He made 162 
deletions of a technical nature, which, in my opinion, reflected increased security 
standards but did not adversely affect the value of the journal. A second check, this time 
with my home copy sent to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory by a team of 
reviewers in October and November 1986, led to about 1,000 security actions (including 
the 162 deletions incurred in the earlier review). 1bese actions included, in addition to 
deletions, the removal of 500 sections of or attachments to the journal for review by 
"other agencies" of our government or, in a few cases, of the British government. The 
majority of these documents have been returned to me either declassified or with some 
deletions. However, a number are still outstanding. I have decided to go ahead with the 
publication of my journal in the DOE report form with the intent of adding these now 
missing portions in an additional volume when they become available. Also, I have 
decided to proceed with such publication prior to the production of a name index; when 
this herculean task is completed, the name index will appear as an additional volume. It 
remains to be seen if a subject index wiU ever be added in such additional volumes. 
Although many news clippings are added as attachments, these were too numerous to 
include them all and, thus, there is a separate volume of these. (A little later Copy # 1 
underwent a similar security review, with similar results, and was returned to me.) 



The journal consists of 25 volumes, averaging 700 pages each. This comprises about 
15,000 items consisting of the approximate]y 4,000 dai]y journal entries and the average 
of about three attachments per day. The journal bas three sections corresponding to each 
of the three presidents I served as chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission--the f"trst 
six volumes covering the John F. Kennedy years (February 1, 1961- November 22, 1963), 
the next 11 volumes covering the Lyndon B. Johnson years (November 22, 1963- January 
20, 1969) and the final eight volumes, the Richard M. Nixon years and a few months of 
post--AEC chairman activities in Washington (January 20, 1969- November 6, 1971. 

l am indebted to my many assistants and to the secretarial staff that served so abJy 
during my AEC chairmanship (see Page 1 of Introduction) and to the Commission's 
administrative staff (Appendix B to Introduction) and feel grateful for the team help of 
my fellow AEC Commissioners (Appendix A to Introduction). 

I also want to acknowledge the ·invaluable help of my staff at Lawrence Berkeley 
Laboratory for putting this journal in publishable form--June Jackson, Sherrill Whyte, 
Grace Nubia, and Margie Hollander, and temporary assistants Susie Campbell and Mildred 
Varner. 

Glenn T. Seaborg 
University of California 
Berkeley, CA 
January 1989 



INTRODUCTION 

This introduction to my journal of 1961-1971, covering my years of service as 
Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, is written from the perspective of 
1971, in order to reflect the attitudes expressed in my journal, which was written on a 
daily basis during that period. Thus, I express the points of view of that time rather than 
those of today (1988), which might occasionally be somewhat different. 

I served as AEC Chairman from March 1, 1961 until August 17, 1971, ten and a half 
years. President Kennedy appointed me f'lrst to a two and a half year term, the time 
remaining on the appointment of John McCone, whom I replaced as chairman. Kennedy 
reappointed me to a full five-year term when the initial appointment expired in 1963. 
President Johnson reappointed me in 1968, limiting the appointment, at my request, to a 
two-year term. When President Nixon reappointed me in the summer of 1970, it was with 
the understanding that I would return to my professorial post at Berkeley a year later. 
The termination date of this appointment, August 17, 1971, occurred while I was in the 
Soviet Union leading a group of U.S. nuclear scientists, engineers, and administrators on 
visits to Soviet nuclear establishments and laboratories. The president asked me to 
continue with the visit and to serve in September as head of the U.S. delegations to the 
Fourth U.N. Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (in Geneva) and the 
Fifteenth General Conference of the IAEA (in Vienna). 

President-Elect Kennedy f'lrst offered me the position in a telephone call from 
Boston on January 9, 1961. I had never met Kennedy, although I attended the Democratic 
National Convention in August 1960 and heard him give his eloquent acceptance speech. 

Upon my arrival in Washington I was greeted cordially by outgoing AEC Chairman 
John McCone, who introduced me to his key staff, including his administrative assistant 
Howard Brown, his chief secretary Mildred Cecil, his driver James Haddow and his general 
assistant Cecil King. On McCone's recommendation I asked all of them to stay on. I also 
met my new colleagues, fellow commissioners John S. Graham, Loren K. Olson, and 
Robert E. Wilson, the Commission's General Manager Alvin R. Luedecke, Deputy General 
Manager Robert E. Hollingsworth (who became General Manager in 1964), Secretary 
Woodford B. McCool, the six Assistant General Managers (Dwight A. Ink, E. J. Bloch for 
Operations, Spofford G. English for Research and Development, George F. Quinn for Plans 
and Production, Algie A. Wells [Acting] for International Activities, and Harry S. Traynor 
for Administration), the Division Directors, and other principal staff. Many of these 
individuals I had known from previous contacts with the AEC. During my rust meeting 
with President Kennedy, in the reviewing stand for the inaugural parade in front of the 
White House on January 20, 1961, he suggested that I f"md a scientist to fill the vacancy in 
the five-member Commission. I suggested Leland J. Haworth and he was appointed soon 
after I became Chairman. 

The composition of the Commission and its off'lcers and of my staff changed 
throughout my ten and one-half years as chairman. The Commissioners who served as my 
colleagues on the Atomic Energy Commission are listed in Appendix A--a total of 13 in 
all. Marie J aninek soon joined me as a lead secretary and remained with me during the 
entire ten and one-half years. When Mildred Cecil left to join the Regulatory staff in the 
spring of 1967 she was replaced by Helen Gearin. My administrative and technical 
assistants at various times over the years included, besides Howard Brown, Chris 
Henderson, Arnold Fritsch, Victor Schmidt, Julius Rubin and Justin Bloom. My principal 
speech writers were Dan Wilkes, John Napier, and especially Stanley Schneider. Among 
those assisting me with writing assignments were Benjamin Loeb, Betsey McFadden and 
Sydney Gaarder. 



Although the commissioners operated pretty much as a collegial body, we did use a 
system of "lead" commissioner, in which individual commissioners paid special attention 
to certain areas of the AEC's program. For example, John Graham and Robert Wilson 
specialized on civilian nuclear power; Loren Olson on regulation; Leland Haworth, Gerald 
Tape and Clarence Larson on weapons and research (and attended meetings of the Federal 
Council on Science and Technology); James Ramey on regulation and civilian nuclear 
power; John Palfrey on international activities; Samuel Nabrit and Polly Bwtting on life 
sciences and education; Theos Thompson on weapons and civilian nuclear power; and 
Wilfrid Johnson, on civilian nuclear power. 

Congressional oversight was a very serious fact of life for the AEC. In our case it 
was exercised primarily by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, a unique body 
established by the Atomic Energy Act. Under the statute, we were required to keep the 
JCAE "fully and currently informed" on all our activities. In addition, the AEC's budget 
had to be authorized in detail by the JCAE before it could be acted upon in the normal 
appropriations process. Much of my time and that of the other commissioners and 
principal staff was spent testifying at hearings held by the Joint Committee on various 
aspects of the AEC's program. The record of these hearings provide a valuable source of 
information on the agency's programs throughout its history. According to a custom 
established by the committee itself, its chairmanship alternated each Congressional 
session between a House member and a Senate member. During my tenure the post was 
f"llled alternately by California Congressman Chet Holffield and Rhode Island Senator John 
Pastore. By and large, we had smooth relations with the JCAE and the White House. 
These sometimes required a diff"lcult balancing act by the AEC. 

Soon after I came, I initiated Information Meetings (held in the Chairman's 
Conference Room), informal sessions of commissioners and staff, to deal in an expeditious 
manner with day-to-day. operational and administrative matters. These sometimes dealt 
with as many as 30 or 40 agenda items. They were in addition to the long-established, 
more formal Commission Meetings (held in the Commissioners' Conference Room), in 
which the commissioners and staff dealt with policy matters and more long-range 
business, usually with the help of staff papers submitted by the general manager stating a 
problem, possible solutions, and recommending an action. During my tenure I presided 
over some 1700 Information Meetings and some 850 Commission Meetings. About SOO of 
the Information Meetings and 100 of the Commission Meetings dealt exclusively with 
regulatory matters. 

From its inception the AEC had a profusion of advisory committees. I was familiar 
with the nine-member General Advisory Committee (GAC), having served as a charter 
member when the committee was established in 1947 The GAC [see Appendix B] met 
about four times per year and advised the Commission on major scientific and technical 
questions. Another important committee was the Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS), which was charged with various safety studies and with the 
responsibility for reviewing licensing applications in the civilian nuclear power f"leld. The 
ACRS met monthly and, later in the decade, as the applications for licenses burgeoned, 
created subcommittees that met several times a month. The Military Liaison Committee 
(MLC), whose responsibility was to assure adequate liaison between the Commission and 
the military services, had been very active in the AEC's early days, when policies 
concerning nuclear weapons were being debated. By 1961, however, the MLC's 
importance had diminished and, during my chairmanship, it met with us only about once a 
year. There were more than a dozen other committees advising the AEC on particular 
subject areas and some of these occasionally met with the Commission. 
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Since 1957, the AEC's official headquarters was at Germantown, Maryland, some 30 
miles from downtown Washington. This made for great inconvenience for those of us who 
needed to transact business at the White House, the Executive Office Building, Congress, 
and government departments and agencies in Washington. Therefore, an alternative 
headquarters had been established in rented space at the Matomic Building (1717 "H" 
Street, NW) two blocks from the White House, where my fellow commissioners and I, 
secretarial and key staff, spent most of our time. Still, we regularly held forth in 
Germantown as well. This gave rise to serious logistical problems because all of our files 
had to accompany us as we moved from one office location to the other. Adding to the 
cumbersome arrangement was the fact that the Regulatory people were quartered in still 
a different location, namely in rented space in Bethesda. 

At one of my rust meetings with Budget Director David Bell he suggested that we 
should try to move toward replacing the five-member Commission with a single 
administrator, a position that I would presumably rill. The other commissioners were 
amenable, and on May 16, 1962, we sent him a letter. We argued that, due to changed 
circumstances, the initial concern over concentration of too much power in a single 
individual had become relatively less important than the need for a more efficient 
decision-making process. This was a remarkable ste~-a government administrative body 
was recommending its own demise. An additional reason why the White House wanted this 
change was to reduce the leakage of confidential administrative information to the 
JCAE. There had been many such leaks. 

Attempts to get the support of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, which would 
have had to provide .the necessary legislation to effect the .change, were without .success. · 
Congressman Holifield, a powerful force in the JCAE, was adamantly opposed. Several 
later attempts, including some during the Johnson Administration, were similarly 
unsuccessfull. I was not too disappointed with this result. I found the Commission form 
of administration, although somewhat cumbersome, to have many advantages for 
attacking the numerous knotty problems we faced. Five minds were potentially better 
than one. 

Worthy of special note was the role of Admiral Hyman S. Rickover, head of the joint 
Navy-AEC naval reactors program. The commissioners and I had good rapport with 
Rickover, but we couldn't claim that we gave much direction to his program. Brilliant, 
articulate and irascible, Rick was his own man. No more than by the AEC could he be 
controlled by the Department of the Navy, and largely for that reason, successive naval 
secretaries tried to get rid of him, especial)y after he reached the nominal retirement 
age. Navy Secretary Paul Nitze tried especial)y hard, but met with no more success than 
other secretaries. The prime reason was that Rick had enormous influence in Congress, 
which always insisted on his reappointment as Admiral and as head of the naval reactors 
program. The other commissioners and I visited him on occasion at his buildings on the 
mall just off Constitution Avenue. He, of course, attended Commission Meetings 
whenever he had an issue to propose or defend. 

I recall that in February 1962, Rick invited me and my whole family to Norfolk and 
Newport News, Vuginia, to visit the cruiser Long Beach, the rust nuclear-powered 
surface ship, to attend the launching of the nuclear submarine Thomas Jefferson, and to 
have lunch on the nuclear submarine Sam Houston. On other occasions I took an overnight 
cruise with him on a nuclear submarine (where my fellow commissioners and I held a 
regular Commission Meeting), made an exciting, tight landing on the nuclear aircraft 
carrier Enterprise, and spoke at the commissioning of the nuclear-powered submarine 
~turgeon at the U.S. Naval Submarine Base at New London, Connecticut. 
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During my decade as chairman Rick led the development at his Westinghouse Bettis 
Laboratory in Pittsburgh, at the AEC's National Reactor Testing Station (NRTS) in Idaho, 
and at other research facilities of more efficient, new, powerful and compact reactors 
for the propulsion of naval vessels. During the decade an extraordinary number of 
nuclear-powered naval vessels was built and launched. Thus, construction was begun on 
43 attack submarines, 32 Polaris missile submarines, two aircraft carriers and three 
guided missile cruisers. Forty-four attack submarines, 38 Polaris missile submarines, one 
aircraft carrier and three guided missile cruisers were commissioned. 

Rickover also ran an important show in the civilian nuclear power field. He utilized 
the pressurized water reactor technology developed for naval propulsion as a basis for 
design of the Duquesne Power and Light Company's Shippingport Atomic Power Station 
near Pittsburgh, which in 1957 became the world's f"trst commercial nuclear power plant. 
Rick used this reactor as a basis for the development of the thermal neutron breeder 
reactor, the Light Water Breeder Reactor (LWBR) (the "Seed and Blanket" concept), and 
he continually encouraged the Commission to support this project. 

As AEC Chairman, I was a member of a number of interagency committees that 
existed for all or part of my tenure. Foremost of these was the Committee of Principals, 
which advised the president on arms control policy. Established by President Eisenhower, 
this group was expanded and achieved new prominence under President Kennedy, 
continued to be important in the Johnson administration, but was abandoned by President 
Nixon in favor of more closely held White House control. Other committees that I or my 
designated representative attended included the Federal Council of Science and 
Technology (FCST, 1961-1971, composed of scientific representatives of federal agencies 
that had a science component in their operations); the U.S. Intelligence Board; the Federal 
Radiation Council (1961--1969); the President's Committee on Equal Employment 
Opportunity (1961-1965); the President's Science Advisory Committee (PSAC), as an 
observer and as an alumnus of this Committee; the National Aeronautics and Space 
Council (1961-1971); and the National Council on Marine Resources and Engineering 
Development (1966-1971). Vice Presidents Johnson, Humphrey and Agnew served as 
chairmen of the Space Council, Humphrey and Agnew of the Marine Council--1 first 
became well acquainted with Lyndon Johnson because of his service as chairman of the 
Space Council. 

I also found time while I was chairman to publish some books. In 1962, my book 
Man-Made Transuranium Elements appeared. Intended as part of the high school CHEM 
Study program (which I continued to serve as chairman of the Steering Committee), it 
turned out to have much wider appeal. In 1964, Earl K. Hyde, Isadore Perlman and I came 
out with the tw~volume treatise (long in preparation) The Nuclear Properties of the 
Heayy Elements. Volume I was entitled Systematics of Nuclear Structure and 
Radioactivity and Volume 0, Detailed Radioactivity Properties. Also, in 1964, Daniel 
Wilkes and I, with the help of Benjamin Loeb, produced Education and the Atom, which 
was used as a U.S. presentation volume given to the delegates of all countries at the Third 
Geneva Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. The year 1969 saw 
publication of Oppenheimer with c~authors lsidor Rabi, Robert Serber, Victor Weisskopf, 
and Abraham Pais. And in 1971, there was Man and Atom: Building a New World Through 
Nuclear Teclmology with c~author William R. Corliss, a U.S. presentation volume at the 
Fourth Geneva Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. Also, the AEC 
published several volumes of my speeches in paperback form. 
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I, of course, had close operating relationships with the presidential science 
advisors- --Jerome Wiesner in the Kennedy AdminiStration, Wiesner and Donald Hornig in 
the Johnson Administration, and Lee Du Bridge and Edward David in the Nixon 
Administration. Wiesner had an excellent working relationship with Kennedy. The role of 
the science advisor faded under Johnson and due in part to the attitude of Henry Kissinger 
deteriorated even further under Nixon. Du Bridge, for example, was completely frozen 
out of discussions on arms control policy. Although I had known Nixon since February, 
1948 (when we met in Chattanooga, Tennessee, as members of the Junior Chamber of 
Commerce's "Ten Outstanding Young Men of the Year") my relations with him as 
president were less close than those I had with Kennedy and Johnson. I was not, like Du 
Bridge, cut off entirely from arms control matters, but my information came secondhand 
through the staff of our Division of International Affairs. Nixon's attitude seemed to be 
mirrored in a comment he made after I offered an opinion at a meeting about a SALT 
proposal. He said that he would look to me for scientific, but not for political, advice. 

There were several episodes during the Nixon Administration that led to difficulties 
for me. During the early period when there was a push for the installation of an ABM 
system in the United States I was asked by Nixon's aides to make supporting speeches. 
This I declined to do. (Later, Nixon, to his credit, revised his own position and began the 
negotiations with the Soviet Union that led to the ABM Treaty.) I had a brush with 
Attorney General John Mitchell in connection with a charge that fissionable material had 
been diverted to Israel from a processing plant in Pennsylvania. He wanted me to revoke, 
without a hearing, the security clearance of the key individual involved. This I refused to 
do, as a matter of principle and because I was convinced that the charge was false. · 

I was pleased when President Kennedy volunteered in 1961 to make the presentation 
of the AEC's Fermi Award ($50,000, a medal and a certificate) in a White House Oval 
Office ceremony to the eminent Cornell physicist, Hans A. Bethe. Kennedy repeated this 
for the presentation to Edward Teller in 1962 and President Johnson continued the 
practice with his presentation to J. Robert Oppenheimer in 1963 and to subsequent award 
winners during his Administration, Admiral Hyman G. Rickover for 1964 , and John A. 
Wheeler for 1968. The Commissioners and I presented the Award in 1966 to Otto.Hahn 
and Fritz Strassman in Vienna and I, to Lisa Meitner in Cambridge, England. No Awards 
were given in 1965 and 1967. I made the presentations to Walter H. Zinn in 1969 and 
Norris E. Bradbury in 1970 because President Nixon refused to carry on the tradition 
started by Kennedy and Johnson. 

With Presidents Kennedy and Johnson I was given the privilege of appealing to the 
President some of the adverse budgetary decisions made by the Bureau of the Budget. 
With Kennedy this was done in White House meetings and with Johnson in meetings (in 
December) at his ranch in Texas. Here I defended my requests for budget restorations in 
debates with the Director of the Bureau of the Budget before the President. I was 
singularly successful in winning the ~pproval of President Johnson. In my one opportunity 
to present an appeal to President Nixon I didn't win a single point. Thereafter, I was 
asked to present my appeals through the OMB director (Office of Management and 
Budget, the changed name from BOB), the person who had already ruled against me; this 
procedure led to no appeal victories for me. 

The sections that follow provide an historical summary of the major activities and 
events with which the Atomic Energy Commission was associated during the period of my 
chairmanship (1961- 1971). This is done in a topical manner, i.e., by describing in 
summary form the accomplishments in each of a selected number of subject areas over 
the ten-year period. This is in preference to dividing the account into three parts, 
covering the Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon administrations, which would inevitably result in 
a good deal of repetition in thus describing each of the subject areas three times. 
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I have chosen to touch briefly (not in any order of priority) on the following subjects: 

I. The Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) 

D. The Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) 

m. Arms Limitation 

IV. The Cuban Missile Crisis 

V. The program of international cooperation, including my visits to 

60 comttries 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

Xl. 

xu. 

Xlll. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI. 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

Support of research 

Los Alamos Meson Facility and 200 Bev Accelerator 

The National Transplutonium Production Program 

Civilian nuclear power 

Raw Materials Program 

Gas Centrifuge Program 

Cutback in production of fissionable materials 

Regulation 

Radioisotopes Program 

Nuclear power in space 

Nuclear weapons tests 

Plowshare 

Controlled thermonuclear research (CTR) 

Nuclear education and training 

Technical information 

Civil Defense 
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I. The Limited Test Ban Treaty (L TBT) 

The United States, United Kingdom, and USSR began serious negotiations on a test 
ban treaty late in 1958. They were impelled to the bargaining table in part by a 
worldwide concern over radioactive fallout from nuclear tests. The negotiations soon 
became bogged down over disagreements about the details of a control system. 
Essentially, the United States wanted extensive controls because of a suspicion that the 
Soviets would cheat; the Soviets resisted controls because of a suspicion that we would 
use them for espionage. Nevertheless, a compromise agreement was almost reached in 
the spring of 1960 on a treaty that would have barred all tests considered to be verifiable: 
namely, all except underground tests producing signals of less than 4. 75 on the Richter 
scale. Shortly before a Big Four summit at which it was thought such a treaty might be 
signed, however, the U-2 incident occurred and the way this was handled ended hopes of 

· any agreement during the Eisenhower administration. 

President Kennedy was deeply committed to achieving a nuclear test ban treaty with 
the Soviet Union and he pursued this goal persistently, despite numerous discouragements, 
showing sensitivity and patience in his diplomatic relations with both the Soviet Union 
(meaning, basicaUy, with Nikita Khrushchev) and with the United States Senate. 
Discussions within the Committee of Principals, in which I participated, to def"me a U.S. 
position began immediately, in February 1961, and negotiation with the Soviet Union, 
within a matter of weeks thereafter, in March 1961. A draft treaty was introduced by the 
U.S. and U.K. in April 1961. It would have banned all but smaller underground tests: 
offered a moratorium on such tests: and allowed the Soviets to inspect devices we 
proposed to use for seismic research or for AEC's Plowshare (peaceful nuclear explosions) 
program. We also agreed to a Soviet suggestion that the number of onsite inspections on 
the soil of each party be limited to an annual quota. The most serious disagreement was 
over the size of this inspection quota: we proposed it be 20, the Soviets, while contending 
that no inspections were necessary, offered to accept three as a political concession to 
Kennedy. Over the ensuing two years we several times modified our quota demand until 
in February 1963 our chief negotiator was authorized to produce the number six as a final 
fall-back offer. But the Soviets would go no higher than three. 

In August 1961 the Soviets surprised us by breaking an informal test moratorium 
begun three years earlier and launching a massive series of atmospheric tests. After some 
hesitation, President Kennedy authorized a series of U.S. atmospheric tests which took 
place in the Pacific between April and November 1962. (See Section XVI.) 

President Kennedy's extraordinary commencement address at American University on 
June 10, 1963, f"mally set the stage for the high-level negotiations with the Soviet Union. 
Kermedy chose W. Averell Harriman, the experienced American diplomat, who had the 
respect of the Soviet leadership, to lead the U.S.-U.K. negotiating team in Moscow. On 
the specific issue of a test ban, Harriman was instructed that the achievement of a 
comprehensive test ban remained the U.S. objective. If that was unobtainable, he was to 
seek a limited treaty in three environments, (atmosphere, water and space) along the lines 
of a Western draft treaty of August 1962. Khrushchev made it clear before the emissaries 
arrived, however, that he was prepared to accept only a limited test ban, not the 
comprehensive agreement Kennedy wanted. 
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Harriman made an unsuccessful attempt to negotiate a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty, then went on to negotiate the details of the Limited Test Ban Treaty. In 12 days 
of intensive negotiation in July, which Kenendy supervised on a daily basis, Foreign 
Minister Gromyko and Averell Harriman, leader of the small U.S. negotiating team, with 
minor British participation reached agreement on a treaty. It banned all tests in the 
atmosphere, outer space, and under water, environments where verification was feasible 
without onsite inspection. In order to achieve agreement with the Soviets, Harriman had 
to give up the U.S. peaceful uses of nuclear explosives (the Plowshare) provision in 
exchange for Soviet acceptance of a withdrawal clause. 

I was pleased to be a member of Secretary of State Dean Rusk's delegation, which 
flew to Moscow for the signing, on August S, 1963, exactly 18 years after Hiroshima, of 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty. We met with Soviet Chairman Nikita Khrushchev for an 
hour in his office in the Kremlin in the morning to discuss the significance of the Treaty, 
the future of East-West relations, etc. The Treaty was signed at 4:30 p.m. in the 
Kremlin's Catherine Hall by Rusk, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko and British 
Foreign Minister Lord Home. 

To help assure a large favorable vote in the Senate, Kennedy agreed to four national 
security "safeguards" put forward by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as conditions for their 
support. These required the president to commit himself to a vigorous underground 
testing program, high-level maintenance of weapon laboratories, continued readiness to 
resume atmospheric testing, and improving our ability to detect Soviet violations. 

The treaty was referred for study to the Committee on Foreign Relations, which 
began hearings on August 12, four days after the Senate received the President's 
message. The first three witnesses before the Foreign Relations Committee--Secretary 
of State Dean Rusk, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and 1--were each separately 
questioned, each for an entire day. Without doubt, the most important aspect of my 
testimony of August 14 had to do with the effect of the treaty on the AEC's Plowshare 
program for peaceful nuclear explosions. Reassured by the safeguards and by forecasts 
(some by me during my day-long testimony) that peaceful nuclear explosion experiments 
would be permissible under the treaty, a number of senators who had been leaning against 
voted in favor. On September 24, 1963, the momentous vote on the treaty was taken. 
Every able-bodied senator was present. The treaty was approved by a vote of 80 to 19. 
This was 14 votes more than the required tw~thirds majority, a margin that satisfied the 
President's desire for a strong endorsement. The treaty entered into force on October 10. 
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D. The Nonproliferation Treaty (NP'J') 

It was fear of the further spread of nuclear weapons more than any other 
consideration that prompted President Kennedy's push for a comprehensive test ban. 
Kennedy was so concerned about China acquiring the bomb that he authorized Averell 
Harriman, when the latter was in Moscow negotiating the Limited Test Ban Treaty, to 
feel out Khrushchev on the subject of launching a joint preemptive strike on China's 
nuclear facilities. Khrushchev shrugged off the suggestion--he said he didn't think China 
would be a serious nuclear threat. 

By the time Lyndon Johnson became president, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency had adopted nonproliferation as its number one objective. This position conflicted 
with another objective, which had strong support in the State Department, namely, the 
establishment of a NATO naval force, manned by personnel from several nations, and 
equipped with U.S. nuclear weapons, the so-called Multilateral Force (MLF). The 
purposes of the MLF included giving NATO countries, particularly Germany, a greater 
role in planning their own defense, thereby helping to dissuade them from wanting to be 
independent nuclear powers; preserving allied cohesion in the face of the Soviet threat; 
and encouraging the budding movement toward a united Europe. While it could be, and 
was, argued that the MLF and a nonproliferation treaty were not inconsistent, the former 
tended to exclude the latter because of the Soviet Union's attitude. The Soviets were 
fiercely hostile to a scheme that seemed to place a revengeful West German f"mger on the 
nuclear trigger. They made it clear they would not join in an NPT unless we abandoned 
the MLF. 

Germany, and to a lesser extent Italy, seemed interested in the MLF from the start. 
The British were opposed--they didn't think this was any way to run a navy. Other NATO 
allies were indifferent at best. President Kennedy was himself rather cool toward the 
idea, although he was willing to go forward if the allies showed a clear desire to do so. 
Later, after France began to distance itself from NATO, Kennedy showed more interest 
because of a desire to give the Germans an alternative to nuclear cooperation with 
France. But there was strong opposition in Congress to sharing U.S. weapons with 
anybody, and to do so would have required Congressional approval in the form of an 
amendment to the Atomic Energy Act. 

Despite the political problems, technical work on the MLF went forward, and when 
Johnson became president he was immediately subjected to strong pressures from MLF 
advocates in the State Department. Following some intense discussion within the 
·administration he authorized a campaign to sell the idea to our allies, hoping to reach 
agreement by the end of 1964. 

But then, on October 16, 1964, my journal contained the following entry: 

"The big news today is that at 3 a.m. Washington time the Red Chinese exploded an 
atomic bomb in the atmosphere." 

Our analysis of the debris convinced us, to our surprise, that the Chinese had 
detonated a 2 3 s U device of sophisticated design, not a plutonium bomb such as the other 
four nuclear powers had used for their f"1rst tests. I reported these f"mdings to a Cabinet 
meeting on August 20. 

The Chinese test had long been expected, but the actual occurrence nevertheless 
shook up the whole international equation. Potent forces in India immediately began 
agitating for an Indian bomb to match China's. This made the Pakistanis edgy. The 
Australians began to stir. Proliferation seemed to be in the air. The need for an NPT 
seemed more urgent. 
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President Johnson had to confront the MLF issue seriously in December 1964. The 
occasion was a visit by British Prime Minister Harold Wilson. The principal item on the 
agenda was the MLF, and the British had made no secret of their opposition. But it was 
probably the runup to the meeting rather than the meeting itself that had the biggest 
effect on the President's mind. In five days of intensive meetings with his principal 
advisors, Johnson grappled with the MLF question, seeking a policy position of his own. In 
the end he determined that the United States, while not opposing the MLF, would no 
longer actively try to bring it about. 

The president's new position, by seeming to remove the MLF obstacle, really 
energized the diplomatic quest for an NPT. In August 1965 the United States unfurled a 
complete draft at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference (ENDC). The draft did 
not fully rule out a future MLF, however--die-hards in State had managed to keep it 
alive--so the Soviets promptly rejected the draft. The Soviets wanted to outlaw any 
transfer of nuclear weapons whatever--their position seemed to bar even existing NATO 
arrangements by which U.S. weapons were stationed in Europe. Then Secretary 
McNamara devised a substitute for the MLF--the idea of a consultative committee to 
devise NATO nuclear strategy. This seemed to satisfy the motive of giving Germany and 
other NATO allies a voice in their own nuclear defense. 

The situation now seemed ready for forward movement on an NPT. The missing 
ingredient was presidential involvement. President Johnson had become somewhat 
disengaged from arms control matters because of his preoccupation with the Vietnam War 
following the major escalation early in 1965. Pressures to get him to focus again on the 
NPT came from a number of directions. One was a Senate resolution in May 1966 that 
urged "additional efforts by the president ... for the solution of nuclear proliferation 
problems." Next, some inside the administration managed through Bill Moyers, to get to 
the president and make the case on the urgency of getting an NPT. The break seemed to 
come on July 5, 1966, when, in answer to a question at a news conference, the president 
stated: "We are going to do everything within the power of our most imaginative people 
to f'md language which will bring the nuclear powers together in a treaty which will 
provide nonproliferation." Secretary of State Rusk, previously quite removed form the 
issue, now became for the f'1rst time an active and very effective NPT advocate. 

Just to allay any doubts there might have been about where he stood, President 
Johnson stepped up the pressure in a speech at the National Reactor Testing Station on 
August 26, 1966. Speaking of the NPT negotiations, the president said, "I believe that we 
can f'md acceptable language on which reasonable men can agree." The search for such 
language was underway in hard and intense and private negotiation between the U.S. and 
Soviet sides. 

On October 10, 1966 Foreign Minister Gromyko showed up at the White House in a 
visit full of smiles, indicating that the process had borne fruit. On December 5, 1966, the 
two sides unveiled the text of the f'J.rst two articles of an NPT. Article I forebade states 
having nuclear weapons from transferring them "to any recipient whatsoever." Article U 
forebade States not having nuclear weapons from accepting their transfer or 
manufacturing them. Article I essentially ruled out the MLF. The United States, 
however, prepared a series of interpretations which we told the Soviets would be 
submitted to the Senate with the treaty. Most important of these was that the treaty 
would not prevent a federated European state, if one ever developed, from inheriting the 
nuclear weapons of Britain or France, or both. Apparently, the Soviets considered this 
eventuality sufficiently remote that they were willing to take a chance on it. 
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After the breakthrough on Articles I and n, there was still one other important 
matter to clear up. This concerned so-called "safeguards," meaning inspections and other 
mechanisms for detecting on a timely basis any diversion of nuclear materials from 
peaceful to weapons uses. In this matter the AEC became embroiled in a dispute with 
other parts of the U.S. government. We wanted safeguards, preferably administered by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, to be made mandatory. Our European allies 
resisted mandatory safeguards, ostensibly because they did not like the idea of inspectors 
from other COWltries roaming arowtd in their nuclear plants. They were supported in this 
attitude by elements in our State Department. The ACDA, bowing to allied and State 
Department pressure, at IJ.rst introduced in Geneva a miserably weak treaty provision 
specifying merely that the parties to the treaty would "cooperate in facilitating the 
application of safeguards." The AEC bitterly protested the weakness of this provision, 
and our position won support from the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. In fact, the 
JCAE implied that any treaty that did not have mandatory safeguards would be in trouble 
in the Senate. This helped tilt the balance and mandatory safeguards for all non-nuclear 
weapon countries soon became the U.S. position. 

It did not, however, settle the question of who would administer the safeguards. In 
deference to our European allies, the U.S. argued in Geneva for a formula specifying 
"International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent" safeguards. "Or equivalent" was a 
reference to safeguards already being applied to its members by the European Atomic 
Energy Community (EURATOM). Several allied countries very much preferred EURATOM 
to IAEA safeguards. Their argument was that IAEA inspectors might make off with 
industrial secrets about their growing nuclear businesses. · 

But the Soviets stated that "self-inspection" by EURATOM of its own members was 
unacceptable. Various compromise proposals were then thrown into the mix, all seeking 
some way that EURATOM safeguards could remain, at least for a while, subject to some 
verification of their adequacy by the IAEA. At length, informal talks among negotiators 
from the two sides produced basic agreement on a compromise solution. This was that 
each non-nuclear party to the treaty would within a specified time reach a safeguards 
agreement with the IAEA. This formula allowed for the possibility of continued 
EURATOM safeguards in that the agreements could be negotiated either individual)y or 
together with other cowttries. 

A key step to soften allied opposition to the proposed safeguards article was taken on 
December 2, 1967, when President Jobnson announced that the United States would 
accept the application of IAEA safeguards to all its own peaceful nuclear activities at the 
time that such safeguards were generally applied to other nations under the NPT. This 
announcement was the culmination of a series of prior suggestions and events in which the 
AEC had played a key role. The British immediately followed our example. These actions 
tended to cut the ground from tmder previous allied objections based on presumed 
commercial disadvantage. The allies then agreed to the text of the safeguards article 
and, after some last minute haggling with the Soviets over wording, the agreement was 
announced in Jobnson's State of the Union message in January 1968. 
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The first three article of the NPT (Articles I and n setting out the basic obligations 
of nuclear-weapon states not to transfer, and nonweapon states not to acquire nuclear 
weapons, and Article m prescribing safeguards) pretty well encompassed what the 
superpowers hoped the f'mal treaty would be. Not so the non-nuclear countries who were 
the main object of the treaty. There was very great resentment among them about what 
they considered the draft treaty's discriminatory nature. They felt they were being asked 
to renounce a future means of defense and without any compensation. 

Ultimately three articles were added to the treaty in an effort to appease the 
non-nuclears. Article IV stated the right of all countries to pursue the peaceful atom 
without discrimination. It also announced the obligation of more advanced countries to 
provide technical assistance in peaceful uses to others, particularly to those in "the 
developing areas of the world." 

Article V referred to a technology that has since declined in importance, namely, the 
use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes like excavation, mining, and research. 
Both Brazil and India objected to the draft NPT on the grounds that it would preclude 
their independent development of such explosives. In a trip to Brazil in 1967 I spoke to 
Brazilian officials at length about this. I pointed out to them that the USAEC stood ready 
under an NPT to provide a peaceful nuclear explosives service to them at a fraction of 
what it would cost them to provide it for themselves. I found that they were generally 
not well informed about the issues and that their arguments did not hold up. I became 
convinced that their avowed interest in peaceful nuclear explosions was mainly a cover to 
keep alive a nuclear weapons option. Nevertheless, to meet such objections as the 
Brazilians advanced, an Article V was added to the NPT providing for such a nuclear 
explosives service as I had described to thetp. 

The most clamorous demand of the non-nuclears was that, in exchange for their 
abjuring nuclear weapons, the superpowers must do something to halt their bilateral arms 
race, which was regarded as a threat to everybody. The tide of revolt on this issue ran 
very strongly--so much so that the superpowers felt that if they did not give ground they 
might lose the treaty. They therefore added an Article VI pledging "to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on effective measures regarding cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and disarmament ... " Later they were forced by the efforts of Sweden's Alva Myrdal 
to agree to an amendment requiring that these negotiations take place "at an early date." 

Formal UN debate on the NPT began in the General Assembly on April 24, 1968. It 
was approved on June 12 by a vote of 95 to 4, with 21 abstentions. The treaty was opened 
for signature on July 1, 1968, in Washington, London, and Moscow. It was signed on that 
day by the Big Three and more than SO other countries. Senate hearings began on July 10 
with supporting testimoey by Secretary Dean Rusk, ACDA Director William Foster, 
Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Nitze, Joint Chiefs Chairman Earle Wheeler, and me. My 
own testimony concentrated on IAEA safeguards, and the provision for a peaceful nuclear 
explosions service. There was little opposition, but the Foreign Relations Committee did 
not vote out the treaty wttil September 17. On October 11, with the presidential election 
campaign in full swing, the full Senate voted to postpone action. After Nixon's election, 
he made it clear that he wanted action still further deferred, until after his inauguration. 
On February S, 1969, President Nixon recommended ratification in a special message to 
the Senate. The Senate gave its consent on March 13, and two days later, having been 
ratified by the requisite number of countries (the Big Three plus 40), the Treaty on the 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons entered into force. 
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W. Arms LimitatiOD 

On July 1, 1968, the very day they signed the Nonproliferation Treaty, President 
Johnson and Soviet Premier Kosygin announced their intentions to enter into talks on the 
limitation and reduction of offensive and defensive nuclear weapons. 

This was by no means the f"trst approach to this subject, but it may have been the 
f"trst serious one. During the previous four years the United States and the Soviet Union 
had batted back and forth a series of proposals, some of which were obviously 
unacceptable to the other side and probably intended mainJy for propaganda effect. In 
January 1964, President Johnson proposed a "verified freeze on the number of strategic 
nuclear offensive and defensive missiles." As details of this idea were worked out in 
Washington, it proved quite complex, much more so than its simple statement by the 
president would have indicated. The Soviets never took it seriously, possibly because 
verification of the freeze would have required intrusion into some of the most secret 
Soviet facilities. 

One week after Johnson's freeze proposal the Soviets proposed that the major 
powers destroy all their bombers. This was obviously unacceptable to the United States, 
which held a large lead in number of bombers. The United States responded with a 
proposal that both superpowers destroy an equal number of bombers. The Soviets 
promptly rejected this since it would have increased the proportional U.S. advantage. 

The superpowers also flirted briefJy during Johnson's term with reductions in military 
budgets as an approach to arms limitation. Late in 1963 Chairman Khrushchev announced 
a 4.3 percent cut in planned Soviet military expendi~es for 1964. President Johnson 
then announced a small reduction in the U.S. defense budget for f"lScal year 1965. After 
both sides announced they intended to make additional cuts the process WaS aborted by 
the sharp escalation in the Vietnam War initiated by Johnson early in 1965. From that 
time forward, military spending by both superpowers resumed an upward course. 

Section xn of this introduction describes the cutback in capacity to produce 
f"lSsionable materials carried through by President Johnson. Though the president 
succeeded to some extent in surrounding these actions with the aura of arms control, they 
were prompted largely by the excess of materials production capacity built up during the 
1950s. This same excess contributed to some U.S. proposals that both sides transfer 
already produced stocks of weapons grade U-235 to civilian use. In August 1963 the 
United States formaUy offered to transfer sixty thousand kilograms of such U-235 if the 
Soviet Union would transfer forty thousand kilograms. There was scant risk in this since 
our stockpile at the time was about f"tve times that of the Soviets. Early in 1964 
President Johnson suggested a halt in production of f"lSsionable materials for weapons 
purposes and offered to act quickly on our past offer of a transfer to peaceful purposes in 
a 60-40 ratio. The Soviet reswnse on both occasions was cold. They claimed that the 
amounts transferred would not diminish the U.S. nuclear potential, because we had excess 
weapons, that the verification procedures would require the most intrusive controls, and 
that, in general, the proposals amoWtted to "control without disarmament." To meet the 
last objection, we proposed that the transferred material be obtained from destruction ot· 
weapons chosen by each side from its stocks. U.S. efforts on behalf of such proposals 
reached their peak in 1965 and early in 1966. We ceased to press them thereafter, in part 
because our lead over the Soviets in stockpiles of nssionable materials was diminishing 
rapidly. 
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Meanwhile, both sides had been adding new and better weapons to their arsenals. One 
aspect of the continuing arms race appeared particularly alarming to serious-minded 
individuals. This was the deployment, f'trst noticed in 1964, of an antiballistic missile 
system around Moscow, and rising press~e within the United States to deploy similar 
systems, then under development, to protect American cities. 

In March 1966, Secretary of Defense MacNamara tried to still the clamor for an 
American ABM by stating it would not be capable of defending against a Soviet attack, 
although it might be effective against a lesser Chinese attack. He suggested that funds 
already authorized for an ABM system not be spent ootil arms limitation was explored 
with the Soviet Union. President Johnson agreed and was strengthened in this belief by a 
climactic meeting of his advisers held in Austin, Texas, in December 1966. He wrote to 
Kosygin in January 1967 setting forth the situation quite bluntly: if the Soviets deployed 
an ABM, we would follow suit, and also would increase our capabilities to penetrate their 
system. They would then increase their offensive and defensive capabilities and both 
sides would have incurred "colossal costs without substantially enhancing ... security .. " 
Johnson therefore suggested that some of the two sides' "highest authorities" meet to 
"carry the matter forward." 

In response to the president's initiative, conflicting signals came from Moscow. 
Kosygin made public statements defending the Soviet ABM. This was in keeping with the 
Soviet military doctrine's emphasis on defense. At length, a month after the president's 
letter, the Soviets replied, stating their willingness to exchange views on strategic 
weapons but without suggesting a date. Meanwhile, discussions began within the U.S. 
government about the position we should take in the talks. The Joint Chiefs wanted any 
agreement to take the form of a treaty and that. it both assure continued U.S. strategic 
superiority and allow future development of an American ABM. State and ACDA were 
less obdurate. 

Preliminary discussions with the Soviets about arms limitation took place at a hastily 
arranged summit meeting between Johnson and Kosygin at Glassboro, New Jersey on June 
23 and 24, 1967. The climax of the meeting was a passionate effort by MacNamara, over 
lunch, to persuade Kosygin that the security interests of both sides required some 
limitation of strategic arms. Kosygin appeared not to respond, continuing to argue that 
defense threatened no one. Yet there was evidence that he and his aides were indeed 
impressed with the logic and force of the American presentation. 

They were not impressed enough to schedule strategic arms talks, however, and in the 
absence of such talks weapons developments continued apace. In September 1967, at the 
end of a long speech in which he argued the futility of a "heavy" ABM system to protect 
against the Russians, MacNamara annoooced a "light" one (SENTINEL) to defend against 
the Chinese. In December it was revealed that the United States was developing MIRVs. 

President Johnson continued to pressure the Soviets to schedule talks and on July 1, 
1968, as indicated above, the two sides announced their intention to enter into near-term 
talks "on limitation and reduction of offensive strategic nuclear weapons delivery systems 
as well as systems of defense against ballistic missiles." Still no date was announced. 
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Now the task of preparing a U.S. position began in earnest. A staff in the Pentagon 
prepared a draft treaty. Essentially it proposed a quantitative, but not a qualitative, 
freeze on strategic missile launchers, and an agreement to limit ABMs to an equal, but as 
yet unspecified, number. An ominous limitation of the proposal was that, at the 
insistence of the Joint Chiefs, it did not restrict MIRVs. Thus, while the number ot· 
missile launchers might be held steady, the number of warheads could increase 
substantially. 

On August 19, the Soviet Union f'mally agreed to schedule a summit conference that 
would launch SALT, the strategic arms limitation talks. The date was to be in the first 
ten days of October, the site probably Moscow. On the night of August 20, however, a 
few hours before the joint announcement was to be issued, news came of the invitation of 
Czechoslovakia by Warsaw Pact forces. Anticipating a popular outcry, President Jolmson 
felt he had to call of the scheduled announcement. 

In the remaining months of Johnson's administration, some efforts were made to get 
the summit conference back on the rails. These were f'mally defeated by President-elect 
Nixon, who made it clear that he would not be bound by the results of such a meeting 
involving his predecessor. 

The Nixon administration took several months to prepare before indicating a 
willingness to initiate SALT. A variety of options were considered. ACDA's new 
director, Gerard Smith, advocated an across-the-board freeze of the number and 
characteristics of strategic weapons. This "Stop Where We Are" proposal, which I 
supported, would have banned MIRVs on both sides. It would also have saved vast sums of 
money. The Joint Chiefs opposed this, and any other, limitation on technology. · 

The options were considered in a series of White House meetings in June 1969 which I 
attended. At one of these President Nixon stated with great emphasis that he would 
personally make all decisions regarding U.S. policy, setting the stage for very close White 
House control of the negotiations to follow. Discussions continued in coming months but 
before a more limited group, from which I and White House science adviser Lee DuBridge 
were excluded. President Nixon and Security Adviser Henry Kissinger apparently did not 
feel that the advice of scientists was of much use in matters like this. 

SALT did not in fact begin until November 1969. There was early agreement on the 
desirability of limiting ABMs. But the assymetry between the forces on the two sides led 
to difficulties in reaching agreement on an offensive arms. The Soviets then sought to 
limit negotiations to ABMs, but the United States, fearing unlimited growth in the Soviet 
Union's burgeoning ICBM arsenal, insisted that offensive weapons be included as well. 
After a prolonged deadlock, it was decided to negotiate a permanent treaty limiting ABMs 
and, as a holding action, to add an interim agreement (not a treaty) restricting the growth 
of offensive arms for five years. 
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IV. The Cuban Missile Crisis 

Periodic intelligence reports since late August of 1962 had revealed the off-loading 
of military equipment from Soviet ships and an increase in military construction activity 
at several locations in Cuba. Although the AEC was not a "collector" of intelligence, it 
did serve as an evaluator and interpreter of nuclear-related intelligence data collected by 
the CIA, the Department of Defense, and other elements of the intelligence community. I 
served as a member of the U.S. Intelligence Board, the highest intelligence estimating 
body in the government. Commencing in October, the AEC's Director of Intelligence 
Charles Reichardt, often accompanied by Assistant General Manager for Administration 
Harry Traynor and General Manager Alvin Luedecke, came to my office in the early 
morning nearly every day to give me the latest reports and estimates on developments in 
the Cuban situation. Many of these reports bore classifications above top secret. 

The crisis broke on Monday, October 15, when analysis of photographs from 
reconnaissance overflights by U-2 planes disclosed evidence of a medium-range missile 
site, though not yet the missiles themselves, in Western Cuba. Now a nuclear 
confrontation with the Soviet Union over Cuba appeared to be a distinct probability. 

The president immediately established a top-level group, later formally named the 
Executive Committee of the National Security Council (EXCOM), to consider policy 
alternatives and make recommendations to him. By Wednesday, October 17, launchers 
and missiles could be seen in U-2 photographs, and it was clear that the missiles could be 
fired within two weeks. EXCOM discussions began to focus on two options: 1) a swift air 
strike to take out the missiles, or 2) a naval blockade while diplomatic pressure was 
exercised to get the missiles Temoved. · 

It is necessary to recall that, almost from its inception, but especially since the 
Korean War, the AEC had maintained a readiness plan for continuity of essential 
operations in the event of hostilities. Indeed, when the new headquarters of the AEC was 
constructed at Germantown, Maryland, in 1957 (as part of President Eisenhower's plan for 
the dispersal of critical government functions), a reinforced structure replete with 
sophisticated emergency communications systems was built into the underground 
structure of the new complex. It was known as the Emergency Relocation Center (ERC), 
and was built with compartmentalized sleeping facilities to house 120 people with 
sufficient water and food to meet their needs for several weeks. 

Periodically, mock exercises were held in the ERC during which imaginative efforts 
were made to write a realistic scenario. For most of the key officials who participated, 
these exercises, were a bit of a nuisance, interrupting their busy schedule. In 
mid-October 1962, however, the exercises commenced to assume a new reality. 

The ERC was meant to house, in the event of a war emergency, the Initial Cadre, 
consisting of the Chairman, the commissioners, and those members of the AEC staff 
essential to operation of the agency in such an emergency situation. It was also 
contemplated that the members of the Initial Cadre might be accompanied by their 
families, although the feasibility of this was in doubt and subject to much debate. 
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By Friday, October 19, the blockade concept appeared to have won out over the air 
strike in the deliberations of EXCOM, but with the proviso that an air strike would follow 
if diplomacy failed. The president's address to the nation on radio and television, which 
revealed the extent of the crisis to the world for the first time, took place on Monday 
evening, October 22. This address ''brought home" to the nation the gravity of the 
situation. AEC employees, who had been enjoined by secrecy, were now for the first time 
able to discuss and develop with their spouses concrete plans for the safety of their 
families. This raised serious questions among the members of the Initial Cadre as to 
whether, if ordered to occupy the ERC in the face of impending outbreak of hostilities, 
they would actuaUy bring their families to take up residence in the underground 
Emergency Relocation Center in Germantown. Helen and I had serious discussions as to 
our proper course of action should we be faced with such a fateful decision. Fortunate)y, 
we never had to make this decision. 

The day following the president's address, I informed the Commissioners that AEC 
operations had been placed under Phase I Alert, i.e., instructions to check that 
communications were in order, 24-hour duty for communications personnel, additional 
security guards, etc. It was a tense day, featured by a meeting at which the Organization 
of American States (OAS) endorsed President Kennedy's action, a spirited discussion in 
the UN Security Council, and reactions of various types from around the world. What the 
USSR reaction would do was not yet clear. 

Fortunate)y, after an historic exchange of messages between Kennedy and 
Khrushchev, a message came from the Soviet government on Sunday, October 28, agreeing 
to remove the missiles under UN inspection. 

Although it was not public)y announced at the time, it is now known that, in return, 
Kennedy conveyed private assurances to Khrushchev: (1) that the United States would not 
attack Cuba, and (2) that we would remove Jupiter missiles we had deployed in Turkey. 

This brush with disaster brought President Kennedy and Chairman Khrushchev closer 
together, a prelude to the successful attainment of the Limited Test Ban Treaty less than 
a year later. ·· 
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V. The program of international cooperatioa, includinsm.v visits to 60 countries 

In 1954 the Atomic Energy Act was liberalized to permit the AEC to transmit 
peaceful atomic energy information, research tools, and nuclear materials to other 
nations under "Agreements for Cooperation" pledging the recipient not to use what was 
received for any military purpose. The number of such agreements greatly increased 
during the decade of my chairmanship. By the end of 1971 they were in effect with 30 
individual nations and two international organizations {EURATOM and the IAEA). 

At f"trst, the "safeguards" to prevent military use were implemented by the United 
States and the cooperating nation. In accordance with what had always been the U.S. 
intention, this responsibility began in the mid-1960s to be transferred to the IAEA through 
trilateral agreements among the agency, the United States, and the recipient nation. The 
principle of international safeguards administration was further strengthened by the 1968 
Nonproliferation Treaty {see Section ll), which required non-nuclear weapons signators to 
negotiate safeguards agreements with the IAEA. 

The enthusiasm engendered by the U.S. Atoms for Peace Program led in 1955 to the 
convening in Geneva of a huge UN Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. 
The success of this conference led to a second one being held in 1958, a third in 1964 and 
a fourth in 1971. At the f"Irst two Geneva Conferences I was a member, at the third the 
Chairman, of the U.S. delegation. I had the honor of being elected president of the fourth 
(1971) Conference. Another repeated occasion for travel abroad was the IAEA General 
Conference. During my ten and a half years as AEC chairman, I, along with one or more 
of my fellow commissioners, attended this annual event eleven times, held in Vierma 
except in 1965 when it was held in Tokyo. 

It became my practice to visit other COWltries before and after the various 
conferences I attended. Thus, in 1965, when the IAEA General Conference was held in 
Tokyo, I visited nine countries in a trip aroWld the world. A presidential plane was placed 
at my disposal for three of my trips: in January 1967 when I circled the globe in visiting 
f"tve countries; in January 1970 for a trip to six African colUltries, Spain, and Germany; 
and in July 1971, when I visited six South American countries. One highlight of my travels 
abroad occurred in September 1964. Leaving the third Geneva Cont"erence for a weekend, 
I served as host to high-ranking off"tcials of 15 national nuclear energy organizations 
abroad the USNS Savannah, the world's f"Irst nuclear-powered cargo-passenger ship. The 
Savannah, which had started operation in August 1962, was completing a tour of the 
Scandinavian countries and was at anchor in Halsingborg, Sweden. My guests and I spent 
the night aboard ship, then cruised the Baltic the next day. (Actually, I made several 
visits to the Savannah during my tenure as AEC Chairman; even before it was l&Wlched, 
my entire family and I [except Dianne, who was jldged to be too young) visited her at 
Yorktown, Virginia, in February 1962.) 

Throughout the 1960s, fruitful cooperation on peaceful uses of the atom was enjoyed 
with the USSR. This was accomplished pursuant to several bilateral Memoranda on 
Cooperation in the Field of Utilization of Atomic Energy for Peaceful Purposes 
negotiated between the USAEC and the Soviet State Committee for the Utilization of 
Atomic Energy. The f"Irst of these was signed in 1959 by AEC Chairman John A. McCone 
and his ·Soviet counterpart, Professor Vasil Emelyanov. I and my coWlterpart Andronik M. 
Petrosyants signed succeeding memoranda in May 1963, July 1968, and early 1970. 
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One of the fruits of the Memoranda of Cooperation was exchanges of visits by 
American and Soviet scientists to laboratories and facilities in each other's cowttry. A 
notable exchange of visits occurred in 1963. In May I led an American delegation on a 
tour of Soviet nuclear energy facilities. Everywhere we went we were treated with the 
warmest hospitality. Our hosts accepted unhesitatingly the itinerary we had proposed and 
even included some additional sites they thought would interest us. Our journey achieved 
a number of "firsts." We were the f"trst foreign group to visit the Soviet reactor testing 
station at Ulyanovsk and the site of the high energy accelerator at Serpukhov, the first 
Western visitors since World War U to visit the Radium Institute in Leningrad, and the 
llrst foreign group to see certain industrial reactors and other scientific equipment. 
Overall, I believe this visit contributed to the improved relations that made possible the 
negotiation, some two months later, of the Limited Test Ban Treaty. 

A high point of the trip took place on May 29, when I met for over an hour with 
Leonid Brezhnev, who occupied at that time the largely ceremonial position of "president" 
of the USSR. While interesting at the time, this talk became even more so in retrospect, 
since Brezhnev's elevation to the post of general secretary of the Communist party 
occurred less than a year and a half later. It is symptomatic of the extreme insularity of 
Soviet leaders at that time that, as I was told later, I was only the second American to 
meet Brezhnev, the other having been Gus Hall, head of the U.S. Communist Party. A 
reciprocal visit by Chairman Petrosyants and his colleagues took place during the period 
from November 16 to December 3, 1963. It was while the Soviet group was visiting the 
Radiation Laboratory in Berkeley on November 22, that news came of President 
Kennedy's assassination. I will always be grateful for the sympathetic and sensitive 
behavior of our visitors during the aftermath of the assassination. They seemed sincerely 
to share our grief. 

The first Soviet-American experiment in the nuclear sciences began in 1970. 
Pursuant to the fourth Memorandum on Cooperation, six U.S. physicists were assigned for 
six months to the High Energy Physics Institute at Serpukhov, working with Soviet 
scientists at the 70 Bev (billion electron volts) accelerator. In return Soviet scientists 
were to be assigned to the 200 Bev accelerator at Weston, Illinois, when it would be 
completed. 

Another exchange of scientist visits led by Chairman Petrosyants and me took. place 
in 1971. The Soviet group visited nuclear facilities throughout the United States from 
April 15 to 28. Our return tour took place between August 4 and 20. Following visits to 
laboratories in the Moscow area, an extensive ten-day tour by our party utilized a 
specialized Aeroflot plane used by Premier Kosygin on some of his trips. Travelling a 
distance of 12,110 kilometers, we visited nuclear facilities in and around eight cities: 
Minsk, Leningrad, Ulyanovsk, Novosibirsk, Tashkent, Erevan, Tbilisi, and 
Schevchenko- --with a stop at Samarkand. I also attended meetings and visited research 
laboratories in Moscow after our tour. 

On entering the Soviet Union at this time, I had newly acquired and rarely bestowed 
status of Foreign Member of the USSR Academy of Sciences. This honor had been 
conferred on me during the Academy's General Assembly in March. 

These trips involved extended separations from my family, disruptions of normal 
eating and sleeping habits, exhausting schedules at nearly every stop, intensive in-flight 
''homework" to prepare for the next visit, a host of minor frustrations and inconveniences, 
and, on return, a mountain of accumulated work. But the rewards were great. I am 
convinced that my personal discussions with scientists and statesmen of other nations, and 
visits to their scientific facilities, contributed significantly to the constructive use of the 
peaceful atom and nuclear safeguards and to better international relations generally. It 
was gratifying to know that President Johnson, for one, in repeatedly urging me to take 
such trips, felt the same way. 
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During my travels I met a rather large number of heads of state or high government 
officials- -British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, Soviet chairman Nikita S. 
Khrushchev, Soviet President Leonid I. Brezhnev, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei A. 
Gromyko, and V. M. Molotov of the Soviet Union, Swedish Prime Minister Tage Erlander, 
Indian Prime Minister Indira Ghandi, Pakistani President Ayub Khan, President Chiang 
Kai-shek and Premier C. K. Yen of Taiwan, Finnish President Urho Kekk.onen, Austrian 
Chancellors Josef Klaus and Alfors Gorbach, Austrian State Secretary Karl Gruber, 
Yugoslav Vice President Aleksandar Rankovic, Trygve Lie of Norway, U.N. Secretary 
General U Thant, Israeli Prime Minister Levi Esbkol, Irish President Eamon De Valera, 
Prime Minister Kittikachom Thanan of Thailand, Brazilian Foreign Minister Jose da 
Magahaes Pinto, President Juan Carlos Ongania of Argentina, Mexican Foreign Minister 
Antonio Carrillo Flores, President Nicolae Ceausescu of Rumania, Moroccoan Foreign 
Minister Mohamed Syilnassi, Tunisian Foreign Minister Habib Bourguiba of Tunis, 
Ethiopia's Emperor Haile Selassie and Crown Price Asfa-Wossen Haile Selassie, Vice 
President Daniel arap Moi of Kenya, Prime Minister Kofi A. Busia of Ghana, Spanish 
Foreign Minister Gregorio Lopez Bravo, Prince Juan Carlos and Princess Sofia of Spain, 
Korean President Park Chung Hee, President Suharto of Indonesia, Prime Minister Amir 
Abbas Hoveyda of Iran, and Canadian Foreign Minister Mitchell Sharp. 

The trips were not without some personal "spin-off''--the Danube at Budapest on a 
clear September day, Roman paving-stones on the Appian Way, the Bibi Khanym Mosque 
in Samarkand, Inca ruins in Peru, the Great Buddha at Kamakura, the Temple of Bacchus 
at Baalbek, the Acropolis in Athens, the ruins of Carthage, the house where Beethoven 
composed "Fidelio," the mighty Congo 2,000 feet below me winding through green )Ingle 
toward a dam construction site, canals in Venice, the charm of exotic animals in 
Australia, sunset over Scotland's downs--kaleidoscopic contacts with nature and the 
history of man. · 
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VI. Support of research 

Physical sciences research programs 

From its inception the AEC has felt a responsibility to support research in both the 
physical and life sciences. These endeavors have been spearheaded ·by a succession of 
scientist-commissioners. Starting with Robert Bacher, these have included Henry Smyth, 
John von Neumann, Willard Libby, John H. Williams, and, during my tenure, in addition to 
myself, Leland Haworth and Gerald Tape. 

The research supported by the AEC in the physical sciences has covered a wide 
spectrum of knowledge and applications, including the search for new knowledge about 
nuclear structure and behavior, the discovery of new elements, and the expansion of 
nuclear technology, among other subjects. Much of this work requires very large, 
specialized machines. This is one reason why most of AEC's physical research program is 
carried out in National Laboratories or other AEC-{)wned, contractor-{)perated research 
and development centers. The remainder--about one fourth in tenns of expenditures- -Of 
the program involves the support of unsolicited research proposals submitted by private 
organizations, usually educational institutions. In the off-site research program--mostly 
university research--the number of contracts remained around SSO, while the total annual 
cost level increased from about $4 7 million in 1961 to some $73 million in 1970. 

Accelerator facilities: 

During my tenure there were major construction activities under the physical 
research program centered around the building of large accelerator facilities for research 
on elementary particles. At the same time, the need to proceed with plans for more 
complex and expensive machines, such as the National Accelerator Laboratory and the 
Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility, coupled with budgetary stringencies, forced the AEC 
to shut down two older, more obsolescent machines- -the Brookhaven cosmotron and the 
Cal Tech synchrotron--in the 1960's. 

The principal accelerator improvement program planned for the Alternating Gradient 
Synchrotron (AGS) at Brookhaven National Laboratory was the "conversion project." The 
primary objectives were modification of the AGS for operation at increased intensities 
and provision for improved experimental facilities. The SO Mev injector was to be 
replaced with a new proton linear accelerator injector having an energy of 200 Mev. The 
conversion was authorized in fiscal 1966. Completion is expected in f"lScal 1972. The 
converted AGS will make available secondary beams of nucleons, pions, muons, neutrinos, 
and strange particles of higher intensities. The higher intensity will also permit support 
of more experiments running in parallel and sharing the particles of each machine pulse. 

The Cambridge Electron Accelerator (CEA) was constructed at Harvard University at 
a cost of $10.2 million and by August 1962 had achieved an energy of 6.2 Bev. It is 
operated under an AEC contract with Harvard and is co-sponsored by MIT. 

In August 1963, the Princeton-Pennsylvania Accelerator (PPA) of Princeton 
University reached its design energy of 3 Bev and, following a brief debugging period, 
operation was sufficiently reliable to schedule experiments. The first 3 Bev proton beam 
survey experiments were performed in November 1963. By January 1964, an active 
research program was under way. The PPA was from the beginning under the joint 
management of the University of Pennsylvania and Princeton University. In March 1971, 
f"lScal stringencies caused the $11.5 million machine to be shut down. AEC support ended 
on July 1, 1971. Other sources of operating funds were being sought. 
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The $50 million, 12.5 Bev proton Zero Gradient Synchrotron (ZGS) at the Argonne 
National Laboratory (ANL) near Chicago was completed in the summer of 1963. The first 
scientific experiment there began in Jtme 1964. The operating efficiency (the fraction of 
scheduled machine time actually delivered) was at f"lrst between 60 percent and 80 
percent. Between three and f"lve experiments were carried out simultaneously. Some 
two-thirds of the operating time was being devoted to the research program, the 
remainder being given to machine studies. Through the several years of ZGS operations, 
steady improvement in operating eff"lciency bas been achieved. 

An early decision faced by President Johnson was whether he should support the 
construction of the large f"lxed-f"leld alternating gradient (FFAG) accelerator being 
developed by the Midwest Universities Research Association (MURA). There was a 
serious difference of opinion. in the high energy physics commtmity about whether such a 
high intensity, but relatively low energy (10 Bev) proton accelerator should be supported 
(at a cost of $115 million to $125 million) in competition with other research facilities, 
such as a high energy (200 Bev) proton accelerator. The president decided to stop this 
development but, as a sort of compensation to the universities involved, he directed me to 
explore and implement a plan to involve some of them in the operation of Argonne 
National Laboratory. 

The Argonne Universities Association (AUA), an organization of 26 Midwestern 
universities, came into existence in July 1965 in response to this request from President 
Johnson. It was organized to aid in stimulating scientif"lc and technological advancement 
in the midwest, assisting and supporting ANL staff, and helping make the facilities at 
ANL broadly available to the scientif"lc community. The high energy physics progr~ at 
ANL is, of course, only one of many major programs at this multi-purpose laboratory. 

In November 1966 a tripartite contract involving the AEC, AUA, and the University 
of Chicago went into effect. Under this contract, AUA has the primary role for 
formulating, approving, and reviewing policies and programs of ANL. The contract also 
states that the University of Chicago is to be the operator of the Laboratory in 
accordance with policies established by the AUA and that the University shall collaborate 
with AUA developing long-range objectives, programs, and facility plans, and in 
evaluating the program accomplishments of the Laboratory. 

Congressional hearings on a 1957 Stanford University proposal for the construction of 
Stanford Linear Accelerator culminated in authorization of $114 million for the project in 
1961. The AEC entered into a contract with Stanford for the design and construction of 
the 20-Bev electron facility on a 480-acre site near Palo Alto, California, which was 
leased to the government for SO years. Actual construction of the accelerator was begun 
in July 1962. It was constructed within the initial cost estimate. In May 1966 electrons 
were accelerated for the first time through the full length of the accelerator obtaining an 
energy of about 10 Bev. Soon thereafter an energy of 18.4 Bev was achieved. Research 
operations with the accelerator began in late fall of 1966, six months ahead of the original 
schedule, , and in January 1967 the machine exceeded its design objective when a beam of 
20.16 Bev was achieved. 

Following completion of a major improvement program, the Bevatron at the 
Radiation Laboratory of the University of California at Berkeley reached, in March of 
1964, a beam intensity of 0.8 x 1012 particles per second. 
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The Berkeley Heavy Ion Linear Accelerator (HILAC), unlike its sister machine at 
Yale, had its intensity increased several times. The discovery at the Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory of unexpected variable energy capabilities in the HILA C was accomplished 
during 1962. A $1.5 million remodeling and modernization program was largely completed 
in the spring of 1965. It gave the machine the potential of accelerating particles 
continuously. The intensity (number of particles accelerated in a given time) was 
increased by about 800 percent for heavy nuclei such as neon and argon, and about 1,000 
percent for lighter nuclei such as carbon and oxygen. Suppression of unwanted radiation, 
which formerly swamped counters in some experiments, opened up new areas of 
experimentation with sensitive counters. The modification provided for beam splitting 
and multiple experimentation for the first time, and it reduced the time required for a 
typical HILAC experiment. With highly desirable lower, monochromatic energies, ranging 
from 1 to 10 Mev per nucleon, the HILAC became able to elicit a large amount of detailed 
information on the structure and properties of complex nuclei. 

A transformation of the HILAC was approved in 1970. The $3 million overhaul began 
in February 1971. When it resumes full operation as a research machine in 1972, it will be 
known as the SuperHILAC and will feature a 3 million volt Cockcroft-Walton injector, 
improved electron-stripping capability and a 40 kilogauss quadrupole magnet, twice as 
powerful as any previous magnet of its size, for focusing the beam. Two new linear 
accelerator tanks, 60 and 100 feet long, will replace the old 15 and 90 foot tanks. 

The SuperHILAC will be capable of accelerating all elements to energies between 2.5 
and 8.5 Mev. Beam intensity will range from 100 billion ions per second for such heavy 
elements as uranium to milliamperes (10 million billion ions per second) for such light 
elements as carbon. It will be the world's f"trst machine capable of accelerating all i()J'lS 
(including uranium) to energies high enough for nuclear penetration. 

The 88-Inch Cyclotron accelerator at the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, 
built at a cost of $4.6 million, became operative in early 1962. Key features of the 
accelerator are its versatility in the medium-energy f"teld (deuterons, helium ions, light 
heavy ions at 30 Mev per nucleon) and its beam intensity of some million-billion particles 
per second, about double that of the 60-lnch Cyclotron and 1,000 times greater than that 
of the 184-lnch Synchrocyclotron. The intense beam on the 88-lnch Cyclotron has 
allowed the production of research quantities of important isotopes of heavy elements. 

In a meeting with President Johnson at the LBJ Ranch in December 1966, I succeeded 
in persuading him, over the objections of Budget Director Charles Schultze, to support the 
construction at the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory of a new type of accelerator, known 
as the Omnitron. This accelerator, the invention of Albert Ghiorso, was estimated to cost 
$24 million and expected to be capable of accelerating substantial beams of heavy ions, 
over the entire range of elements up to and including uranium, to energies capable of 
penetrating into the nucleus of even the heaviest target nuclei. Unfortunately, due to the 
lack of backing by the director of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, support for the 
Omnitron was later stricken from the AEC budget by the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy and it was never possible to restore it. A little later, Ghiorso came up with the 
idea of using the HILA C as an injector of heavy ions into the Bevatron, a combination 
which came to be called the Bevalac. It would be capable of accelerating heavy ions to 
relativistic energies. 

The building for the Isochronous Cyclotron (ORIC) at Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
was completed early in 1961 and the fabrication and installation of the cyclotron 
components approached completion by the end of 1961 at a cost of 3. 7 million. The first 
proton beam at full radius was obtained in ORIC on March 19, 1962. In 1969 and 1970 
major improvements were made in the ion-source of the ORIC so as to permit the 
acceleration of argon ions. 
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New isochronous cyclotrons were established during the 1960's at Texas A&M 
University, the University of California at Davis, and the University of Maryland. The 
Maryland machine has accelerated protons to more than 100 Mev, making it the world's 
highest energy operating isochronous cyclotron. An isochronous cyclotron injecting into a 
tandem Van de Graaff accelerator (called a cyclo-Graaff facility) was established at Duke 
University. 

In view of the need for electron beams of higher intensity, resolution, and duty factor 
for higher energy nuclear physics research, a 400 Mev electron linear accelerator was 
built at MIT. It is scheduled for operation in late 1971. Operation of the Oak Ridge 
Electron Linear Accelerator (ORELA) began in 1969. New tandem Van de Graaff 
accelerators were established at ANL, Oak Ridge, Rice University, University of 
Minnesota, Yale University and BNL. The one at BNL is the world's highest energy Van de 
Graaff system accelerating byd&ogen ions to an energy of more than 30 Mevs. 

Research reactors, nuclear chemistry, neutrino detection: 

The High Flux Isotope Reactor (HFIR) is discussed in section vm. 

The High Flux Beam Reactor (HFBR) at Brookhaven National Laboratory became 
operational on October 31, 1965. Built at a cost of $12.5 million, this 
40-thermal-megawatt reactor is cooled and moderated by heavy water and contains a 
heavy water reflector and provides a maximum flux of more than 1.6 x 101 5 neutrons per 
square centimeter per second at full power. The HFBR is used for basic research in 
nuclear physics, nuclear chemistry, solid state physics and metallurgy. 

The Ames Laboratory Research Reactor (ALRR) became operational on February 17, 
1965. In 1968 researchers at the Ames Laboratory succeeded in growing a large, single 
crystal of solid helium and scattering neutrons (from the ALRR) off it to study the 
vibrations of the helium atoms in such a lattice. 

Throughout the history of science, as a given area of research has developed, the 
interrelations between that discipline and others have increased. Never has this 
phenomenon been more apparent than in the chemistry research programs supported by 
the AEC's Division of Research. Some of the developments over the past decade have 
been: a) the synthesis of new elements and new isotopes, b) new insights into nuclear 
structures and properties, c) new methods for studying the chemistry of radioactive 
(''hot") atoms, d) new light shed on the chemical effects caused by ionizing radiation, and 
e) further development of new analytical techniques. 

The past ten years were marked by increasing applications of nuclear methods. These 
included neutron diffraction, Mossbauer effect studies, electron spectroscopy for 
chemical analyses, and determination of chemical stnlctures. Much of the role of 
chemistry in nuclear energy related programs, such as the production of f"lssionable 
materials, reactor chemistry, and the large-scale production of radioisotopes, is 
attributable to past research supported by the AEC. Two specific examples are the 
caUfomium- 252 production program and Oak Ridge's molten salt reactor program. 

Efforts to extend the Periodic Table of the Chemical Elements have been successful. 
At the Berkeley Radiation Laboratory element 103 (lawrencium) was discovered in 1961, 
while elements 104 and lOS (tentatively named rutherfordium and hahnium) were 
discovered in 1969 and 1970, respectively. New element synthesis, through the heavy ion 
approach, became increasingly difficult with increasing atomic number. New methods of 
detecting new heavy isotopes and elements were developed. An important discovery mad~ 
at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory was the identif"lcation of transuranium elements by 
x-ray spectroscopy. 
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By 1966, a solar neutrino experiment (production of argon-37 from chlorine- 37) was 
being conducted by the Brookhaven National Laboratory 4,900 feet below the earth's 
surface in the Homestake Mine at Lead, South Dakota. Data for 1967 and 1968 were 
collected and the background noise of the counting instruments were reduced. Significant 
improvements in instrumentation led to the f"ll'st positive evidence for the detection of 
neutrinos from the sun. The astrophysical theory of neutrinos would suggest that one 
should have seen some two to seven events a day. In 1970 the argon-37 production rate 
was found to be O.S ± 2 events per day. The neutrino intensity found is at most one-fifth 
of that predicted by the best theoretical calculations of the sun's behavior. This result 
calls into question some fundamental and widely accepted concepts in astrophysics. 

Metallurgy, solid state physics and isotope separation: 

Greater availability of transuranium isotopes caused an upswing of work in the 
metallurgy and solid state physics of these elements. A committee was established by the 
AEC in 1961 to help coordinate the research conducted in these fields by various AEC 
divisions. Several important scientific achievements occurred in the metallurgy of 
plutonium during this period. A method for preparing high-purity metallic plutonium by 
electroref"ming from a molten salt bath was developed at Argonne National Laboratory 
(ANL) in 1960. Single crystals of plutonium were prepared for the first time in 196 7 at 
ANL. Ductile metallic alpha-plutonium was made at Pacific Northwest Laboratory 
(PNL)in 1970 by inducing grain ref"mement through extrusion of high--purity metal. 

Following the discovery, announced in 1961, of magnetically hard superconductors, 
applications in many AEC programs were immediately obvious. Basic research projects 
were reoriented within the metallurgy and materials program to accelerate progress in 
the physics and metallurgy of superconductivity and applied efforts were initiated in "the 
high--energy physics and controlled thermonuclear research programs. 

In the field of extra nuclear properties of matter, research studies were carried out 
on a variety of topics, including optical spectroscopy, mass spectrometry, behavior of 
low-energy ions in matter, magnetic resonance techniques, and low-temperature 
phenomena. 

Electromagnetic separations of stable isotopes and isotopes of the heavy elements 
were performed at Oak Ridge National Laboratory. In 1970, ORNL completed 25 years of 
separating and distributing enriched isotopes. Starting· in 1945 with 4 calutrons, the 
program has grown to one which has 34 separators available for use in the separation of 
stable isotopes. In additiOn, a doubly--contained facility including eight calutrons, 
together with associated laboratory and process area, was completed and put into 
operation for the isotopic separation of the isotopes of heavy elements such as thorium, 
uranium, plutonium, americium, and curium. Samples were made available for all AEC 
research programs as well as for member countries represented on international data 
committees, especially for neutron cross-section measurements. 
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University, materials, radiation research: 

AEC research projects with educational institutions are generally supported by means 
of a Special Research Support Agreement. Under this type of arrangement the AEC pays 
the institution its cost of performing the research, up to a specified amount (referred to 
as the "support ceiling") in consideration for its performance of specific research 
activities described in the agreement and in accordance with the provisions of the 
agreement. 

Larger research projects, generally those with an estimated cost in excess of 
$250,000 annually, may be nnanced through a cost-type contract which permits closer 
AEC surveillance of the work in accordance with appropriate contractual provisions not 
included in a Special Research Support Agreement. 

During the 1960's, the number of scientific man-years supported under the Physical 
Research Program increased from about 3,200 to some 4, 700 per year, while the number 
of graduate students participating in the program went from around 2,600 to nearlY 
3, 700. Scientific publications resulting from the program increased from some 4,000 
annualiy during the earlY 1960s to more than 5,400 in 1970. 

In 1959 the Federal Council for Science and Technology instituted the 
Interdisciplinary Materials Research Laboratory (IDL) Program wherein participating 
agencies provide block research support and assist in the construction of research 
facilities at selected universities. The AEC, already supporting substantial numbers of 
research projects on the campuses of the University of Illinois (Champaign-Urbana) and 
the University of California (Berkeley), agreed to sponsor IDL's at these institutions. 

The IDL at Berkeley was formed as part of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory 
(LRL). Selected members of the staff of the campus Metallurgy and Ceramics 
Engineering departments joined with the high ·temperature chemistry group under 
Professor Leo Brewer of the campus Chemistry Department and became the Inorganic 
Materials Research Division of LRL with Brewer as its Director. A research laboratory 
was completed and occupied at LRL in 1965. 

In 1961 Congress authorized the AEC to construct a Materials Research Laboratory 
on the campus of the University of Illinois. However, Congress declined to appropriate 
the necessary funds. In 1964, the authorization was rescinded after the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency of the Department of Defense, as part of its IDL program, 
provided the University of Illinois with the necessary assurances to go ahead and construct 
a facility with its own funds on a DOD pay-back basis. A laboratory building was 
completed in 1966. It is known as the Materials Research Laboratory (MRL). Professor 
Robert Maurer of the Physics Department has been the Director of the MRL. 

For the Notre Dame Radiation Laboratory the decade 1961-1971 represents a period 
of recognition, consolidation, expansion and trial. A federal appropriation for 
construction of a Radiation Research Building was made in 1961 and construction formallY 
began on January IS, 1962. The new building was f'trst occupied by the Radiation 
Laboratory on March 15, 1963. In October 1963, the staff numbered 1000 of whom 62 
(i.e., those requiring repeated access to radiation sources and other specialized 
equipment) were actualiy housed in the new building. Just as congestion had been 
divisive, freedom of motion suddenlY resulted in a spirit of cohesiveness. Theoretical 
developments were encouraged and the unity of objective in the experimental groups 
became more clearlY apparent. The major radiation sources were the 10 kCi 6 °Co source, 
the kCi 6 °Co underwater source and the new and very flexible 2 Mev Van de Graaff 
generator. ShortlY thereafter a very elaborate mass spectrometer was acquired. 
SubsequentlY, the growth and increasing diversity of interests among the senior personnel 
of the Laboratory resulted in some fractionation of the efforts of the experimental group 
into smaller groups. These included one on pressure effects and another on luminescence 
and associated studies. 
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Biomedical research programs 

Irradiation of ecosystems: 

The Brookhaven ecology forest program was initiated in 1961 as a part of the 
Brookhaven radiation ecology project. Its purpose was to investigate the nature of the 
changes following exposure of an oak-pine forest in the temperate zone to low levels of 
ionizing radiation. The project, designed to run for many years, has been yielding classic 
information on physiological characteristics of organisms growing under their local 
natural conditions; the sensitivity of this type of forest to gamma irradiation; the 
long-term genetic modifications in each component of the system; and a variety of 
associated phenomena such as the direct and indirect effects of irradiation on insect 
populations in the litter. 

Marine sciences: 

Investigators from the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution isolated a nitrifying 
bacterium, Nitrocystis oceanus, from ocean water collected from radioactive tracer 
studies. Nitrocystis is able to oxidize ammonia to nitrate. Until this discovery the 
mechanism whereby organic nitrogen is converted back to an inorganic nitrate was 
unknown. The bacterium has now been cultured from water at all depths down to several 
thousand feet in all major oceans. 

An unexpected observation by radioecologists at Oregon State University promises to 
revise present ideas about the size of radiation doses to aquatic organisms. Organisms 
living at depths below the penetration range of cosmic radiations were thought to be' 
exposed oozy to the radiations from the naturally radioactive isotopes built into their 
cytoplasm, chiefly potassium-40, the radiation dose from which would equate to about 30-
mrads per year. Analyses of fish for the radioactive isotopes lead-210 and polonium- 210 
disclosed amounts of these isotopes that would raise their annual radiation dose about 
tenfold. But, since the radioactivity is restricted almost exclusively to the liver, viscera, 
and bones, no health hazard for man is anticipated. 

Thermal effects studies: 

In 1968 the AEC's Division of Biology and Medicine expanded its long--established 
program on the effects of thermal additions to natural bodies of water. The result is an 
improved capability for predicting the effects on the local biota of heated waste water 
from nuclear power plants. Thus, the investigations of the thermal discharges from single 
nuclear power plants indicate that the effects are conf'med to a small local area and do 
not endanger the ecosystems of the recipient bodies of water. 

Effects of radiation on man: 

The research protocols of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission (ABCC) at 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan, have become the model for many other large-scale 
prospective epidemiological studies. With the cooperation of the Japanese people and 
government, three major lines of investigation are now functioning smoothly to detect and 
measure long-term effects of exposure to the mixed radiations from nuclear weapons. By 
careful physical examinations every other year, a selected group of originally about 
10,000 exposed and 10,000 matched non-exposed people are being followed to detect 
abnormalities and diseases in their incipient stages. An additional approximately 45,000 
exposed and 45,000 unexposed are being followed for longevity and cause of death. The 
third program is a study of the pathologic anatomy ~f persons in control and exposed 
groups. 
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As of 1970, 25 years after exposure, only three effects can be identified with 
assurance. 1) A characteristic cataract developed on the posterior sub-capsular surface 
of the lens of the eye in fewer than 100 people within five years of exposure. The 
cataract is similar to those seen in the small number of early cyclotron workers who 
thoughtlessly looked directly into the beam. The cataracts are amenable to surgery. 2) 
The annual incidence rates of leukemia five to nine years after exposure rose six to seven 
times over those in the control population. The leukemias were histologically identical 
with those which occur spontaneously among the Japanese. The subsequent rate declined 
until now it is jJst a little higher than the rate in the control population which, 
interestingly, has been gradually decreasing. 3) The incidence of thyroid tumors has begun 
to be statistically higher in the exposed compared to the control population and there 
seems to be a positive correlation with radiation dose. The tumors are indistinguishable 
from the thyroid neoplasms occurring spontaneously. 

Transuranium Registry: 

This special registry was organized in order to maintain close medical contact with 
workers who have accidentally accumulated an appreciable body burden of the recently 
man- made transuranium elements, chiefly neptunium, plutonium, americium, and curium, 
during the course of their employment. Fortunately, contaminating accidents have 
occurred infrequently and have on the whole been modest to negligible, so that knowledge 
of the toxicity of these radioelements had to be based on their effects in experimental 
animals. The resulting experimental data indicate that the toxicity of this group of 
elements is comparable to that of radium, but it is still necessary to know whether man 
will react to these radioactive metals like the experimental animat.s. Since it is 
unacceptable to use human volunteers for such toxicologic investigations, a registry is the 
only device available for maintaining the continued contact needed for learning the 
outcome, if any, of such contamination among humans. The voluntary cooperation of the 
workers, including releases for autopsy study, has been outstanding. 

Beneficial applications of L-Dopa: 

The discovery that daily doses of the amino acid, L-3,4-dihydro:xyphenlalanine or 
L-Dopa, are of great value in relieving the symptoms of Parkinson's disease was an 
outgrowth of studies on manganese toxicity in miners by Brookhaven National Laboratory 
investigators. L-Dopa therapy represents (in 1971) the best effective medical treatment 
of Parkinsonism and the side effects of the chemicals are tolerable. In addition to its 
clinical usefulness, L-Dopa has introduced new concepts in the management of 
neurological disorders affecting the structures at the base of the brain. Nondestructive, 
sequential studies of the metabolism of radiolabelled L-Dopa and its analogs raise the 
possibility of uncovering the neurologic basis of Parkinson's disease which affects 
approximately 500,000 Americans. 

Beneficial applications of hormone assay: 

An in vitro clinical diagnostic procedure for assay ·of circulating hormones has been 
developed in which appropriate radioisotopes or antibody reagents labelled with 
radioisotopes are added to small samples of blood or other tissues taken from patients. 
This chemical or immunochemical type of radioassay is highly sensitive and specific. In 
many cases it can be used as a rapid, inexpensive office procedure for estimating the 
blood level of a number of hormones. The technique is of particular importance as it does 
not expose the patient to radiation, an advantage that is especially desirable in the case 
of children and pregnant women in whom irradiation is to be avoided. 
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Beneficial applications of califomium-252: 

A program for evaluating the effectiveness for cancer therapy of neutrons from 
naturally fissioning califomium-252 was begun about three years ago when 
californium- 252 sources were loaned to two medical institutions. The initial studies 
focussed on the dosimetry and radiobiology of this man-made radioisotope, first in normal 
malignant cell cultures and then on the skin of swine. To date (1971) 17 specially selected 
patients with far-advanced carcinoma have received radiation therapy by means of the X-
and gamma- rays and neutrons from californium- 252 implants; by far most of the tissue 
dose results from the neutron flux. The califomium-252 is sealed in platinum-iridium 
tubes like those used to contain radium-226 for radium implant therapy. 

Beneficial applications of tecbnetium-99m and the "cow'': 

In 1960 the ''hot atom group" of Brookhaven National Laboratory suggested that 
technetium--99m ought to be used for diagnostic purposes. However, the six-hour 
half-life of this radioisotope, a desirable property from the standpoint of low radiation 
dose to the patient, tended to restrict it to laboratories close to facilities having neutrons 
to irradiate molybdenum targets. The Brookhaven group solved this transportation 
impediment by designing the following isotope generator system: the parent radioactive 
isotope, which is f'lrnlly adsorbed onto a resin, decays into the daughter radioisotope not 
retained on the resin; an appropriate eluant then removes at will the daughter isotope in 
high degree of purity ready for conversion into a pharmaceutically acceptable form. In 
the case of technetium-99m the parent radioisotope is the radioisotope molybdenum-99. 
This kind of generator was given the name "cow" since the eluant percolates down through 
a vertical tube packed with the resin and the daughter radioisotope is "milked," from the 
generator. The basic concept is now used to obtain many short-lived radioisotopes. 

Beneficial applications of the Anser camera: 

The Anger Camera, named for its developer, Hal Anger, a scientist at the Dormer 
Laboratory in Berkeley, can provide a series of scanning pictures of a total area made a 
few seconds or minutes apart and so record the kinetics of change of concentration of an· 
injected radioactive isotope in a tissue. In addition, by use of focussing collimators and a 
ref'med computer program, a depth dimension can be achieved. In this way a series of 
tomographic pictures can be taken which give a three-dimensional picture of a tumor as 
well as indicating the depth of a defect from the surface of the body. Today virtually 
every major nuclear medicine facility routinely uses this camera in its diagnostic clinics. 
The scanning instrument, however, retains its position as the mainstay diagnostic tool. 

Beneficial applications of biomedical engineering: 

At the Oak Ridge National Laboratory the molecular anatomy (MAN) program in 
biomedical instrumentation, jointly sponsored by the National Institutes of Health and the 
AEC, has led to the development of a number of centrifuge systems that have 
revolutionized several areas of biomedical research and development. These zonal 
centrifuges are highly effective in separating cell particles, various large biologic 
molecules, and animal and human viruses in the purest forms attained to the present time 
(1971). For example, a large 1. 7 liter continuous-flow centrifuge is being employed by a 
number of pharmaceutical houses to isolate the influenza virus thai now is used to 
manufacture the pure influenza vaccine which the world has chosen for prophylactic 
immunization. The ability of the zonal centrifuge rapidly to isolate small amounts of 
undamaged specific biomolecular species from large volumes of fluid has made this 
instrument a necessity for pharmaceutical houses and laboratories preparing pure 
enzymes, nucleic acids, proteins, and hydrolysis products. 
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VD. Los Aiamos Meson Physics Facility and 200 Bev Accelerator 

The Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility (LAMPF) 

In August 1963, the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory (LASL) submitted to the AEC a 
proposal for the construction of a "Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility" (LAMPF), at an 
estimated cost of $47,142,000. It was proposed that architect-engineering work be 
initiated in the f'll'st quarter of f'tscal 1965. In the project's description it was stated that 
it would provide for a meson physics facility consisting of a linear accelerator capable of 
producing a 1 milliamp beam of protons at 800 Mev, a suitable target and experimental 
area at the output end of the accelerator for conducting an experimental program using 
mesons, an accelerator tunnel, support areas and utilities. The AEC responded favorably 
to this proposal. 

In its markup of the AEC's 1967 budget, the Bureau of the Budget eliminated $3 
million requested for LAMPF. This was among a number of adverse actions on the AEC 
budget that I appealed to the President during .a visit to his Texas ranch in December 
1965. After hearing me and Budget director Charles Schultze debate the issue, the 
president restored the funds. It was now possible to proceed with the design and 
construction of LAMPF. 

Groundbreaking ceremonies were held at Los Alamos on February 15, 1968, the 25th 
anniversary of the founding of LASL. 1 delivered an address at the ceremonies. 

The 200 Bev Accelerator 

In May 1963, the AEC, acting on a recommendation by a joint panel of the President's 
Scientific Advisory Committee and its own General Advisory Committee, authorized the 
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, to proceed with an advanced engineering study 
of a proton accelerator in the unprecedented energy range of 200 Bev (billion electron 
volts). 

As this study proceeded, great interest was evinced in the scientific community. The 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy also followed it very closely. On January 25, 1965, I 
forwarded to President Johnson a report that had been requested by JCAE Vice Chairman 
Holifield. Entitled "Policy for National Action in the Field of High Energy Physics," the 
report summarized the status of national and international efforts in this field and 
included among its proposals construction of the 200 Bev accelerator. In transmitting the 
report to Holifield, the president commended the AEC and its staff "for their efforts in 
working out a well-considered program .. " 

Earnest consideration began to be given now to where the accelerator would be 
located. Bearing in mind its high cost (estimated at $350 million), it was evident that 
there could be only one such facility in the United States. It was important, therefore, 
that it be accessible to all qualified experimentalists. On January 17, 1965, the NAS 
hosted a meeting of 25 university presidents at which this and related matters were 
considered. This meeting initiated a train of events that culminated in the formation of 
the Universities Research Association, which was to be under contract to the AEC to 
construct and operate the accelerator. 
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It was soon decided that there should be a national competition to select a site. On 
March 2, 1965, I wrote to Frederick Seitz, president of the NAS, asking that his 
organization study the problems associated with selecting a site and listing several 
general criteria. A month later a site evaluation task group was established within the 
AEC to conduct a preliminary screening of proposed sites. This effort, covering 126 site 
proposals involving over 200 potential locations in 46 states, was completed by the end of 
August. On September 15, the AEC publicly identified 85 site proposal packages that it 
had transmitted to the NAS for further evaluation. To assist the NAS, the AEC organized 
eight site visit teams to inspect and gain further specific data on all 85 locations. 

Meanwhile, design work had been continuing at LRL. Its continuation was placed in 
jeopardy when Budget Director Charles Schultze struck our request for $4 million from 
the FY 196 7 budget. This was one of the matters I took up with the president at his ranch 
on December 10, 1965. When he ruled in our favor, it represented a turning point in the 
fortunes of the 200 Bev accelerator. From this point forward, the funding process in the 
Executive Branch proceeded on a schedule pretty much in tune with the project's 
requirements. 

The report of NAS's Site Evaluation Committee was received on March 21, 1966. It 
identified six sites as clearly superior to the others. These were at Ann Arbor, Michigan; 
Brookhaven National Laboratory, New York: Denver, Colorado; Madison, Wisconsin; the 
Sierra Foothills near Sacramento, California: and South Barrington and Weston, both near 
Chicago, Illinois. 

Following community opposition, South Barrington was soon withdrawn from the 
competition. On April 11, the AEC announced that a group of AEC officials- headed by. 
me - would inspect each of the six sites. Such visits were indeed made. In addition, the: •. 
AEC evaluated a number of factors relating to the five proposals. These included·', 
construction costs, civil rights and equal opportunity aspects, electric power:-;; 
requirements, air accessibility, proximity to universities, projected growth patterns for 
these schools, probable university involvement with the facility, and the general effect it 
might have on the surrounding region. 

On December 16, 1966, the AEC announced that it had selected the Weston, lllinois 
site. Maintaining to the end his stance of leaving this decision entirely to the AEC, 
despite what must have been some strong political pressures on him to intervene in behalf 
of one site or another, the president specifically requested that he not be notified in 
advance of the public announcement. 

In April 196 7, following the suggestion of lllinois Congressman Frank Annunzio, 
among others, I announced that the National Accelerator Laboratory would be named in 
honor of the late Enrico Fermi. On December 1, 1968, a wintry day in Chicago, with 
approximately 1,000 people in attendance, laboratory director Robert R. Wilson and I 
broke ground for the project. In my address, I stated: "Symbolically, we could say that 
the spade that breaks ground on this site today begins our deepest penetration yet into the 
mysteries of the physical forces that comprise our universe." 

In retrospect, it might be said that the success in getting this project launched was 
due in large part to an early shift of the debate form the question of whether we should 
build such an accelerator to the question of where we should build it. The cooperation of 
all concerned in the resulting competition, including the White House, the NAS, many 
members of Congress, and the AEC, helped to give the process credibility and wide 
acceptance. 
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VDI. The National Transplutonium Production Program 

The National Transplutonium Production Program may be said to have had its genesis 
on October 24, 1957, when I wrote to Atomic Energy Commission Chairman Lewis Strauss 
about the need for a "very high flux reactor" and for a two-fold program to 1) irradiate 
2nPu in a high flux production-type reactor to produce 244 Cm and 2) irradiate curium in 
a "very high flux reactor" to produce berkelium, californium, and einsteinium in 
substantial quantities (milligrams!). 

In late 1964 a Transplutonium Program Committee was officiaUy formed as an 
advisory body to the director of AEC's Division of Research. The same group of scientists 
had previously served as, rust, the "Ad Hoc Committee for Reactor Actinide Production" 
and, then, as a "Transplutonium Advisory Group" with membership as follows: A. R. Van 
Dyk.en (AEC, Chairman), Richard W. Hoff (LRL), Paul R. Fields (ANL), Richard Dodson 
(BNL), Robert A. Penneman (LASL), T. Raymond Jones (AEC, Vice-Chairman), D. E. 
Ferguson (ORNL), Albert Ghiorso (LRL), 0. Lewin Keller (ORNL), A. Chetham-Strode 
(ORNL), and Clark H. Ice (SRP). The Committee membership has remained wtchanged 
except that 0. Lewin Keller replaced A. Chetham-Strode following the latter's sudden 
and untimely death on December 23, 1965. 

The interest developing in 1963 in the use of 244 Cm and 242 Cm for isotopic heat 
sources led to a proposal for production of 2 ucm at the Savannah River Plant (SRP) in 
South Carolina. In May of that year, the AEC approved initiation of a large-scale 
program to produce 2 4 4 Cm; subsequently, it was decided that a pilot production program 
should precede any large-scale effort. Accordingly, a pilot program to make about 3 kg 
of 2 4 4 Cm to demonstrate production techniques and provide material for tests was 
approved by the AEC on September 6, 1963. 

Curium production was carried out as a main-line effort at SRP in two stages. The 
rust, designated Curium- I, involved irradiation of 239 Pu-Al alloy material to almost 
complete bum-up of the 239 Pu. The targets were then chemicaUy processed and the 
actinides recovered, refabricated as AI alloy, and reirradiated at a high flux, about 101 s 
nlcm2/sec, in a second stage designated Curium-D. Curium-! was carried out in 1964 and 
Curium-11 in 1966. The production concept of high flux operation of an SRP reactor for 
Curium--0 was evaluated immediately following Curium-!: chemical processing of the 
original Curium-! targets took place at SRP in 1965. 

Transplutonium Production Program plans originaUy were that all additional 
irradiations of 242 Pu, 243 Am and 244 Cm following their recovery from the early SRP 
irradiations would be carried out in the High Flux Isotope Reactor (HFlR) at Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory (ORNL). Advantage was taken, however, of the high flux operation 
of the SRP reactor in 1965 to accelerate transplutonium production for the research 
program by continuing the irradiation of a portion of the 24 2Pu produced for HFIR feed at 
SRP. 

The high flux irradiation was carried out in 1965 at fluxes in excess of 2x101 s. For 
these irradiations, ORNL contributed 520 g of 242Pu from the 930 g that had been 
delivered to ORNL following the two campaigns originaUy carried out to provide target 
material for HFlR. The 242 Pu was fabricated into three types of slugs. 

FinaUy, eight SRP slugs were fabricated at SRP, each with about 35 g of 242 Pu. 
These were also charged at the beginning of the high flux run in early 1965. The high flux 
run lasted one year through February 1966, and was followed by another run in 1966. 
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The HFIR was authorized in FY 1961 for construction at ORNL at an estimated 
construction cost of $12 million. The actual cost for construction was $14,718,000. HFIR 
went critical August 25, 1965. By the end of 1965 it had operated at SO MW, and in May 
1966, approval was given for 100 MW operation. Cycle 2 (operation on the second core) 
was initiated June 30, 1966 and completed July 31, 1966, reaching a power level of 75 
MW. Cycle 3, initiated August 9, 1966 and completed September 4, 1966, achieved a 
power level of 90 MW. Full reactor design power, 100 MW, was reached with Cycle 4 
which was initiated September 9, 1966, and ran through September 30, 1966. Many full 
power cycles followed. From the very beginning, reactor cycles were averaging better 
than 2200 megawatt days (MWD ), as compared to the original design estimate of 1500 
MWD. 

Construction of the facility for chemical processing of the transplutonium products 
of these neutron irradiations, the Transuranium Processing Plant (TRU), was authorized in 
FY 1963 and construction started in July 1963, and completed on schedule in May 1965. 
Its cost of construction,$8,818,000, was only slightly higher than the original estimate. 
Equipment for initial operation was installed at the beginning of 1966. TRU's first "hot" 
processing took place in July 1966. During its rust year of operation, 244 Cm, 243 Am, 
2uBk, and 2s2cf were isolated. 

During the second year of operation of TRU, through May 31, 1968, 17 processed 
targets processed in 196 7 yielded around S mg of californium. A major campaign to 
recover, purify and make available multigram amounts of 243Am and 244 Cm from the 
original SRP raffinate solution was conducted. Products, including 70 g of curium and 
25 g of americium, were shipped to about a dozen customers. This was followed by manyc 
more such campaigns and shipments. 

In early 1968 three special californium targets were fabricated and irradiated in .. 
HFIR to produce einsteinium. A secondary purpose for the irradiations was to refine some 
of the calculated values of the cross sections in the production chain of isotopes from .· 
californium. It was discovered that the capture cross section of 2 52 Cf is considerably · 
higher than previously supposed, apparently in the range of 40 to SO barns instead of 7 to 
10. About three milligrams of 252Cf were irradiated in March 1968 and produced 
approximately 6 micrograms of 253Es. This was followed by a continuing program of 
irradiations. 

As a result of this National Plutonium Production Program, by the end of the decade, 
about 3 kg of curium (mainly 2u Cm, containing also a mixture of the heavier isotopes 
2cscm, 2ucm, 2c1cm, and 2ucm), about 70 mg of 249Bk (which is a source of an 
equal amount of daughter 249Cf), about 500 mg of 2s2cf, about 1 mg of 253Es, and about 
a picogram of 2s 7 Fm had been produced. 
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IX. Civilian nuclear power 

In March 1962 President Kennedy asked the AEC to take a "new and hard look at the 
role of nuclear power in our economy." (Actually, my administrative assistant, Howard 
Brown, and I had planted the notion of such a study in the White House, hoping that this 
might increase the president's interest in civilian nuclear power and, thus, give it a higher 
priority.) The president asked that the study identify the objectives, scope and content of 
a nuclear power development program in light of the nation's prospective energy needs 
and resources and of advances in alternative means of power generation. 

The year 1962 was an appropriate one for a "new and hard look." By this time 25 
experimental or prototype nuclear power reactors had been funded by the government, 
while 12 others had been funded under cooperative programs with industrY. From this 
work had come substantial advances in nuclear technology and considerable operating 
experience, sufficient to make the goal of economically competitive nuclear power seem 
attainable, at least in areas of the countrY with high conventional fuel costs. Not 
surprisingly, such progress had stimulated increased industrY interest in nuclear power and 
in the private ownership of nuclear fuel. On the other hand, general economic conditions 
did not seem to warrant the construction of additional experimental facilities without 
more definitive program guidance. Guidance was needed particularly to help determine 
what reactor concepts should be emphasized in the coming period. The plants thus far 
built had been of several different types, each having its virtues and its champions. 

Light water-cooled reactors had demonstrated their reliability, having been used 
extensively, for example, in nuclear submarines and in the Shippingport Atomic Power 
Station near Pittsburgh. They were not extremely complex either in construction or 
operation, and could be built and operated with available technology. 

The use of nuclear superheating, to obtain higher thermal efficiencies and steam 
conditions more compatible with conventional turbogenerators, had been explored, for 
example, with the SO Mwt Boiling Nuclear Superheat Power Station [BONUS] in Puerto 
Rico. 

Gas-cooled systems were known to permit relatively high thermal efficiency. 
Potentially the coolant gas could drive a turbine directly, and this concept, known as the 
HTGR (High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor), showed promise of being able to use 
thorium fuel, which was in abundant supply. 

Through operation of experimental reactors, it was known that liquid metal-cooled 
reactors could achieve high temperatures and thermal efficiency, permitting low net 
power costs. In addition, the liquid metal-cooled reactors could be breeder reactors. 
Their further development could therefore be considered essential to achieve the full 
benefit of nuclear power. 

Heavy water-cooled and moderated reactors had been examined, but had limited 
support in the U.S., because of the availability of enriched uranium fuel material. (Heavy 
water reactors could use natural uranium fuel and required larger facilities because they 
could not produce as much energy per cubic foot of reactor as those using enriched fuel.) 

In November 1962, the AEC issued the requested report to the president. It was of 
major significance to the civilian reactor development program. It set forth program 
objectives and proposed planning for a national energy production effort-- -for the 
president, the Congress, the utilities, the nuclear industrY and the general public---all 
those whose support would be needed to carry out the program. 
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A major contribution of the report was to establish the national and international 
need for nuclear electric power and to set forth why there should be a civilian nuclear 
power program in the U.S. to help meet this need. It did so by first analyzing the 
availability of alternative fuels for energy production. It then indicated that nuclear 
energy was technical]y feasible and economically reasonable for electric power and 
process heat applications, and that it could extend indef'miteJy the fuel reserves of the 
United States through the use of breeder reactors which could utilize available uranium 
and thorium resources. Other advantages of nuclear power cited were that it would: 1) 
eliminate geographic variations in power costs, 2) place the U.S. in a position of 
international leadership, 3) improve the defense posture of the U.S., and 4) reduce air 
pollution. 

At the time of preparation of the 1962 report to the president, it was believed 
desirable for the most efficient use of nuclear fuel reserves to develop converter reactors 
that were more advanced than already existing or planned light water reactors. These 
were expected to be in operation during a transition period prior to construction of the 
se>-called high gain breeders, such as the Liquid Metal-cooled Fast Breeder Reactor 
(LMFBR). 

The advanced converters thought most likely to succeed in bridging the gap were the 
thorium-fueled high temperature gas-cooled reactor (HTGR), the heavy water moderated 
organic-cooled reactor (HWOCR), the sodium graphite reactor (Hallam Nuclear Power 
Facility), and a spectral shift control reactor. In addition, the AEC planned to build an 
advanced Shippingport-type reactor (seed-blanket) which would be able to demonstrat~. 
low gain breeding in a light water reactor. Like the HTG R, this light water breeder 
reactor (LWBR) and was expected to utilize thorium-uranium-233 fuel. " 

One of the important trends in atomic energy development in the 1960's was the 
emergence of economic nuclear power. On March 26, 1964, the Jersey Central Light & 
Power Co. applied to the AEC for a permit to construct a SIS Mwe nuclear power station 
at Oyster Creek, near Tom's River, New Jersey. The company had chosen a boiling water 
reactor, a type for which there was a considerable accumulation of operating experience. 
While the capacity of the plant was large, other plants then being planned were not much 
smaller. The plant was to be whol]y investor-f'manced. The most significant aspect of 
the company's application was its statement that nuclear power has been chosen over 
alternative (fossil-fueled) generating systems on the basis of economics alone. The plant 
vendor, General Electric Co., took the bold step of submitting a f'U'Ill bid for the turn-key 
construction of this unit. 

The Oyster Creek decision was but one dramatic event in a trend which the 
Commission had signalled in its 1962 report to President Kennedy. The report had 
predicted that nuclear power was on the verge of being competitive in high--cost power 
areas in the U.S. and that it had prospects for later expansion on a more widespread 
geographic basis. The 1962 report forecast a nuclear generating capacity in the U.S. of 
S ,000 Mwe by 1970, and 40,000 Mwe by 1980. In 1964, following the Oyster Creek 
announcement, the AEC increased these estimates, predicting that U.S. nuclear 
generative capacity would be 6,000 to 7,000 Mwe by 1970 and between 60,000 and 90,000 
Mwe by 1980. Several years later, when utilities had begun to order reactors with 
spectacular rapidity, the AEC raised its projections to between 130,000 and 170,000 Mwe 
by 1980. 
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Although the Oyster Creek decision did not initiate an immediate large-scale shift to 
nuclear power. It undoubtedly had some relationship to an increase in contracts awarded 
for nuclear power plants which began to appear in the latter half of 1965. Westinghouse 
and other nuclear reactor vendors also became very active. In the three-year period 
1966-68, U.S. utilities ordered, without direct government assistance, 67 reactors, the 
units ranging in size from about 450 Mwe to more than 1,100 Mwe. By the end of 1970, 
three of these reactors were operable and more than 50 were being built. All but one of 
these orders were for light water reactors (the exception being an HfGR). 

There were several reasons for the rapid growth of nuclear power and the initiative 
taken by industry. Those utilities which had had experience with nuclear power plants 
were expressing their confidence by planning for more and larger units. Increasing 
demands for electric power were causing a new emphasis on expanding generating 
capacity. Further, the trend in the industry was toward larger plant size, a factor that 
favored nuclear power plants, which were relatively more economic as plant size 
increased. Possibly, the growing concern over air pollution was another factor. The most 
significant factor was undoubtedly economics. Projections indicated that nuclear power, 
previously thought likely to be competitive only in high fuel costs areas of the country 
might also be so in in areas where fossil fuels were abundant. For example, in 1966, the 
TV A announced plans to install three large nuclear reactors in the coal-mining area of 
northern Alabama. Also, in 1970, Louisiana Power and Light Co. ordered a large nuclear 
plant to be built west of New Orleans, an area of gas production. 

By January 1, 1967, there were 13 operative central station nuclear power plants in 
the U.S. and 36 others under construction or ordered. Development of the various reactor 
concepts had proceeded more-or-less as planned and proposed; emphasis had begun to be 
placed on the development of high gain breeder reactors, as recommended in the 1962 
report, especially the liquid metal fast breeder reactor. 

Later in the year, the AEC prepared a supplement to its 1962 report. Such an 
updating had been recommended by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and by 
officials in the Executive Branch to take account of developments since 1962, such as the 
sharply increased rate of addition of nuclear generating capacity, some wide 
disagreements in estimates of future growth, technical developments in certain advanced 
reactor fields, and some new estimates of uranium resources. 

An important f"lnding of the 196 7 supplement was future reactor development would 
center on the LMFBR. Pursuant to this f"mding the AEC organized an LMFBR program 
office at Argonne National Laboratory. Following months of discussions, reviews, and 
assessments by this office, the AEC, the AEC's national laboratories, the nuclear 
industry, and the electric utilities, an agreed program emerged. 

Important components of this program. included the privately-owned SEFOR 
(Southwest Experimental Fast Oxide Breeder Reactor) at Fayetteville, Arkansas, a 20 
Mwt (megawatt thermal) sodium-cooled fast reactor used primarily for safety 
experiments; the plutonium-fueled Zero Power Plutonium Reactor (ZPPR) at the National 
Reactor Testing Station (NRTS) in Idaho and its related ZPR reactors at ANL; the 
Experimental Breeder Reactor No. 2 (EBR- 2) at NRTS; and the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(FTFF) under construction at the AEC's Hanford Works in Washington. 
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The climax of LMFBR development will be reached when a demonstration plant is 
constructed and operated on a utility system. In 1969, the AEC, in cooperation with 
industry, initiated the rust of a two-phase approach leading to the construction of the 
such a plant. This project dermition phase (PDP) involved: proposed plant and site 
definition; project cost estimates; assessment of technical and economic risks; scoping 
and planning for research and development; quality assurance programs and codes and 
standards efforts; engineering, procurement, construction training, and operational 
effects; identification of utility and reactor manufacturer resources; and identification of 
relationships among architect-engineer, reactor manufacturer, utility and AEC. The 
three AEC contractors carrying out this rust phase were Atomics International, General 
Electric· and Westinghouse. 

The second phase, the Dermitive Cooperative Arrangement, will arrange for the 
design, supporting development, tests, construction, and operation of an LFMBR 
demonstration plant. It will be a cooperative undertaking with participation by the AEC, 
the electric utility industry, reactor manufacturers, equipment suppliers and others. 

During 1971, each of the three PDP contractors indicated its interest in proceeding 
toward a cooperative arrangement for the construction and operation of a demonstration 
plant. More than 100 utilities, representing about half of the Nation's electric generating 
capacity, have expressed their preparedness to participate rmancially or in other ways. 
During the year, two utility advisory boards were formed to assist the AEC determining 
the extent to which the electric utilities might participate and in establishing suitable 
arrangements. These two boards were the Senior Utility Steering Committee and the · 
Senior Utility Te.chnical Advisory Panel. .. 

' 
A canvass of the Nation's utility industry by the advisory committee members, with 

the assistance of the Edison Electric Institute, the American Public Power Association, 
and the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, indicated that utility support for 
the first demonstration plant of about $240 million could be expected. The AEC is now 
concentrating on the identification of utilities willing to undertake the responsibilities and 
rmancial obligations of plant ownership, including the provision of suitable alternate 
sites. At year end, discussions were continuing with several utility groups which had 
indicated an interest. 

On June 4, 1971, at a climatic meeting of President Nixon's cabinet, including some 
key members of Congress, I made a presentation proposing a vigorous program for the 
development of the LMFBR. Following the meeting, the president supported the idea, 
stating: 

" ... Our best hope for meeting the Nation's growing demand for economical clean 
energy lies with the fast breeder reactor. Because of its highly efficient use of 
nuclear fuel, the breeder reactor could extend the life of our national uranium fuel 
supply from decades to centuries, with far less impact on the environment than the 
powerplants which are operating today .•• " 

The president also said that it was important to the Nation that the commercial 
demonstration of a breeder reactor be completed by 1980. 

Initial operation of a demonstration plant is being planned for the late 1970's. 
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During the 1960's the Power Reactor Development Co. (PRDC) built and operated a 
fast neutron power plant, the Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant (60 Mwt) at Lagoona 
Beach, near Detroit, Michigan. Detroit Edison Chairman Walker Cisler offered the Fermi 
reactor to the AEC as a source of fast neutrons for irradiation experiments potentially 
useful to the fast reactor development program. Due to a long history of antagonism 
toward Cisler (due to his alleged earlier opposition to governmental development of 
civilian nuclear power), influential New Mexico Senator Clinton Anderson, a JCAE 
member, and AEC Commissioner James Ramey opposed the acceptance of this offer. The 
program was interrupted by a partial fuel meltdown at the plant occurred on October S, 
1966. 

AEC's civilian nuclear power efforts have extended into several realms in addition to 
its main preoccupation with achieving economically competitive production of electricity 
from nuclear plants. One of these was a program to ana]yze, develop and demonstrate 
nuclear reactor systems for desalting sea and other brackish water. The AEC's activities 
in this field have been closely coordinated with the Office of Saline Water (OSW), 
Department of the Interior. The Oak Ridge National Laboratory has provided technical 
support for both OSW and the AEC. Joint studies were completed for many areas both in 
the U.S. and abroad, and extensive interest has been expressed in this potential use of 
nuclear power, especially in a large industrial and agro-industrial complex, termed the 
"Nuplex" by ORNL. However, a large nuclear desalting project, the Bolsa Island Nuclear 
Power and Desalting Plant, proposed for Southern California, did not materialized. 

The AEC has conducted a widespread nuclear reactor safety program. Some of the 
efforts have had generic application to the siting and safety of all research, test, and 
power reactors; others have dealt with problems of particular reactor concepts. The 
results are essential to the design, siting, operation, and licensing of nuclear plants. 
During the early 1960's, most of the safety work related to water-cooled reactors. Later, 
some of the the emphasis turned toward the safety of breeder reactors and the effects of 
operations on the environment. 

The disposal of high level radioactive waste remains a problem. In 1970 the AEC 
annowtced a significant new policy designed to insure that high-level radioactive waste 
products are disposed of in a manner that will not damage the environment. Years of 
research have proven the feasibility of converting liquid radioactive wastes to solid form. 
This greatly reduces their volume; 100 gallons can be reduced to one cubic foot. 
However, over the long term, safe storage of the alpha-emitting actinide elements 
presents a very difficult problem. One possible solution, storage in salt formations, has 
achieved recent prominence. Between 196S and 1967 there was a successful 
demonstration project in a salt mine near Lyons, Kansas. Encouraged by this experience, 
the AEC, in 1970, tentatively selected a salt formation near Lyons as the site for its f'~rst 
long-term storage of solid high-level and long-lived low-level wastes. This project 
unfortunately did not materialize. It was opposed vigorously by residents of Kansas. And 
then, in 1971, measurements showed that there were possible routes for the entry of 
water into the site. 

The decade in civilian power reactor development closed with an outstanding record 
of accomplishments. There were some disappointments---some of the pioneering 
demonstration plants had to be closed out earlier than anticipated-- -but even in these 
instances knowledge was gained which helped push nuclear progress onward. 
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At the end of 1971, 130 central station nuclear power plants, representing an 
aggregate capacity of more than 108,600 net megawatts of electricity (Mwe) were built, 
under construction or planned in the United States, , as follows: there were 25 operable 
units (including two licensed for fuel loading and subcritical testing), representing a total 
capacity of 11,400 Mwe; 52 units (44,500 Mwe) were under construction or being reviewed 
for operating licenses; 39 units were under AEC review for construction permits, 
representing 38,400 Mwe of initial capacity; and there were 14 units for which utilities 
had contracted but not yet f'lled construction permit applications, representing 14,000 
Mwe. 

The AEC was involved, in cooperation with the Department of Army, in the 
development of compact reactor systems suitable for use in remote areas or for unique 
military purposes. Such reactors actually operated for a time at such places as McMurdo 
Sound, Fort Greely (Alaska), and Camp Century, Greenland. Later, attempts were made 
to develop a prototype mobile Military Compact Reactor (MCR) to furnish 3,000 kilowatts 
of electric power to troops in the f'leld. Technical and funding problems led to the 
discontinuance of such projects. 

In Project Pluto, a joint AEC-Air Force undertaking, a nuclear ramjet engine was to 
be developed at the Livermore Laboratory for use in strategic missiles, giving them a 
unique capability for supersonic flight over long distances at low altitudes. Air-cooled 
high temperature reactors, designated the Tory series, were tested in the early 1960's at 
the Nevada Test Site. Again, technical and funding diff'l.culties led to the demise of the 
program. 

. .~ 
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X. Raw Materials Prosram 

The original objective of the AEC's raw materials program, and a major AEC concern 
in the 1950s, was to secure the large amounts of uranium urgently needed for the 
production of nuclear weapons. The major accomplishments in the 1950s were the 
acquisition of sufficient uranium to meet the requirements of both defense and 
non-defense programs and the development of a domestic source of supply. 

By contrast, the principal task facing the AEC and the uranium industry in the 1960s 
was adj.lsting to the developing oversupply of uranium, which reflected the success of the 
exploration program and the cutbacks in military requirements. A transition was 
necessary from a crash AEC procurement program, geared to meeting urgent military 
needs, to a program whose goal was the establishment of a viable domestic uranium 
industry capable of supplying, on a commercial basis, the energy resources for the 
developing civilian nuclear power economy. The transition was complicated by a hiatus of 
some years between the time when the major portion of the military requirements had 
been met and the development of the civilian market. 

In early 1962, it appeared evident that a large-scale non-defense market for uranium 
probably would not develop for a number of years after 1966, the established termination 
date of AEC's procurement program. An AEC surplus was also forecast if the 
procurement program were to be continued through 1966 at the previously projected rate. 
Thus, it was desirable to lmd a means of reducing deliveries to AEC which would at the 
same time also provide for a continuing uranium industry capable of meeting future 
civilian and military needs. 

To meet these needs, the AEC announced on November 7, 1962, a program under 
which its uranium procurement would be extended at a reduced level through December 
31, 1970. A producer participating in this "stretch-out" program would hold back delivery 
until 196 7 and 1968 of a part of the material under contract for delivery to the AE C 
before 196 7, and AEC in return would buy in 1969 and 1970 an additional quantity equal to 
the amount deferred and delivered. The deferred material would be bought during the 
1967-1968 period at the then-existing contract price of $8 per pound of U3 0 8 • The equal 
additional quantity would be bought during 1969 and 1970 at nxed prices under each 
contract, the prices to be determined by application of a formula to allowable costs of 
production for the 1963-1968 period subject to a ceiling price of $6.70 per pound of U3 08 • 

Uranium producers were invited to submit proposals covering the quantity of U 3 08 in 
concentrate under their existing contracts with the AEC which they would be willing to 
defer. 

Contracts were renegotiated with 11 companies to defer delivery under this formula 
of more than 15,000 tons of U3 0 8 , reducing AEC's procurement costs in the 1963-1966 
period by $246 million. 

Although a reasonable balance between uranium purchases and requirements had been 
projected in 1962, even with the added purchases in 1969 and 1970 under the stretch-out 
program, decisions in 1964 and 1965 to reduce production of nuclear weapons materials 
resulted in a substantial surplus of uranium. The stretch-out program originally provided 
a market for about 8,000 tons of U3 0 8 per year during the 1967-1970 period. This was 
expected to achieve the other stretch-out objective of a continuing industry production 
base which could be expanded as necessary to supply the long-range commercial market. 
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The AEC uranium surplus and the earlier-than--anticipated development of the 
commercial market permitted AEC to reduce its purchases in 1969 and 1970 by 
negotiation of reductions in, or termination of, deliveries under some of its contracts 
without endangering the viability of the uranium producing industry. In fact, total 
industry sales (AEC plus commercial) substantially exceeded the originally anticipated 
stretch-out level of 8,000 tons of U3 0 8 per year, rising to 9,500 tons in 1967 and to more 
than 14,000 tons in 1970. Most of the companies who did not stretch out their contracts 
were also able to make commercial sales to utilities and reactor manufacturers. The 
renegotiation and termination of contracts reduced AEC's expenditures by $56 million and 
reduced its excess uranium accumulation by 4, 900 tons. 

As a result of these additional reductions in procurement commitments and some 
shortfalls in deliveries, the four-year stretch-out in production was achieved through the 
purchase of only an additional 9,135 tons of U3 0 8 at a cost of $107 million. 

A natural outgrowth of private ownership of nuclear fuel (authorized by Congress in 
the Private Ownership Act of 1964) was the concept of toll enrichment. This involves the 
delivery of privately-owned uranium to the AEC in government-owned plants and the 
subsequent return to the customer of a lesser amount of uranium containing a greater 
concentration of U-235 upon payment of an enrichment services charge. 

The private ownership legislation also gave the AEC the authority to enter into 
long-term contracts for toll enrichment. This provided the basis for a commercial market 
for natural uranium and permitted the phasing out of government procurement for 
non-government needs. It ended the government monopoly over uranium and permitted 
the emergence of a strong and competitive domestic uranium industry capable of 
satisfying peaceful nu~lear energy requirements for years to come. 

As a result, the only industrial activity for which operators of nuclear power reactors 
are now dependent on the AEC is the enrichment of uranium in the f'lssionable isotope 
U-235. This is accomplished in large government-owned gaseous diffusion plants using 
highly classified technology developed under the AEC's military program. Such 
enrichment may ultimately be provided by U.S. industry as well. 

Abroad, the incentive to use toll enrichment was even stronger than in the U.S. 
because it had been AEC policy to make enriched uranium available for foreign power 
projects through sale, rather than lease, to foreign governments. Hence, the prospect of' 
toll enrichment afforded foreign nations greater independence in supply of this vital 
material and more flexibility in managing balance of trade payments or in using natural 
uranium stocks already available to them. In addition, they have the same economic 
incentive as domestic users of the enrichment service; that is, the opportunity to seek 
uranium in commercial markets at lower prices. The assurance of long-term enrichment 
services favorably influenced the foreign power industry toward selection of enriched 
uranium reactors and the use of U.S. capabilities for the long-term supply of fuel for 
these reactors. 

Although the Private Ownership Act deferred the actual availability of toll 
enrichment services until January 1, 1969, its enactment authorized AEC to enter into 
contracts for such services earlier. By this means, AEC gave assurance to its customers 
of the long-term availability of enriching services. Meanwhile, the deferral of actual 
enriching did, of course, allow for some liquidation of AEC natural uranium stocks. 
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XI. Gas Centrifuge Program 

A constant proliferation danger was that some breakthrough in technology might 
occur that would bring nuclear weapons more easily within the reach of additional 
nations. One such possibility was the gas centrifugation process for producing enriched 
uranium. In this process, the heavier 23 8 U atoms in uranium hexafluoride gas are spun out 
by centrifugal force and thus separated from the lighter 235U atoms, much as milk is 
separated from cream. The centrifuge was briefly considered as the enrichment method 
of choice in the early days of the wartime atomic bomb project, but was rejected in favor 
of the gaseous diffusion method largely because the latter had fewer development 
problems remaining to be solved at a time when haste was of the essence. It was always 
recognized, however, that the centrifuge had significant potential economic advantages, 
particularly for European countries. As compared to gaseous diffusion it would require 
only a small fraction of the electricity per unit of output. (Electricity was relatively 
more costly in Europe than in the United States.) In addition, centrifuge plants could 
operate efficiently on a much smaller scale than diffusion plants, which are intrinsically 
huge. 

In 1953, the AEC began to study centrifuge technology as a possible economic 
encouragement to the development of civilian nuclear power. Development work was 
wtdertaken also in Britain, West Germany, and the Netherlands. The interest of these 
countries was in producing enriched uranium for power reactors in a way that would be 
economically attractive and that would lessen dependence on 2asu supply by the United 
States. In 1959, the AEC concluded that centrifuge technology had advanced to such an 
extent that units already developed could be used in 235U enrichment plants and that the 
power and space requirements for such plants were so modest as to be amenable to 
clandestine operation. The AEC at once came wtder competing pressures. On the one 
hand, U.S. industry wanted the technology made freely available in order to lessen the 
fuel costs of future civilian power endeavors. On the other hand, there were those who 
wanted the centrifuge placed wtder wraps as an antiproliferation measure. It was 
economics versus security--a classic dilemma of the nuclear age. 

The AEC tilted toward the latter view and embarked on steps to limit spread of the 
technology. In July 1960, it prevailed on the U.K., West German, and Netherlands 
governments to impose security classifications on their gas centrifuge programs. At the 
same time, tight security restrictions were imposed on the industrial nrms participating 
in the AEC's own program, and gas centrifuges and their component parts were placed on 
the Commerce Department's Positive List to prevent export. 

By 1964 there were indications, both at home and abroad, of desires to break free 
from these restrictions. At a meeting of U.S., British, Dutch, and West German 
representatives early in the year, the latter two argued for a relaxation of the 
restrictions, ostensibly because the centrifuge process was useful in a variety of peaceful 
applications in addition to the separation of 235U. It was only with diff"lculty that we 
persuaded them to continue their classification arrangements. U.S. f'tnns working in the 
field were similarly restive. Thus, when I met with representative of the General Electric 
Company and the Allied Chemical Company, who were conducting a joint centrifuge 
venture, they told me of their frustration in having to explain to their boards of directors 
that, wtder existing restrictions, there was no indication they could establish a 
commercial operation even if their development work was successful. Compowtding the 
AEC's difficulty in determining a policy was the realization that, despite our best efforts 
to restrict it, the gas centrifuge technology might eventually be acquired by other nations. 
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In April 1964 I wrote to ACDA Director Foster and Secretary of Defense McNamara, 
among others, seeking guidance "to assure that the [centrifuge] policy we adopt at this 
time will best serve our national security interests." Specifically, I asked for their views 
on "the importance to the United States of maximum delay in the acquisition by an Nth 
power of a capability to produce fissionable materials for atomic weapons use, even in 
very limited quantities." 

Foster's views were strong -and unequivocal. He wrote, "I believe that we should 
continue to resist all pressures to release controls on the dissemination of gas centrifuge 
technology." 

McNamara replied in similar vein. He recognized that we could only retard, not 
prevent, the technology's growth and diffusion. "Even so," he wrote, "the goal of 
retardation is a worthwhile one." He recommended that we continue our restrictive 
policies and endeavor to persuade others with significant centrifuge programs to do the 
same. He also recommended that, in order to dampen the incentive of countries to 
develop their own centrifuge technology, "the U.S. should leave no doubt that enriched 
uranium will be available from this country on attractive terms .... " 

On October 11, 1964, I also discussed our dilemma with Chairman Holifield of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. At f'ast Holifield said he favored AEC continuing to 
develop the gas centrifuge technology, but doubted that U.S. industry should be allowed to 
continue this development work. I told him there was some argument in favor of allowing 
industry to continue under strong security controls, since this would place it in a strong 
competitive position in the event foreign countries should develop the process. This could 
actually aid the non-proliferation concept rather than hinder it; it would discourage other 
countries because their process would not be economically competitive. After I made 
these points, Holifield seemed to agree that his was a question that deserved further 
discussion at an executive session of the JCAE. 

Such a session was indeed held, but not until March 9, 1967. Four for the five AEC 
commissioners were present, signifying the importance we attached to the issue. By this 
time the proliferation scare had worsened considerably, largely due to the Chinese tests 
and the reaction to them. As a consequence, the AEC had, albeit reluctantly, come round 
to the point of view expressed by Holifield more than two years earlier: We believed that 
private work on the gas centrifuge should be cut off, but that the AEC should continue a 
strong program. All the JCAE members agreed readily, with the exception of 
Representative Craig Hosmer. He at f'ast argued vigorously against excluding industry, 
but in the end he also went along. 

Another opinion being expressed on this issue was that of the Soviet Union. The 
Soviets charged that further work on the centrifuge in Western Europe could lead to West 
German development of nuclear weapons. 

The next task was to break the news to industry. On March 14, 1967, the AEC 
commissioners (again all but one--Commissioner Samuel M. Nabrit was out of town) met 
with officers of two of the companies involved, W.R. Grace and Company and Electro 
Nucleonics, Inc., to tell them that we had decided to terminate centrifuge work in private 
corporations. Electro Nucleonics took it particularly hard. Their representatives tried to 
persuade us, as a minimum, to support their work. Later in the day I received a letter 
from them pointing out hat our action would result in about a $10 million loss of st9ck 
equity on the open market and hinting that they would hold the AEC responsible. 
(Subsequently, the AEC helped Electro Nucleonics move from weapons-related work into 
the biological field, where their experience with and knowledge about the centrifuge 
found useful applications.) 
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The results of the AEC's program for the past ten years are classified. However, on 
the basis of work done so far, there is still not sufficient experience to determine whether 
the gas centrifuge process can compete in cotmtries like the United States with the 
proven gaseous diffusion process for the separation of uranium isotopes. There is, 
however, the possibility that the gas centrifuge process may offer economic competition 
in the future. The laboratory results obtained since 1960 must be confirmed and the cost, 
reliability, and life of many components determined before meaningful evaluations can be 
made. 
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XII. Cutback in production of f'lssionable materials 

In his State of the Union Message on January 8, 1964, President Johnson, speaking in 
reference to a "world without war" and "the control and the eventual abolitional of arms," 
said: 

"And it is in this spirit that in this nscal year we are cutting back our production of 
enriched uranium by 25 percent. We are shutting down four plutonium piles." 

At the time of the president's announcement, the AEC had 13 production reactors in 
operation and another, the New Production Reactor or "N" reactor (which also would 
produce electricity) at Richland, Washington, then in f'mal stages of construction. There 
were eight reactors (not counting "N") at Richland and nve reactors at the Savannah 
River site in South Carolina. The Richland site had expanded from the assigned wartime 
three reactors to nine. The Savannah River site was a new production complex 
constructed in the early 1950's. The gaseous diffusion facilities at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, 
were expanded and the new Paducah, Kentucky, and Portsmouth, Ohio, facilities were 
added at that time for the production of enriched uranium. Additional advances in 
reactor and gaseous diffusion technology and production processing and control pushed the 
capability of the AEC production sites far beyond their original design limits. 

By March 1, 1961, long-range requirement studies still seemed to indicate the 
gaseous diffusion plants at a power level of 4,850 Mwe (reduced from a maximum level) 
and all of the production reactors were needed for maximum production. It was not until 
two years later that President Kennedy, in a letter to me of February 2, 1963, asked that 
the Commission, in conjunction with the Department of Defense, "initiate appropriate 
action as soon as practicable to adjust production of enriched uranium ... in accordance 
with revised objectives." The primary revisions to the previous production requirements 
that resulted in the president's letter were the result of the widely publicized decisions of 
the president to cancel both the Sky Bolt missile and 8-inch artillery shell programs. 

By May 1963, the AEC had completed its studies based on the revised objectives. On 
May 17th, I wrote the president indicating the results of the studies and outlining the 
AEC's plans for production adjustments by reducing power requirements for the uranium 
enrichment plants and shutting down some plutonium production capacity. 

The AEC production complex in total was further examined to achieve the reductions 
in the most economical manner. These ref'mements were necessary in order to continue 
to take advantage of advances in weapons and production technology and tO be able to 
cancel, with the lowest possible penalty, long-range electric power contracts with various 
suppliers. 

As a follow-up to President Johnson's reduction announcement, the AEC issued a 
public statement detailing the cutbacks in relation to the total AEC program effort at the 
affected sites. The cumulative effect spread throughout the feed chain. On January 11, 
1964, a second AEC public announcement considered the effects of the production site 
cutbacks on the uranium feed processing plants which provided the fuel for the facilities 
being shut down. 

The uranium concentrate plants at Weldon Spring, Missouri, and Fernald, Ohio, would 
continue operation but at reduced levels. The feed material plant at Paducah, Kentucky, 
which supplied products to the gaseous diffusion plants, would be shut down and placed in 
standby by June 30, 1964, and the Metropolis, Illinois, plant of Allied Chemical 
Corporation would not be kept under contract to the AEC beyond the existing expiration 
date of June 30, 1964. 

Introduction- Page 45 



Of the four reactors to be shut down, three were at Richland and one was at 
Savannah River. The reductions in power were to be made at all uranium enriching sites, 
Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth. 

Five reactors at Richland would remain in operation and the new "N'' reactor startup, 
scheduled for later in the year, would not be affected. At Savannah River, the AEC would 
continue to operate four reactors. It was also explained at that time that the loss of 
reprocessing load, through the Hanford reactor shutdowns, would eventually lead to the 
shutdown of one of the two Hanford fuel reprocessing plants then in operation. Later, at 
the end of 1966, the Redox chemical processing plant was shut down. 

Reactors shut down in keeping with the president's announcement were: the 
Savannah River "R" reactor, on June 19, 1964; the Richland "DR" reactor, on December 
30, 1964; the Richland "H" reactor, on April 21, 1965, and the Richland "F' reactor, on 
June 25, 1965. 

The 25 percent megawatt electrical reduction in power at the gaseous diffusion 
plants, covered by the presidential announcement became effective July 1, 1964, through 
reduction of 360 Mwe. at Oak Ridge, 375 Mwe. at Paducah, and 600 Mwe. at Portsmouth. 
In conjunction with the reduction of power at the Oak Ridge gaseous diffusion plant, one 
of the process buildings (K-25) was shut down on June 30, 1964. This was the original 
U-shaped structure built during World War II. Operations in the other process buildings at 
the other sites were continued but at a reduced level. 

In the interim, on April 20, 1964, in accordance with a further decision of the 
president, I announced additional power reductions totalling 945 megawatts· (445 at Oak 
Ridge, and 500 at Portsmouth) beginning in 1966, with completion in 1968, which would 
reduce the power and hence production by 40 percent from the previous operating level. 
In February 1965, under direction of the president and as a result of continuing studies, 
the AEC announced further cutbacks in enriched uranium production which would, by 
December 31, 1968, reduce the power level to 2000 Mwe. 

This long-range shutdown situation was a time of deep personal concern to all in the 
AEC, particularly as it affected the employees and communities involved. Hardest hit 
would be the cities of Oak Ridge and Richland which had been established in World War II 
by the Manhattan Engineer District. These communities were, by design, in isolated areas 
and had virtually no support beyond that provided by AEC activity. Additionally, homes 
and commercial facilities in the communities had recently been sold to individuals. Also, 
local school and hospital services were turned over to the municipality. Concern for the 
personal problems the shutdowns caused was magnified by the possibility that the 
recruiting and maintenance of an adequate staff at the AEC facilities might be severely 
affected if the living areas were not adequate for plant employees. 

Most severely hit was Richland where about 2,000 positions or approximately 24 
percent of the then existing employment level of 8,300 would be affected. As severe as 
this would be there were mitigating factors. The first reactor shutdown was a year away 
and the other two shutdowns were scheduled for subsequent shutdown at three-month 
intervals; the full impact would not be felt until f'IScal 1967 when certain auxiliary 
facilities (principally the plutonium separations plant) would be shut down as an after 
effect of the reactor shutdowns. Additionally, in f'IScal 1964 the newest AEC production 
reactor ("N'') would be placed in service and ease the employment situation. 

At Savannah River the scheduled reactor shutdown would take effect within six 
months and reduce the plant employment level by about 500 positions or eight percent of 
the then existing employment level of 6,500 employees. 
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Employment in Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth would be reduced by some 400 
(later increased to 450) employees of a total of 5,100 positions, 180 of 2,600 at Oak Ridge; 
150 of 1,367 at Portsmouth and 120 of 1,133 at Paducah. 

At the feed material sites Fernald would lose 300 of 2,100 employed and Weldon 
Spring, SO of 600. The close-down of the Allied Chemical Corporation plant at 
Metropolis, Illinois, would, of course, drop its entire staff of 150 employees. The grand 
total affected by these first announcements, but not necessarily reflected in people to be 
released--primarily because of the time lags involved and the new "N" facility 
startup- -was 3,450. While the total number was not overwhelming it was staggering to 
the isolated communities and to the individuals who specialized in nuclear activities. 
Additionally, those persons close to the situation knew this was just the beginning. More 
plants would have to be retired from service. Only timing and the specific facilities to be 
affected were unknown. 

That the effects of these shutdowns were foreseen well in advance did not lessen the 
immediate concern as the shutdowns became an accomplished fact. As early as 1962, 
when it became apparent from long-range studies that future shutdowns were inevitable, 
the AEC adopted a policy to cooperate with local communities where AEC operations 
constituted the major economic force in their efforts to encourage diversification of the 
economic base of these communities. Many studies were undertaken, and other Federal 
agencies as well as commercial concerns were made aware of the capabilities of the sites 
for various activities. 

Strengthening this effort became a major concern as the shutdown periods 
approached. Effective May 6, 1964, the AEC established an Office of Economic Impact 
and Conversion to coordinate- analysis and review of management activities designed to 
cope with the broad economic impact resulting from program cutbacks. 

The initial shutdowns announced by President Johnson were only a prologue to what 
followed; yet the communities of Oak Ridge and Richland have continued to expand, in 
total population and the quality of the municipal services they are able to offer has 
remained at a high level. At no time has the AEC's ability to recruit or retain perso~el 
been threatened by the inability of these communities to provide the level of services 
considered adequate by the highly skilled and trained professional AEC work force. By 
making the shutdown announcements well in advance, and by careful)y controlling hiring 
rates, the majority of employees were able to f"md new employment elsewhere, take an 
early retirement, or be reassigned to another AEC facility as normal attrition reduced the 
work force. 

There was another aspect to the production cutback announcement which had 
far-reaching consequences. This was in the area of the Cold War and increasing world 
tensions. As President Johnson indicated in his announcement, the reductions in 
production capability were made in the interest of world peace. It carne as no surprise, 
therefore, that on April 20, 1964, the Soviet Union announced: 

"The moment has come now when it is possible to take steps to reduce the 
production of f"tssionable materials for military purposes ... and that the Soviet 
government has decided: 

1. To discontinue now the construction of two new, enormous atomic reactors 
for the production of plutonium; 

2. To reduce substantial)y in the next several years the production of 
uranium- 235 for nuclear weapons; and 

3. To allocate more fissionable materials for peaceful uses ... ". 
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While U.S. action to cut back nuclear production was not contingent upon any 
agreement with the Soviets, part of the intent was to show good faith that vertical 
nuclear proliferation would not go unchecked, and that perhaps this evidence of good faith 
would meet with an aflu-mative response from other nuclear weapons powers. 

In contrast to the well-publicized original shutdown announcement, future 
curtailments in plant operation received little national notice. These shutdowns were 
conducted in an orderly, spaced manner consistent with maintaining capability to meet 
long-range military and sharply increasing civilian requirements. 

The Commission shut down the uranium concentrate plant at Weldon Spring in 
October 1966 and eventual.Jy returned this facility to the U.S. Army in December 1967. 

Other reactor shutdowns followed the llrst four: the Richland "D" reactor, in June 
1967; Richland's "B" reactor, and the Savannah River "L" reactor, in February 1968; the 
Richland "C" reactor, in April 1969; the Richland "KW" reactor, in February 1970; and the 
Richland "KE" reactor, in January 1971. This left only the "N'' reactor at Richland and 
three reactors at Savannah River operating. 

While some of these reactors are retained in standby condition for production startup 
in 18 months, it becomes more doubtful with the passing of time that they will be 
reactivated or that some of them could be satisfactorily operated. 

Power reductions at the uranium enrichment plants reduced the total electricity 
supplied to a 1,900 Mwe. level in July 1969. 

In contrast to the continued shutdown of the reactors and their auxiliary facilities, 
portions of the shutdown diffusion plant began to be restored in March 1970 in connection 
with preproduction of uranium hexafluoride for use as fuel in civilian nuclear power 
reactors. 
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xm. Resulatioo 

On March 16, 1961, as one of my first acts as Chairman, I announced the 
Commission's action to separate its regulatory function from the operational and 
developmental functions administered by the General Manager. A new position of 
Director of Regulation, reporting directly to the Commission, was established, vested 
with the authority to discharge licensing and related regulatory functions other than those 
where the f'mal decision rested with the hearing examiner or the Commission, or which 
involved the Commission's authority to approve the issuance of regulations. Subsequently, 
all AEC staff regulatory activities including those associated with licensing and 
regulation, compliance and enforcement, and the development of radiation protection 
standards and regulations were consolidated under the Director of Regulation. The 
Commission named Harold L. Price, former Director of the Division of Licensing and 
Regulation, to the new position. 

On February 8, 1962, the Governor of Kentucky executed with the Commission in 
Washington the first agreement whereby a state would assume some regulatory authority 
in the interest of public health and safety, all of which had been exercised exclusively by 
the Federal Government. In an address the next day before a joint session of the 
Kentucky Legislature in Frankfort, I stated: 

"There are those who hold, and not without some historical support, that the shifting 
of power and responsibility from the States to the Federal Government is a 
never-ending, irreversible process. Here is one significant instance of a noteworthy 
exception, but I think it would be a mistake to regard this event as a triumph of 
States' rights. This milestone in Federal-State relations is a triumph of good 
government in accordance with Jeffersonian principles." 

It was in keeping, I noted, with a unique mission of the Atomic Energy 
Commission---"by an orderly process to fit atomic energy into the traditional, democratic 
structure of our society." 

The transfer of 104 AEC materials licenses to State jlrisdiction when the Kentucky 
agreement became effective on March 26, 1962, signalled the start of an upswing in State 
radiation control activities that was sustained throughout the decade. Mississippi, 
California and New York joined Kentucky as Agreement States during 1962, and 
thereafter two or three agreements were signed each year by Governors with the 
Commission. 

An agreement with Maryland on December 18, 1970, brought to 23 the number of 
States (Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, 
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Washington) 
entering into agreements with the AEC for regulating the peaceful uses of the atom. At 
this date, all but six of the remaining States had enacted enabling legislation and several 
of these were actively moving toward such agreements. Nearly half of the more than 
16,000 atomic materials licenses in the total Federal-State program were being 
administered by the States. 

When the developing regulatory program was separated from the Commission's 
operational and developmental functions in March 1961, materials licensing and regulation 
occupied the major portion of the new Director of Regulation's manpower of some 260 
personnel. It administered a wide variety of more than 10,000 licenses through the 
country. But the emergence of the regulatory program as a primary function of the 
Commission came as the electric utility industry turned increasingly to the nuclear power 
reactor as a primary source of energy in the mid-1960's. 
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This tum of events was hardly discernible in 1961. At the beginning of the year, 
operating licenses and authorizations were in effect for only three power reactors, and 11 
others were in various stages of construction. The year saw most of these relatively small 
nuclear plants under way delayed by problems such as fuel fabrication difficulties, 
pressure vessel cladding cracks, procurement delays, or construction labor strikes. 
Utilities as a whole continued to eye the nuclear field with skepticism over the next three 
years. 

As indicated in Section IX, on March 26, 1964, the Jersey Central Power and Light 
Company jolted the utility industry by applying to the AEC for a permit to construct a 
515-Mwe boiling water reactor at its Oyster Creek site in Ocean County, New Jersey, 
about 35 miles north of Atlantic City. Although it was one of the first two nuclear power 
plants in the 500-Mwe class to be proposed, the significance of the Oyster Creek plant 
was that it represented the first decision of a utility to build a nuclear generating station 
solely on the basis of economics in competition with conventional power facilities. 

The Oyster Creek application marked the beginning of a year of intense regulatory 
activity and continual efforts to maintain pace with a new and remarkably expanding 
industry. The statistics and predictions at the end of 1964 placed in some perspective the 
AEC's projected regulatory task of protecting the public health and safety: Installed 
nuclear electric power from all 12 licensed "central station plants," several of which were 
small prototypes destined for early retirement, had reached only 1,000 megawatts---a 
total that would be exceeded by the capacity of many individual units to be undertaken 
within the decade. Forecasts were projecting up to 20,000 Mwe of installed nuclear power 
capacity by 1974, and some felt more than half the nation's energy requirements would be 
furnished by nuclear plants at the end of the century. 

Although the stimulus of the Jersey Central action to other utilities was not 
immediately apparent, the repercussion of a wave of nuclear plant orders hit the 
regulatory program abruptly during 1966 with the f"iling of construction permit 
applications for 16 large power reactors representing a total of 11,500 Mwe. Twin reactor 
units on single sites were proposed for the f"1rst time, and the f"1rst reactors in the 
1,000-Mwe class were proposed by the Tennessee Valley Authority for its Browns Ferry 
Station in Alabama. The surge toward nuclear power reached its peak of the decade 
during 196 7 when utilities filed applications with the AEC for the construction of 29 
nuclear power units - nine of which were 1,000 Mwe plants - representing a total design 
output of 24,287 electrical megawatts. 

A major reorganization of the regulatory staff took place in early 1964, emphasizing 
the reactor licensing function. At year end the Director of Regulation, in a progress 
report to the Commission, noted that "projected workload data, particularly in the reactor 
licensing area are startling when projected through 1970." It appeared inevitable that this 
expected growth would have a powerful impact on the regulatory program, and that the 
time involved in the licensing process would affect the planning schedules of utilities. Of 
predominant importance in staff"mg up to meet the workload, however, was the need to 
recruit professional personnel with outstanding talent for the technical safety evaluation 
of power reactors of new design and increasing size. 
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As nuclear power plant applications mounted, the Commission and staff undertook 
numerous studies and actions to improve and streamline the licensing process on virtually 
a continuous basis for the remainder of the decade. Internal and external reviews were 
conducted, including an exhaustive examination by the Regulatory Review Panel of 1965, 
headed by William Mitchell, former AEC General Counsel. The JCAE, concerned over the 
implications of increasing nuclear power applications, also conducted, in 196 7, the most 
extensive public hearings on reactor licensing and regulation to be held since passage of 
the 1954 Act. 

In its report to the Commission, the Mitchell Panel stated: 

"On the whole, in the few years it has been in existence, the regulatory staff has done 
a remarkable job in organizing its work and in developing competence in the 
technology of reactor safety. The Director of Regulation has been successful in 
recruiting persons of a high level of technical skill and experience and also has been 
successful in establishing an esprit de corps which is necessary to attract additional 
competent scientists and engineers. With the increased workload anticipated in the 
future and the need for an enlarged staff, the matter of quality of the staff is of real 
importance. The contributions the staff has made to techniques of safety analysis 
and reactor technology and the opportunity to make further contributions doubtless 
contribute to developing a climate attractive to professional people. It is necessary 
that this climate continue into the future. The panel believes that, accordingly, the 
work of the staff will be the principal component in the discharge of AEC safety 
responsibilities, and this premise is inherent in and vital to several of the 
recommendations." · 

In recommending actions to simplify the regulatory process, the panel noted that, "If 
the size of the regulatory staff were to grow in direct proportion to the number of 
reactors, this staff would soon number thousands of individuals." 

In a period of rising competition from the expanding nuclear industry for highly 
qualified technical professional people and continuing austerity in national budgets, the 
Commission brought total regulatory staff strength to slightly over SOO by the end of 1970. 

Some 75 percent of these were professionals in a broad spectrum of disciplines such 
as physics and various branches of engineering. More than half of these were engaged in 
the licensing, regulation, and inspection of reactors and other nuclear facilities, and the 
development of safety standards pertaining to their construction, design and operation. 
The marked increase in reactor licensing activity also impacted heavily on the workload 
of the other two review bodies regularly involved in the regulatory process, the Advisory 
Committee for Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) and atomic safety and licensing boards. 

During 1961 the statutory ACRS, a IS-man body of recognized scientists, engineers 
and other experts in fields important to reactor safety, had fOWld it necessary to conduct 
only nine full committee meetings and 30 subcommittee meetings on nuclear safety 
matters. By contrast, the ACRS during 1970 held 12 regular three-day meetings, one 
special meeting and 109 sessions of subcommittees and ad hoc working groups. It provided 
reports to the Commission on 25 nuclear facilities and several special subjects, and 
.engaged in a wide range of activities related to safety. 
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The atomic safety and licensing boards, which were authorized by law in 1962, had 
handed down initial decisions in on1y four cases by the end of 1963. During 1970, 
t,hree-man boards drawn from the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel conducted 17 
public hearings on nuclear facility applications in 12 states. The Commission established 
a permanent chairman and staff to coordinate the Panel's activities in 1967, and in 1970 
had increased its membership to 18 qualified technical experts and ten attorneys 
experienced in administrative procedures. 

Milestones in nuclear power plant licensing during 1961-1971 included issuance of 
operating licenses for the f"lrst fast breeder facility (Enrico Fermi plant in Michigan) in 
1963, the first high- temperature, gas-cooled reactor plant (Peach Bottom Unit 1 in 
Pennsylvania) in 1966, the first two facilities with more than 400 Mwe of capacity (San 
Onofre Unit 1 in California and Connecticut Yankee's Haddam Neck plant in Connecticut) 
in 1967, and the f"~rst plants in the 500-Mwe and 800 Mwe classes (Oyster Creek-1 in New 
Jersey and Dresden-2 in Illinois, respectively) in 1969. 

The licensing of the Oyster Creek facility, originally scheduled for operation in 1967, 
was delayed for nearly two years when discovery of weld defects in connections to the 
pressure vessel led to extensive evaluations and repair. The regulatory staff conducted SO 
inspections of the plant during this period. 

At the end of 1970, the AEC had licensed or authorized the operation of 19 central 
station nuclear power units with a capacity totaling 6, 708 Mwe (includes AEC's 
nonlicensed Shippingport station in Pennsylvania). In addition, 53 other large reactors 
representing 44,040 Mwe of capacity were in various stages of construction or awaiting 
action on operating licenses, and 30 proposed plants aggregating 29,103 Mwe in design 
capacity were under review for construction permits. 

In related actions, the AEC was acting on several hundred operator license 
applications a year for individuals who manipulate or supervise manipulation of reactor 
controls. More than 2,000 such licenses were in effect at the end of 1970. 

Until 1970, the Commission's regulatory authority under the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, had been limited essential.Jy to radiological health and safety concerns 
and common defense and security considerations. The enactment of two Federal laws 
during 1970 greatly enlarged the AEC's responsibilities concerning environmental matters 
with increasing impact on licensing activities. 

In addition, an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act in December 1970 eliminated 
the requirement for f"mding of "practical value" and invoked the "commercial section" 
(section 103) of the act which made all future license applications for commercial or 
industrial nuclear facilities subject to antitrust review by the Attorney General and the 
Commission. The Atomic Energy Act included the requirement for a f"'mding of "practical 
value" by the AEC before nuclear facilities (such as power reactors and fuel reprocessing 
plants) could be licensed Wlder the "commercial section" (section 103) of the law. Such 
licenses had been issued under the research and development section (104b) of the Act. 1n 
the past the Commission bad considered the matter and concluded each time that the 
f"mding could not be made on the basis of cost information limited to the prototype and 
noncompetitive nuclear power reactors then in operation. From now on licenses are to be 
issued under section 103. 
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The wave of public concern over environmental quality that swept the country at the 
end of the Sixties coincided with the building of nuclear power plants on a large scale, and 
a spotlight of public attention was focused on atomic energy activities that had not been 
experienced since the beginning of the program. 

A primacy focal point was in the health implications of radioactive discharges from 
nuclear power plants. Among the leaders in the clamor on this issue were two Livermore 
Laboratory biological scientists, John W. Gofman and W. R. Tamplin. (Gofman did his 
Ph.D. research with me, 1940-1943, and was co-discoverer with me of the f"lssionable 
isotope uranium--233.) They claimed that their analyses indicated that if everybody in the 
United States were exposed to the allowable amount (170 millirads per year) of radiation 
this could f"lnally produce 32,000 extra cancer and leukemia deaths plus 150,000 to 
1,500,000 extra genetic deaths per year. It was, of course, absurd to assume that 
everyone in the United States could be exposed to this amount of radiation as the result of 
operating nuclear power plants. Other analyses, by AEC staff and other biological 
scientists, have led to the conclusion that these dire predictions are gross exaggerations; 
some such contracy views suggest that the number of additional cancer cases caused by 
the operation of nuclear power plants will be so small in number as to be immeasurable. 

Another primacy focal point was on the potential adverse effects on aquatic life of 
discharging large quantities of heated condenser cooling water from nuclear plants into 
the rivers and other bodies of water on which they were located. Such water use is 
characteristic of all steam-electric generating plants, whether nuclear-fueled or 
fossil-fueled, but the water-cooled nuclear plants of current design discharged somewhat 
more waste heat than mOdem conventional fossil-fueled plants. 

The Commission had long been concerned over the potential adverse thermal effects 
of nuclear power plants and, in fact, was supporting in its development program more 
extensive research in this f"leld than any other Federal agency. In 1962, the regulatory 
staff began to routinely obtain comments of the Department of the Interior's Fish and 
Wildlife Service regarding each application for a construction permit or operating license 
for a nuclear power plant. These comments, in addition to recommendations concerning 
radiological matters, recommended actions to minimize the possibility of adverse effects 
of thermal discharges. The AEC, although having no jurisdiction in the nonradiological 
area, made it a practice to call the applicant's specif"lc attention to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service's recommendations on thermal effects and to urge his cooperation with the 
appropriate agencies. 

Although the AEC's position, concurred in by the Department of Justice, was that it 
had no regulatory authority to consider thermal effects in licensing, this issue was pursued 
by intervenors in licensing proceedings. Some hearings before atomic safety and licensing 
boards toward the close of the decade, both at the construction permit and the operating 
license stages, became arenas of controversy where radiological and other environmental 
issues were sharply joined. In June 1968, the State of New Hampshire petitioned the 
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit (Boston, Massachusetts) for review of the 
Commission's licensing action in the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation case 
with respect to the denial of AEC jurisdiction over thermal effects. In Januacy 1969 the 
court upheld the Commission's position, and a petition by New Hampshire for review by 
the U.S. Supreme Court was subsequently denied. 

Introduction- Page 53 



Several bills were introduced in both the 90th and 9lst Congresses to give authority to 
the AEC or other agencies such as the Federal Power Commission to impose conditions 
regarding thermal effects in nuclear power plant licenses. The Commission, in testimony 
before Congressional committees in March 1969, supported proposed legislation that 
would require a certification that the facility to be licensed would not violate appropriate 
water quality standards, including thermal standards. 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEP A), which became law on 
January 1, 1970, followed by enactment in April of the Water Quality Improvement Act of 
1970 (WQIA), thus had a major impact on the AEC regulatory program. 

Under NEPA, Federal agencies were required, among other things, to prepare and file 
with the Council on Environmental Quality a detailed statement on specified 
environmental considerations regarding each major Federal action "significantly affecting 
the quality of the human environment." The WQIA amended the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act to require certification from the appropriate state, interstate or federal 
water pollution control agency that there was reasonable assurance that federally licensed 
activities resulting in discharges to navigable waters of the United States would not 
violate applicable water quality standards (including thermal standards). 

Although NEPA did not specifically refer to licensing activities, the AEC interpreted 
it to cover the licensing of nuclear facilities - particularly nuclear power plants - as 
"major Federal actions" affecting the environment. The Commission proceeded promptly 
to initiate procedures to bring its licensing program into conformity with the new 
environmental legislation. 

The AEC's final policy statement on NEPA, issued on December 4, 1970, also took 
into account requirements of the WQIA and provided for fuller consideration of the whole 
range of environmental issues in the licensing of nuclear power plants. In testimony 
before a House committee regarding progress in implementing NEP A, Russell E. Train, 
Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality, characterized the new AEC policy 
provisions as "very responsive developments" in implementing the Act. (At an annual 
meeting of the Atomic Industrial Forum and American Nuclear Society in Washington, 
D.C. in November 1970, Dr. Gordon J. MacDonald of the Council on Environmental 
Quality, stated: ''The AEC has by far the best record of any federal agency in submitting 
environmental reports under NEPA. The AEC reports are the most complete, the best 
thought out, and the most sophisticated of any agency.") 

As a result of the environmental legislation of 1970, a number of procedural changes 
were integrated into the AEC licensing process for nuclear power reactors and fuel 
reprocessing plants, including the provision of conditions in permits and licenses to the 
effect that licensees will 1) observe all standards and requirements validly imposed Wlder 
Federal and State law for protection of the environment, and 2) comply with the 
appropriate water quality certification provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act. Atomic safety and licensing boards also were authorized to consider, Wlder NEPA, 
nonradiological environmental matters to the extent that a party raises as an issue 
whether issuance of the permit or license would be likely to result in a significant, 
adverse effect on the environment. 

Similar procedures were provided for other licensing proceedings on proposals 
significantly affecting the environment, including licenses for: 1) nuclear fuel fabrication 
plants, scrap recovery facilities, and uranium hexafluoride conversion plants; 2) uranium 
milling and production of uranium hexafluoride; and 3) commercial radioactive waste 
disposal by land burial. 
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On July 23, 1971, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia made an 
historic ruling directing the AEC to revise, in several respects, its rules on consideration 
of nonradiological environmental matters in licensing facilities, i.e., directed the AEC to 
broaden its responsibility. The court held, in the consolidated cases of Calvert Cliffs 
Coordinating Committee, Inc., et. al., vs. the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, et. al., 
that AEC regulations for implementing NEPA in licensing procedures did not comply in 
several respects with NEP A. The petitioners had also questioned several aspects of the 
AEC's application of NEPA procedures to Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant of the 
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co., a facility near Lusby, Maryland, on the Chesapeake Bay for 
which a construction permit had been issued six months before enactment of NEPA, and 
the court agreed. The AEC took several implementing steps immediately following the 
court's decision. 
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XIV. Radioisotopes Program 

In analysis and controls applications, cobalt--60 and cesiuin-137 encapsulated sources 
for industrial radiography were the principal products employed in 1960 in terms of 
quantity. During the decade, there has been increased use of iridium-192 for radiography, 
low-energy photon sources for X-ray fluorescence, and tritium and promethium-147 for 
self-luminescent applications. 

In nuclear medicine, iodine-131 was the principal product in use in 1960 and continues 
to be important. However, technetium-99m, which has been approved for similar 
diagnostic uses, results in decreased radiation exposure of the patient and increased 
def"mition of the body organ functions. The technetium-99m agent was developed at 
Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) and f"trst studied for medical applications at 
Argonne Cancer Research Hospital. Many other products have been studied as diagnostic 
agents during this period, including iodine-124, copper-67, zinc-69m, gallium-67 and 
indium- 111. 

In the process radiation f"teld, cobalt-60 and cesium--137 have continued to be the 
principal products of interest. Considerable work was carried out using cobalt-60 
produced in AEC reactors to develop an eff"tcient and reliably contained cobalt-60 
source. Much of the AEC's process radiation development work was based on the use of 
cobalt-60. However, recent emphasis has been give to the use of cesium-137 for this 
purpose. 

. One of the most significant developments in radioisotope processing during the 
decade was the recovery of megacurie (a million-curies or more) quantities of f"lSsion 
products in the ORNL Fission Products Development Laboratory. During the early 1960's, 
the plant demonstrated the ability to recover cesium- 137, strontium-90, promethium- 147, 
and cerium- 144, and technetium--99 (from processed fuel) in quantities in some cases up 
to many thousands of curies a year. As the decade passed, the output of cesium--137 and 
strontium--90 for radiation and heat sources grew to million-curie quantities annually. 
This production activity has provided the only significant large-scale supply of 
encapsulated f"tssion products for isotopic power and process radiation applications during 
the decade. 

Strontium-90 is the long-life (28 years) f"lSsion product of principal interest for 
terrestrial isotope power use as well as for process radiation applications. Strontium 
titanate was developed as the isotopic fuel form for application in terrestrial isotopic 
power (SNAP-7) systems. With thermoelectric conversion, use of such fuel can furnish 
power for use at remote places on land or sea to transmit information to receiving 
stations more conveniently located. Such use includes weather stations both in the Arctic 
and Antarctic regions, and U.S. Coast Guard flashing light buoys. Another use is for 
underwater acoustic beams. Other radioisotopic power sources were developed to meet a 
variety of needs. 

Cesium-137, in equilibrium with its 2.6-minute barium--137m daughter, is the other 
long--lived (30 years) high-yield f"tssion product of principal interest produced during 
nuclear reactor operation. It is produced along with other stable and radioactive cesium 
isotopes, including the 2.3-year cesium-134. The yield of cesium-134 is such that the 
mixed cesium-..:137/134 product will have significant radiation processing applications. As 
a radiation source, cesium chloride is preferred, principally for: (!) its high specific 
activity; 0?.) its thermal and radiation stability; (£) its reasonable compatibility with 
encapsulating materials; and @ its ease of production. 
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Promethium- 147 is an intermediate-lived (2.67 years) nssion product in suff"lcient 
supply for isotopic power consideration. Its relatively low-energy radiation is readily 
shielded. The promethium-148 (42 days), which is initia11y present with the 
promethium-147, has a very energetic gamma which requires about 2 years storage to 
allow its decay before use. In addition, there are trace amounts of promethium-146 (1.9 
years) present with sufficient gamma radiation to require shielding beyond that which is 
necessary for plutonium- 238. Materials studied have demonstrated the feasibility of using 
promethium oxide at temperatures up to 2,000°C. (3,632°F.) 

The short-lived nssion products plant at Oak Ridge continued to be the principal 
supplier of 13 fission products (with half lives from 3 to 6S days) for research, industrial, 
and medical uses. Typical isotopes prepared in this plant are: barium-140, iodine-131, 
molybdenum--99, niobium-95, ruthenium-103, strontium-89, xenon-133, yttrium--90, and 
zirconium-95. With the exception of niobium-9S and yttrium--90, which are recovered 
from their parents zirconium-95 and strontium-90, these products are produced from 
irradiated uranium-235 targets. 

Cobalt-60 is the most readily prepared reactor product with a reasonably long 
half-life (5.26 years) and radioactive decay characteristics of major interest. In selected 
applications, it competes directly with 28-yecir strontium-90 and 30-year cesium-137. In 
the past decade, while withdrawing from production of many forms of cobalt-60, the AEC 
has also carried out tests that show the production feasibility of hundreds of millions of 
curies of high specific activity cobalt-60 (400--600 curies per gram) for many 
applications. At the same time, industry has established its own capabilities in test and 
power reactors to produce most of these product grades in quantities to satisfy the 
market. -

0 

The transuranium product series results from multiple neutron capture in both the 
nuclear reactor fuel, uranium-235, and the source material uranium-238. The nuclides of 
principal interest include plutonium-238, curium-242, americium- 241, and 
californium- 252 and their applications require the conversion to forms useful in both 
thermal and radiation applications. In the thermal area the production of plutonium-238, 
curium-242, and curium- 244 represented significant efforts. 

Accelerator products have signfficantly different decay characteristics from isotopes 
prepared in a reactor since they are neutron-def"lcient and generally cannot be readily 
produced by neutron irradiation. These products f"md their principal use in medical 
diagnosis, Mossbauer applications and metallurgical studies, as well as several research 
applications. For many years, the Oak Ridge 86-inch cyclotron has been the principal 
source of accelerator products. More recently, a group of accelerators with additional 
capabilities have become available at Brookhaven and the future program will be 
expanded to include the use of the Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility. 

There are about 15 radioisotopes in some 30 chemical forms approved by the AEC for 
medical use. In 1966, the U.S. Public Health Service surveyed the frequency of the 
various medical procedures. The results show that iodine-131 represented 70 to 80 
percent of the radioisotopes used in the organ function studies or for radiopharmaceutical 
therapy procedures, while cobalt-60 was the predominant radioisotope used for 
teletherapy procedures, and radium and strontium-90 for bracbytherapy (source implant) 
procedures. A survey today (1971) would show that the use of technetium-99m may now 
exceed the use of iodine-131 for scanning procedures, since the use of technetium- 99m 
was just getting underway when the survey was carried out in 1966. 
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In 1965, the development of the teclmetium-99m generator for medical diagnostic 
application brought this tectmology to the attention of all potential users of 
radioisotopes. Today, this. generator represents an important part of the radioisotopes 
products industry; tectmetium-99m generator sales for 1969 were estimated at $6 million. 

During the past decade, much effort has been directed toward establishing neutron 
activation anaJysis as an accurate and reliable tectmique particularJy for measuring trace 
elements in materials. It is now well established tectmicalJy and is proving to be very 
valuable in many important applications throughout the world; in medicine, to determine 
trace metals in tissues; in industry, to anaJyze products and determine trace compositions; 
in crime detection, to ana)yze materials taken as court evidence; and for a variety of 
tests in geology, oceanography, agriculture, meteorology, public health and other 
sciences. The tectmique has recent)y met several important needs for analyzing foods to 
determine concentrations of pollutants such as mercury. 

Another ana]ytical tectmique whose range of applicability has been greatJy expanded 
by the advent of radioisotopes is X-ray fluorescence. As a consequence of this AEC 
initiative, at least six U.S. companies are now marketing radioisotope XRF systems for 
many anaJysis and control applications such as ore assaying, metal alloy ana)ysis, and 
monitoring various solid and liquid chemical processes. 

About 1961, work was started at West Virginia University (Morgantown) on the 
fabrication of wood-plastic composites. The process involves impregnation of wood 
substrates with a liquid monomer and subsequent irradiation by gamma rays, during which 
the monomer hardens. The result is a plastic-f'llled wood with the aesthetic properties of 
wood and the durable properties of the plastic. The work at West Virginia University, and 
related work at North Carolina State University (Raleigh) and Research Triangle Institute, 
provided the tectmological basis for the production of a new commercial product. In 1964, 
the American Novawood Corp. (Lynchburg, Va.) was formed for the purpose of 
commercializing the new wood-plastic material. Since that date, three other companies 
have begun commercial production of wood-plastic materials. In each case, the principal 
product is parquet flooring. 

An outstanding success has been the adoption of radiation sterilization of medical 
supplies both by isotopes and by accelerators. Radiation sterilization plants now number 
more than 20 in countries all around the world, and the trend is accelerating. Both 
tectmical and economic advantages are afforded by this process through: ~ elimination of 
the damaging effect of heat; 0!) sterilization in lmal container; ~ greater reliability; 
and, @ elimination of residual sterilization gas. 

During the earJy part of the 1960's, a new application was exploited in the isotopes 
development program. This was the use of heat resulting from radioisotope decay to 
produce useful energy. The most promising isotopes with suff'lcient abundance for 
research and use were the ltssion products strontium-90, cerium-144, cesium-137, and 
promethium-147 and reactor-produced isotopes thulium-170, polonium- 210, 
plutonium--238, curium-242, curium-244, and cobalt-60. Applications of radioisotope heat 
are directed toward the production of electricity using the Seebeck (thermoelectric) 
process. This work was most dramaticalJy exemplified by development and demonstration 
in June 1961 of nuclear power in space and in August 1961 of the world's first 
radioisotope-powered automatic weather station (see next section, XV). 
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The Division of Isotopes Development f"lrst became interested in the concept of an 
implantable radioisotopic power source for an artificial heart in May 1964. In the process 
of considering such a program and through discussions with personnel of the National 
Heart Institute (now the National Heart and Lung Institute) of the National Institutes of 
Health, it was apparent that the development of a fully implantable artificial heart was 
not only extremely complicated undertaking but one in which success could not be 
projected with any degree of assurance. 
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XV. Nuclear power in space 

The first use of nuclear power in space took place on JlUle 29, 1961 when a U.S. Navy 
Transit satellite carrying a small nuclear-electric power source achieved earth orbit. 
Because of the reliability of that nuclear system, today (1971), more than nine years later 
and after its more than a billion miles of travel, the signals from that navigational 
satellite can still be monitored. 

The climax of nuclear energy in space in the 1960s was the emplacement on the 
moon's surface of a small power device called SNAP (Systems for Nuclear Auxiliary 
Power). This radioisotope thermoelectric generator is the sole source of electrical power 
for all of the data gathering devices left on the moon by the Apollo 12 astronauts. This 
plutonium--238 fueled atomic battery, designated SNAP-27, was developed by the AEC for 
NASA's Apollo Program and has been performing extremely well since its deployment on 
the moon on November 19, 1969. 

The AEC has delivered four additional SNAP-27 systems to the NASA for use on 
Apollo missions to other areas on the moon's surface, and has recently been requested to 
build another one. One of these systems was placed on the moon by astronauts of the 
Apollo 14 mission. Another, was flown by the Apollo 13 mission. Both the AEC and NASA 
were, of course, deeply disappointed that the objectives of the latter mission were not 
fulfilled. However, the reentry characteristics of the SNAP-27 were demonstrated on 
that mission. AU data indicate that the capsule in its protective cask returned to earth 
intact as designed and is resting two to five miles deep in the Pacific Ocean. 

The SNAP-27 generator and its plutonium-238 are carried to the moon as separate 
packages. The generator is transported in a compartment and the fuel, contained in a 
capsule or metallic tube, is carried in a graphite cask attached to the leg of the lunar 
module. Upon arrival on the moon, the astronaut removes the fuel capsule and inserts it 
in the generator and electricity begins to flow. For Apollo 12, when Astronaut Alan Bean 
inserted the fuel capsule in the generator, 73 watts of electricity were produced and have 
flowed ever since to the various lunar data gathering devices. 

On January 16, 1959, a device that turned heat from radioactivity into electricity 
was demonstrated publicly, for the first time, on the desk of the President of the United 
States. President Eisenhower introduced this device to the world fueled by polonium-210, 
as the f'ust atomic battery. 

The unit launched in June 1961, an improved version of this nuclear system, was the 
size of a grapefruit. It weighed four polUlds and produced 2. 7 watts of electrical power 
using plutonium-238 as fuel. This f'ust nuclear device used in space was called SNAP-3A. 
The Navy Transit satellite, with the SNAP-3A aboard, holds the record as the oldest 
operating U.S. satellite. 

By April 1964, a total of five radioisotope electric generators, another SNAP-3A and 
three SNAP-9A/s, had been launched. The SNAP-9A was a larger and more advanced 
model of the SNAP-3 and was developed to supply all the power requirements of other 
navigational satellites. This improved model also used plutonium-238 fuel. It produced 25 
watts of electricity--about . ten times more than the earlier SNAP-3A. The first 
SNAP-9A was launched in September 1963, the second in December 1963, and the third in 
April 1964. Of the five generators launched to that date, three continue to supply power 
to their respective satellites. Unfortunately, a satellite failure, unrelated to the nuclear 
system, terminated the operation of the second SNAP-9A after only eight months in 
space. The satellite carrying the third SNAP-9A failed to achieve orbit. 

Introduction-- Page 60 



Research and development began in late 1965 on a generator designated SNAP-19. 
The SNAP-19, unlike the SNAP-27, provided for the plutonium-238 fuel capsule as an 
integral part of the generator, and was developed for use on the NASA weather satellite 
known as Nimbus ru. The first Nimbus satellite, with two SNAP-19 devices aboard, was 
destroyed during launch in May 1968 when the guidance system of the booster vehicle 
failed. A second SNAP-19 generator system was delivered to NASA for use on a 
replacement Nimbus in December 1968 and was launched aboard that satellite in April 
1969. Both the satellite and SNAP-19 are still operating successfully. The SNAP-19 is 
augmenting solar cell power sufficiently to sustain continual operation of all weather 
monitoring equipment. Without the SNAP-19 some of the equipment would have to have 
been shut down periodically. 

In July 1969, NASA requested the AEC to provide Radioisotope Thermoelectric 
Generators (RTG's) for two more operational space missions--the Pioneer, which is an 
unmanned Jupiter fly-by probe to be launched in early 1972 and 1973, and the Viking, an 
unmanned Mars lander to be launched in 1975. At the Navy's request, the AEC is also 
developing an RTG for an advanced Transit navigational satellite to be launched in the 
early seventies. 

In 1965, the rust zirconium bydride reactor, a 500 watt experimental system, was 
flown. This reactor system, designated SNAP-lOA, was launched from the Vandenberg 
Air Force Base, California, in April of that year. While in orbit, this system operated at 
full--power for 43 days before a failure in the satellite's voltage regulator system- -not the 
reactor system---caused a shutdown of the entire satellite. Had this failure not occurred, 
the chances are that the SNAP-lOA would have effectively operated throughout its design 
lifetime. An exact copy of this orbital unit completed over a year of uninterrupted 
operation on the ground at the Santa Susana, California test site. This is the longest 
uninterrupted operation of any nuclear reactor in the world to date. 

For the past decade and even before that, the AEC, working jointly with NASA, has 
been developing the technology for a nuclear rocket system which can do the propulsion 
jobs in space that will be required for the advanced missions of the future. 

The nuclear rocket operates on the same principle as the chemical rocket. However, 
unlike the huge chemical rockets which must burn tons of fuel and liquid oxygen per 
second to produce their thrust, the nuclear system uses the heat of a reactor to expand 
liquid hydrogen into the escaping hydrogen gas that produces the rocket's propulsive 
force. A rocket's efficiency is measured in terms of what engineers call "specific 
impulse"; that is, the pounds of thrust per pound of propellant flow per second through the 
rocket's exhaust nozzle. The nuclear rocket undergoing development will have a specific 
impulse value at least twice that of the best chemical rockets today. 

In recognition of the potential benefits of nuclear propulsion in space, AEC and NASA 
established, in August 1960, a joint agency office and program for the development of 
nuclear rocket technology, the Rover program. By that time, some nuclear rocket ground 
tests had already been conducted by the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory at the Nevada 
Test Site (NTS). Later, a portion of NTS was designated the Nuclear Rocket Development 
Station (NRDS). The Kiwi-A reactors (named for the flightless bird of New Zealand) were 
tested there at power levels under 100 megawatts to check reactor design methods and to 
test niobium carbide coatings for protection of carbon against attack by hydrogen. 
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The first Kiwi-B reactor was tested in December 1961 at a power level of 300 
megawatts with gaseous hydrogen supplied to the reactor as the coolant- propellant. A 
regenerativeJy-cooled jet nozzle was used on a rocket reactor for the first time in this 
test. Another test was conducted September 1962 at 900 megawatts. Operation in this 
test with liquid hydrogen caused no wtexpected control or stability problems but 
structural weaknesses in the reactor core were revealed. These problems were resolved in 
subsequent Kiwi tests before the series ended in 1964. 

With the phase-out of the Kiwi tests, LASL had moved forward with the development 
of the Phoebus reactors, including the high-powered 4,000 megawatt plant. This program 
culminated in the power testing of the Phoebus-2A reactor in Jwte and July 1968 at power 
levels up to 4,200 megawatts, the highest power ever attained by a rocket reactor. Total 
operating time in two test runs at various power levels was more than one hour. The 
power density in the reactor actual)y exceeded that necessary for the NERVA nuclear 
rocket, which, by 1968, had been redirected to a power plant with a thrust level of 75,000 
pounds rather than the 200,000 pounds earlier contemplated. 

The primary objective is to build a flyable reactor, a little larger than an office desk, 
that will produce the 1,500 megawatt power level of the Hoover Dam hydroelectric power 
plant and achieve this power in a matter of minutes from a cold start. During every 
minute of its operation, high-speed pumps must force nearly three tons of hydrogen, 
which has been stored in liquid form at minus 420°F. (below zero), past the reactor's 
white-hot fuel elements which reach a temperature of 4,000°F. 
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XVI. Nuclear weapoas tests 

The U.S. atmospheric test series, designated Operation DOMINIC, began April 25, 
1962, with an air drop in the intermediate-yield range (20 kilotons to 1 megaton) oft" 
Christmas Island. (In reporting its own and Soviet tests, the Atomic Energy Commission 
frequently adopted the practice of reporting yields in size categories rather than as 
precise numbers. Prior to 1964, the categories and the yield ranges they represented 
were: low yield, less than 20 ldlotons; intermediate, 20 kilotons to 1 megaton; low 
megaton, I to several megatons.) 

In all, the series comprised 40 tests, conducted between April 25 and November 4, 
1962. It included the firing of 29 nuclear devices dropped from aircraft in the vicinity of 
Christmas and Johnston islands and five detonations of nuclear devices carried to high 
altitudes by missiles launched from Johnston Island. Two nuclear weapons system tests 
were also involved--one in the Christmas Island area and one in the eastern Pacific. 
These 36 Pacific tests were conducted by a joint AEC-Defense Department task force 
that, at the peak of its activity, numbered over 19,000 men. In addition to the Pacific 
tests four small tests were conducted near the surface at the Nevada Test Site. 

I witnessed my only nuclear weapons test on a visit to the Pacific test site near the 
end of June, along with McGeorge Bundy, Arnold Fritsch (my technical assistant) and 
Dwight Ink (AEC Assistant General Manager). On June 30, on Christmas Island, we went 
to Observation Point where at 6:20a.m. we saw an explosion 30 miles south at 5,000 feet, 
the low megaton yield BLUESTONE event. It was dropped from an airplane. It was 
necessary to use dark glasses for the f'trst eight seconds. Upon removing them, I found the 
area brighter than full daylight, an awesome sight. 

In accordance with the restrictions imposed by the president, the total yield of the 
DOMINIC series was held to approximately 20 megatons. The Soviet series in the fall of 
1961 had yielded almost ten times as much, including a SO megaton explosion. 

By and large, DOMINIC went well. There were, however, certain difficulties. After 
we had alerted the scientific community of the world, it was with acute embarrassment 
that we learned that BLUEGILL had to be destroyed after launching from Johnston Island 
on June 5 due to a failure of radar tracking. Then on June 20 STARFISH suffered an abort 
on its Johnston Island launching pad. However, STARFISH went successfully on July .9, 
lighting the sky all the way from Hawaii to Australia. To our great surprise and dismay, it 
developed that STARFISH added significantly to the electrons in the Van Allen belts. This 
result contravened all predictions. 

As the series neared its end, I presented a summary evaluation in a letter to the 
president. A salient portion read: 

"The current tests have produced many important successes. They have also yielded 
some surprises and some failures which conflnn that we are indeed experimenting at 
the frontier of weapons technology. The test successes vindicate, in a large measure, 
the elaborate computational and certification procedures which were developed 
during the moratorium [19S8-61J. The surprises and failures serve to remind us that 
our theories and procedures are, at best. only approximate ... 

Although not a stated objective of our test program. I believe that one of the most 
significant results is the fact that our laboratories have become revitalized to a 
major degree. The importance of this reawakening of our defense posture cannot be 
overstressed." 
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The United States resumed nuclear weapons testing, initiating the undergromtd 
NOUGAT series on September 15, 1961 after the Soviets had broken the voluntary 
U.S.-Soviet moratorium on the testing of nuclear weapons with an atmospheric test on 
September 1. From that date through December 31, 1970, the AEC has publicly 
announced a total of 359 United States nuclear tests which have been conducted in the 
various environments (in the atmosphere, in space, underwater, and underground). Of that 
total, 25 were Plowshare experiments and six were tests to improve our capability to 
detect nuclear weapons tests (the Vela program). The rest were weapons-related tests. 
In addition there were four joint United States - United Kingdom tests. 

Since 1963, the AEC has conducted underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test 
Site, which is approximately 6S miles northwest of Las Vegas; the Central Nevada area, 
which is approximately 175 miles north of Las Vegas, Nevada; Amchitka Island in the 
Aleutian Islands, which is approximately 1,400 miles southeast of Anchorage, Alaska; 
Farmington, New Mexico; Fallon, Nevada; and Hattiesburg, Mississippi. 

The AEC conducts almost all of its underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test 
Site. Since the Limited Test Ban Treaty the AEC has conducted these underground 
detonations at depths that provide reasonable assurance of containing radioactive debris. 
However, there were occasions when such mtderground tests, nevertheless, vented 
radioactivity to the atmosphere. Perhaps the most famous of these is the PIKE event of 
March 13, 1964. Apparently, a crack had developed as the result of a local weakness in 
the geological structure. There was much concern from the standpoint of possible 
violation of the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Airborne radiation monitors and automatic 
recording instruments were used to measure radioactive levels along the fallout 
trajectory. The increase of radioactivity in Las Vegas, Boulder City, Yuma, and 
elsewhere in Arizona, while measurable, was slight and considered not to be hazardous. It 
was concluded that air masses that might have contained suspect material entered Mexico 
and then returned to the United States. 

The Soviet. Union did not make a big issue of the PIKE incident, although a Tass news 
dispatch and a formal diplomatic note made it clear that they had taken note of it. In all 
likelihood the Soviets tempered their response because they understood full well that such 
mishaps might happen in their own program also and they did not want to establish too 
high a standard of accomttability. The Soviet Union also had its problems in this respect. 
On January 15, 1965, they conducted an underground test of intermediate yield (20 
kilotons to a megaton) of which about 10 percent vented, as measured by acoustic signals. 
It was the largest Soviet underground test yet. High flying U.S. planes picked up small 
quantities of radioactive material over the northern Pacific Ocean. 

As a result of the active U.S. underground nuclear weapons test program, the Nevada 
Test Site was expanded in 1963 and 1964 by more than 153,000 acres to its present size of 
about 860,000 acres. However, in 1966 it became apparent to the AEC that additional 
areas would be needed for the underground testing of devices with yields greater than 
those which could be safely accommodated at the Nevada Test Site. The higher yield 
tests were needed to satisfy certain military requirements. After a number of studies, 
the sparsely populated Central Nevada area and the unpopulated Amchitka Island in the 
Aleutian chain were chosen. The choices were based on relative development costs, 
relative absence of logistical and environmental problems, and the low chance of possible 
off-site damage. These two supplemental test areas, as they are known, have been 
developed and the Amchitka site is currently in use, while the Central Nevada site has 
been put in a caretaker status. 
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Because of technological limitations other than yield, additional localities, such as 
those near Farmington, New Mexico; Fallon, Nevada; and Hattiesburg, Mississippi, have 
been used. These possess unique qualities, such as geological formations, hydrologic 
factors and terrain features, which are necessary for a specific type test. These localities 
have been used in the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives and the Vela detection program 
and were intended for one time use. The facilities are small and generaUy temporary in 
nature. 

In addition to the test areas mentioned above, the AEC and DOD maintain Johnston 
Atoll in the Pacific Ocean. It has been improved and maintained in the event the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty is abrogated and testing in presently prohibited environments is necessary. 

There have been a number of underground high yield tests. These were publicly 
announced in advance and this gave rise to a good deal of public concern that the tests 
would contaminate the water, change water levels, trigger earthquakes and cause 
structural damage to buildings. A special concern was the question of damage to buildings 
in Las Vegas. In the case of the BOXCAR event, the largest underground nuclear weapons 
test to date with an estimated yield of about one megaton, billionaire Howard Hughes, 
because of concern about the effect on his property in Las Vegas, tried to exert pressure 
on me and then on President Johnson to cancel or postpone this test. Normal 
administrative procedures had been followed in securing Presidential apProval for this 
test, but the President wanted to review the matter in view of this protest and other 
protests. A telephonic )lstification of the test was made to the White House )1st an hour 
before the scheduled execution time. OnJy when the President was convinced of the 
necessity of the test and of the adequacy of the safety studies was f'mal approval given. 
The BOXCAR event was conducted a~ Pahute Mesa, Nevada, approximately 100 miles 
north of Las Vegas, on April 26, 1968, with minimal environmental effects. · 

Although public concern continued to be expressed the subsequent high yield tests 
proceeded under less dramatic circumstances. 

The BENHAM test, with a yield of about one megaton, was conducted at the Nevada 
Test Site on December 19, 1968. The test was necessary in the development of more 
advanced nuclear weapons. The device which was buried 4,600 feet deep produced ground 
motions which were felt at various locations in Las Vegas and Tonopah, Nevada and Salt 
Lake City. At Hoover Dam, southwest of Las Vegas, the maximum acceleration from the 
test was less than one percent of those accelerations caused by the largest natural 
earthquake recorded at the dam in 1963. 

1be JORUM test was conducted in Nevada on September 16, 1969. This test was a 
weapons-related event. The device, with a yield of about a megaton, was buried 3,800 
feet deep and produced lower seismic activity than BOXCAR and JORUM. 

The MILROW test, with a yield of about one megaton, was conducted at Amchitka 
Island off the coast of Alaska, on October 2, 1969. The specific purpose of the Milrow 
test was to obtain the required information on both physical and bioenvironmental effects 
from which a realistic evaluation could be made of the similar effects to be anticipated 
from a follow~ weapons-related test. The device was detonated at a point 4,000 feet 
below the surface. Milrow had no major impact on the environment. 

The HANDLEY test was conducted at the Nevada Test Site on March 26, 1970. This 
test, with a yield of more than one megaton, was a weapons-related event. The device 
was buried 4,000 feet deep and produced no damage to off-site structures. 

The Soviets conducted another atmospheric nuclear weapons test series in the 
summer of 1962, which included a 30 megaton explosion. 
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XVU. Plowshare 

The first Plowshare (Peacefuul Uses of Nuclear Explosions) experiment, to 
investigate the feasibility of the use of nuclear explosives for excavation purposes, was 
SEDAN, a 100- kiloton device which was detonated in Nevada on July 6, 1962. It involved 
excavation of a crater 1,280 feet in diameter and 320 feet deep. (I flew over the crater 
with President John Kennedy in a visit to the Nevada Test Site on December 8, 1962.) 
However, further excavation experiments became fraught with difficulty due to the 
provision of the Limited Test Ban Treaty prohibiting any nuclear explosion that "causes 
radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial limits of the State under whose 
jurisdiction or control such explosion is conducted." 

The next excavation experiment, SULKY, of estimated yield only 0.1 kiloton took 
place on December 18, 1964, at the Nevada Test Site. In order to be sure of not violating 
the test ban treaty, the AEC buried the device at an overly conservative depth. As a 
consequence we ended up with a mound instead of a crater. Even so, some radioactivity 
was detected off-site. The amount was small and quickly dissipated, long before it could 
reach a national border. 

SULKY was not a total loss. We obtained useful information from it. What we had 
chiefly lost was time. To still the clamor of its opponents and ease the impatience of its 
friends, Plowshare needed a relatively quick success. We had hoped through the series of 
experiments of which SULKY was a part to demonstrate nuclear excavation technology 
convincingly to skeptics in the United States and elsewhere. As 1964 ended we were a 
long way from having done that. 

On April 14, 1965, we conducted a Plowshare experiment called PALANQUIN at the 
Nevada Test Site. It involved detonation of a 4-kiloton thermonuclear device buried at a 
depth of 180 feet in an emplacement hole drilled to 615 feet. The purposes were to 
explore cratering mechanisms in hard dry rock such as might be encountered in Panama, 
and to investigate emplacement techniques that would reduce the amount of radioactivity 
released in the atmosphere. 

It was our expectation, based on earlier experiments, that a large fraction of the 
radioactive debris would go down the hole and that very little would reach the 
atmosphere. Also, following the experience of SULKY, we expected PALANQUIN to 
create a fully contained mound rather than a crater. (The purposes of PALANQUIN, 
unlike SULKY, were such that we would have been satisfied with a mound.) Our 
expectations proved wrong in both respects. The dust cloud from the explosion rose to a 
height of 8,000 feet, and contained higher-than-expected levels of radioactivity. This air 
mass moved northward rather slowly, dispersing laterally as it travelled. As I reported to 
the president, the radioactivity was much less than that following the errant Soviet test 
of January 15, 1965, and well below any possible health hazard level, even close to the 
test site. Worrisomely, however, the radioactivity was sufficient to be readily detectable 
by properly equipped aircraft should the cloud drift into Canada. On the afternoon of 
April 15, the radioactive air mass was located east of Spokane, the next morning over 
Butte, Montana. To our relief, it appeared then to drift to the southeast. However, the 
Soviets wrote to us in protest. 

After many, many postponements due to concerns over LTBT violations, 
CABRIOLET, using a 2.7-kiloton explosive, was detonated at a depth of 170 feet in hard, 
dry rock at the Nevada Test Site on January 26, 1968. It created a crater about 400 feet 
across and 125 feet deep. The wind was right, blowing away from Mexico, and a 
snowstorm in northern Nevada apparently brought down much ot· the debris. The 
snowstorm was a stroke of good luck! No radioactivity attributable to CABRIOLET was 
detected by the Canadians. 
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The successful detonation of CABRIOLET on January 26, 1968, set the stage for the 
execution of two other cratering experiments during that year. In neither case was there 
major opposition from within the government. BUGGY went off on March 12. It involved 
the simultaneous detonation of five low-yield (about 1 kiloton) nuclear explosives in a 
row. It created a ditch-like crater 860 feet long, 280 feet wide, and 68 feet deep. As 
with CABRIOLET, the explosion was set off in hard rock, the medium most likely to be 
encountered in a trans-Isthmian canal. Again there were no problems of radiation 
crossing the border. (After seeing a f'J.lm of BUGGY, I commented somewhat testily in my 
diary: "This and CABRIOLET should have been approved for execution long ago.") 

On December 8, 1968, SCHOONER was successfully detonated at the Nevada Test 
Site, creating a crater 850 feet in diameter and over 240 feet deep. Its purpose was to 
extend cratering technology in hard rock to encompass higher yields, approaching those 
that would be required for actual construction of a canal. (SCHOONER's yield was 300 
kilotons, as compared to CABRIOLET's 2.7.) It released in the atmosphere the highest 
levels of radioactivity recorded in the United States since the test ban treaty. The 
radioactive debris seemed to stay well within U.S. borders, however; there appeared to be 
no treaty violation. What was our astonishment, then, when on January 21, 1969, the first 
full day of the Nixon administration, the Soviet charge d'affaires in Washington delivered 
an aide-memoire stating that SCHOONER had caused a "two to fivefold increase in 
fallout in the regions along the Baltic, Volga, Northern Caucasus, and Crimea." The 
following day I explained to Nixon's assistant Robert F. Ellsworth that this corresponded 
to an absurdly small amount of radioactivity. As it developed, we were unable, despite 
President Nixon's favorable prejudice, to obtain administration approval for even one 
further cratering experiment. 

The demise of nuclear excavation was a heavy blow to the Plowshare program, whose · 
hopes for the future rested so heavily on the foreseen opportunities to perform excavation 
projects as a service for other nations. I would not wish to leave the impression that the'~ 
delays or denials of CABRIOLET and other experiments bore sole responsibility for this 
unhappy denouement. Without doubt, they hastened the outcome, but there were serious 
objections to nuclear excavation that might well have prevailed in any case. 

In 1965, the El Paso Natural Gas Company proposed a cooperative project with the 
AEC and the Interior Department to examine the phenomena involved in the use of 
nuclear explosions to recover gas. An experimental explosion, called GASBUGGY, took 
place on December 12, 1967, on one of the company's leases in New Mexico. It involved a 
29-kiloton explosive buried at a depth of 4,240 feet. There had been little difficulty 
gaining approval for this experiment since the explosion would be fuUy contained- ·-there 
was virtually no possibility that escaped radioactivity would cause accusations of a treaty 
violation. 

GASBUGGY seemed highly successful. A rate of production several times greater 
than that of neighboring wells was achieved, although, because the gas was slightly 
radioactive, none of it was sold commercially. 

A second experiment, equally successful, followed in September 1969. Its purpose 
was to extend GASBUGGY experience to greater depths and different types of rocks. 
Named RULISON, this second experiment involved explosion of a nuclear device more 
than 8,000 feet deep near Grand Valley, Colorado. The industrial sponsor in this case was 
the Austral Oil Company. Resulting natural gas production was copious. Amounts of 
radioactivity in the gas were very small but there was some and, again, none of the gas 
was sold commercially. 
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The Plowshare program made substantial contributions to basic research, including 
experiments in the production of transplutonium elements. The high flux of neutrons in 
nuclear explosions can be utilized for the synthesis of heavy isotopes and many were 
identified for the first time or further investigated by the use of this technique. (Those 
identified for the f'll"st time, however, came from a nuclear weapons test, not a Plowshare 
experiment.) 

The most dramatic of these experiments was the unexpected discovery of einsteinium 
(atomic number 99) and fermium (no. 100) in the airborne debris from the first 
thermonuclear explosion, the "Mike" shot staged in the Pacific on Elugelab Island, 
Eniwetok Atoll, in November 1952. A large group of scientists from the Berkeley 
Radiation Laboratory, the Argorme National Laboratory and the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory participated in these discoveries. In addition to 253Es and 255Fm, the first 
known isotopes of einsteinium and fermium, the isotopes 244Pu, 246Pu, 246Am, 246Cm, 
247Cm, 24acm, 25°Cm, 249Bk, 249 Cf, 25 2Cf, 253Cf and 2s•cf were discovered. They 
were produced by the capture of fission neutrons in the 23&U in the Mike device, followed 
by a series of successive beta decay processes. 

The success of such fast neutron capture reactions for the synthesis and 
identification of new heavy isotopes led, in the 1960's, to the fabrication of specially 
tailored nuclear explosive devices, by the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, and the 
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, for the further production and study of such isotopes. In 
these underground experiments, performed at the Nevada Test Site, the greatest success 
was obtained with 238 U targets. The neutron capture products are distributed in the 
vaporized rock and must be recovered from 300-600 meters below the surface. Only a 
small fraction of the total production is recovered, although much greater than in the 
atmospheric Mike explosion, and it usually takes several days after the explosion for the 
f'lrst samples to become available for chemical identification and counting. 

Some of the more notable experiments were named Par (conducted by Livermore in 
October, 1964), Barbel (Los Alamos, October, 1964), Tweed (Livermore, May, 1965), 
Cyclamen (Los Alamos, May, 1966), Kankakee (Livermore, June, 1966), Vulcan 
(Livermore, June, 1966), and Hutch (Livermore, July, 1969). Of these, the 13 kiloton (kt) 
Cyclamen and especially the 20-200 kt Hutch events were by far the most productive. 
The Cyclamen device produced a flux of 15 moles neutrons/cm2 and Hutch 40 moles 
neutrons/ em 2. 

A greater quantity of nuclides with mass number greater than 250 was produced in 
the Hutch event than in the Mike explosion, in spite of the much larger explosive yield of 
Mike (10,000 kt). For Cyclamen the production of heavy nuclides was also very 
impressive--the yields of products with mass number greater than 250 was only one order 
of magnitude less than for Mike, while the total explosive yield was nearly three orders of 
magnitude less. The fraction of the total products produced in the device that was 
recovered was about to-• for Hutch compared to about 1o-12 for Mike. 

Although no new nuclides or new elements were detected in these underground 
explosions, significant amounts of some rare and heavy nuclides were produced. More 
25 °Cm was recovered from Hutch debris than has been produced by neutron irradiations in 
reactors. The Hutch detonation produced 6 x 101 7 atoms of 25 7Fm, of which 6 x 109 
atoms (2.5 picograms) were recovered, which is more than has been produced and 
recovered by neutron irradiations in reactors. The 80-day 25 7Fm, the heaviest and 
longest-lived isotope of fermium, was discovered in 1964 as the result of a four-year 
neutron irradiation in the Materials Testing Reactor (MTR) in Idaho. 

In total the United States conducted 41 Plowshare explosions. Most were conducted 
in the years 1962 to 1968. During each of these years there were four or more tests. 
Thereafter, the program dwindled rapidly. There were only two explosions in 1969, one in 
1970, and no more while I was Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
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xvm. Controlled thermonuclear research (CTR) 

At the beginning of 1961 the many devices for research on controlled fusion 
reactions were divided into five different categories: stellarators, mirrors, pinches, 
Astron, and rotational plasma research. The Model C Stellarator (doughnut-shaped 
magnetic container with a twisted container carrying current outside the plasma) at 
the Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory (Princeton, New Jersey) was then 
two-thirds completed. The Scylla (a high beta stellarator), forerunner of the Scyllac 
device, was operating at the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory (LASL), while at the 
AEC's Livermore Laboratory, in collaboration with and part of Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory in Berkeley, "a rather old mirror machine" (a linear machine) called 
Table Top was producing plasmas with 25 kev electron plasmas. The Astron facility 
(plasma confined by a circulatory electron beam), also at Livermore, was nearing 
the stage where hopeful.ly a step-by-step test of the Astron principle would be 
possible. At Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), the DCX-2 facility was being 
designed to replace DCX-1 (a mirror machine injected with molecular deuterium 
ions). 

However, in the research with these devices, between 1961 and 1965, a 
veritable host of plasma instabilities was discovered, some experimental.ly, some 
theoretical.ly. Each in its turn had to be understood and either eliminated or 
minimized. Critical experiments and better theory had to be developed. Together 
they would have to provide a depth of understanding of plasma phenomena that went 
far beyond anything that anyone had formerly conceived of as necessary. 
Altogether a good deal of progress in such understanding was made. An important 
advance was made in the early 1960's by the Soviet physicist M. Joffe, referred to ;,· 
as Joffe bars effect, which made possible increased plasma stability. Gradually the . 
belief emerged that, though troublesome, plasma instabilities did not present an 
insuperable Qbstacle to. the attainment of adequate plasma confinement. 

Another ray of hope came from other places. In October 1963 Professor Donald 
Kerst at the University of Wisconsin reported encouraging results in a small device 
called a toroidal octupole (a doughnut-shaped container with circular conductor 
carrying current outside the plasma). Tihiro Ohkawa at General Atomic reported, in 
November, preliminary results on a linear octupole. The studies of Kerst and 
Ohkawa paved the way for an entire new genus of devices, the multipoles; and Dr. 
Ohkawa's work culminated in 1970, with a demonstration of classical plasma 
conf1nement in a large toroidal octupole. · 

During 1964 and 1965, program emphasis on Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research (CTR) began to shift from basic plasma research to a more applied form in 
which the considerable body of knowledge about instabilities was applied to the 
design of a new generation of confinement systems .. 

At the request of the JCAE a review panel composed of scientists not 
connected with the CTR programs at the four (national) laboratories was appointed. 
The full committee met for the f"ll'st time on May 25 and 26, 1965. Subsequent to 
this organizational meeting the panel met at each of the four laboratories during the 
period late June to mid--July 1965. By late July the f"ll'st tentative conclusions had 
been reached and these were forwarded to Dr. Paul McDaniel, Director of Research, 
on August 4, 1965. The panel met on October 9-10 to consider their final 
recommendations. 
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On December 30, 1965, the flnal report of the Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research Review Panel was forwarded to the Commission. In its ·!"mal form the 
panel report addressed itself directly to the then existing status of research in CTR 
as well as to future program requirements. On the latter subject the panel was 
distressed to find that the U.S. contribution to world research in fusion was 
declining rapidly. It recommended "a doubling of scientists and engineers engaged in 
CTR under AEC auspices in a period of approximately five years." Furthermore, it 
recommended that "the AEC take immediate steps toward establishing a national 
center for plasma studies and nuclear fusion research." 

The panel concluded that fusion research in the four major laboratories was in a 
healthy state and the "CTR (was) rapidly moving from an experimental art into a 
quantitative science." These recommendations included specific references to 
various experimental programs and how these could be augmented and improved. 

At year end, 1965, a major administrative change took place in the Controlled 
Thermonuclear Research Program. Amasa Bishop, who had headed the program 
from 1954 to 1958, returned to take charge again. On February 10, 1966, I sent a 
revised version of the panel report to Charles Schultze, the director of the Bureau 
of the Budget. I noted that "the views of the Commission were guided in great 
measure by the report of the Review Panel on Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research." 

During the months that followed, the proposed policy and action paper was 
subjected to extensive review both within and without the Commission. Early in 
March, a subcommittee, headed by Sydney Drell, was commissioned to review the 
report on behalf of the President's Science Advisory Committee. On March 22, the 
entire Committee was briefed and by mid-June, when the document was put in !"mal 
form, the Commission's General Advisory Committee had reviewed it also. 

On June 16 and 17, 1966, two staff papers were sent to the Commission. One 
was a request "to consider the adoption of an AEC policy and action paper on 
controlled thermonuclear research." The other was to consider the establishment of 
a CTR advisory committee as proposed in the policy and action paper. This advisory 
committee was envisioned to consist of approximately eight members: the four 
directors of the primary CTR programs; the assistant research division director (for 
controlled thermonuclear research), who would act as chairman; and an additional 
three or four members of the committee to be selected from among the ranks of the 
U.S. scientific community. 

On Jtme 21, 1966, the Commission adopted the policy and action paper including 
approval of the CTR advisory committee. In response to the recommendations made 
in the policy and action paper, an orderly expansion of the CTR program began. An 
internal program review committee was established in 1966. Officially titled the 
"CTR Advisory Committee," it became known within the program as the Standing 
Committee. Within a year, four ad hoc panels were convened to study the LASL 
Scyllac proposal, Low-Beta Open, and Low-Beta Closed, Systems and the Livermore 
Astron project. The reports they made provided the necessary sound scientific 
support for the programmatic decisions that followed. 

In the scientific-teclmical area, the document urged that "a number of large 
new experimental devices (be built) in order to test recent concepts for improved 
plasma conf"mement." 

The list of fiscal recommendations included one that urged "a net increase of 
about 15 percent a year in normal operating funds over the next five years," and 
another recognized the need for major fabrication funds of from $3 million to $4 
million annually. 
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At its third meeting on September 7 and 8, 1966, the Standing Committee 
approved its panel recommendation on the LASL Scyllac. The motion concluded 
with the unanimous recommendation that the project "be pursued vigorously, 
through its incorporation in the FY 68 budget." This led to the inclusion of $8.5 
million in the FY 1968 budget for this facility. 

During 196 7 the other three ad hoc panels of the Standing Committee were 
appointed in the following subject areas (and chronologically in the order shown): 
Low-Beta Toroidal Plasma Research, Low-Beta Open System Research, and the 
Astron program. 

After accepting the Low-Beta Toroidal panel's report, the Standing Committee, 
on September 7 and 8, 1967, went on to authorize fabrication of a superconducting 
multipole (FY -1) at Princeton. 

The Standing Committee reviewed the Low-Beta Open System panel's report on 
October 30, 1967, and approved a statement which included the following points: 

~ e f'md that the present mirror program is well balanced and that the fusion 
motivation for mirror research continues strong. 

We see a clear need for proceeding with the construction of the Baseball 11 
facility as recommended unanimously by the panel... 

We support in principle the target plasma program at ORNL ... 

We note with gratification the excellent plasma regime achieved 
semi--empirically in the 2X experiment. We urge the Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory (at Livermore) to exploit this encouraging achievement by 
increasing the effort devoted to it." 

Based on the recommendations of the Astron panel, the report of the Standing 
Committee in March 1968, was not favorable to the Astron project. 

In 1967 the crucial objective of the Low-Beta Toroidal research program was a 
clear demonstration of substantially improved plasma confinement over that 
predicted by the Bohm formula. So stated the Panel on Low Beta Toroidal 
Research; and so did the scientific community believe. In the January 19, 1970 issue 
of Physical Review Letters, such confinement was unequivocably demonstrated. 
Not even the journal's sterile prose can disguise the magnitude of the breakthrough 
by Tihiro Ohkawa and his General Atomic co-workers: 

"The conf'mement of 300 Bohm times is observed ... In high-density regimes the 
loss process is found to be due to classical diffusion." 

Not only had there been a demonstration of substantially improved 
confinement, but in fact classical diffusion of a magnetically confined plasma had 
been obtained for the f'U"st time. (The Bohm formula is an empirically observed 
scaling law that tells how the diffusion time is increased as the dimensions and the 
field are increased.) 
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Another significant development program occurred which would have a marked 
effect on the U.S. Low-Beta Toroidal Program. At the third IAEA Conference on 
Plasma Physics and Controlled Thermonuclear Research held in Novosibirsk, USSR, 
in the summer of 1968, new results on toroidal confinement had been presented. In 
particular, the Soviets disclosed that in the T-3 and TM-3 Tokamak devices 
(doughnut-shaped magnetic container with current circulating within the plasma) 
they had confined hot plasmas (electron temperatures of kilovolts and ion 
temperatures a fraction thereof) for times on the order of 10 milliseconds, which 
represented a factor of SO over that predicted by the Bohm formula. The Tokamak 
program director, L. Artsimovich, was no newcomer to CTR. be had been 
developing and ref"ming the Tokamak principle for over a decade. Immediately after 
Novosibirsk, the CTR office began a searching re-evaluation of the U.S. Low-Beta 
Toroidal Program. 

At the September Standing Committee meeting at Los Alamos, Bishop 
·requested that each laboratory analyze the impact of the Novosibirsk Conference on 
its program. By April 1969 there seemed to be general agreement that the Soviets· 
had forged significantly ahead in low beta toroidal conf"mement research. As a 
result, an Information Paper on CTR was forwarded to the Commission on May 15. 
In it were detailed the Soviet results as they were then appreciated. 

"Hot plasma is now reported to have been conf"med in the T-3 Tokamak for 
times of more than VSO of a second which corresponds to at least 80 times the 
Bohm value. In these experiments the ion temperatures are reported to be 
about SOO eV, the initial plasma density being about S x 10.13/cm3 • If these 
figures are valid, this combination of factors is by far the best achieved 
anywhere in the world." 

Following the May Information Paper, the Standing Committee met at 
Albuquerque from June 26 to 28, 1969. The major item on the agenda was what the 
proper response to the Soviet challenge of tokamaks should be. It was unanimously 
agreed that at least one tokamak experiment had to be started in fiscal 1970 and a 
second would be highly desirable. On the basis of the speed with which the 
experiment could be put on line and on its ready ability to check out Soviet 
interpretations, the PPPL conversion of Model C to a Symmetrical Tokamak (ST) 
device and the ORNL ORMAK (Oak Ridge Tokamak) program were approved. 
Inasmuch as the Committee also had to consider excellent proposals from General 
Atomic for Doublet-0 (toroidal multipole with current circulating within the 
plasma), from MIT for Alcator (a tokamak), and from the University of Texas for its 
turbulently heated system, the decision to approve only two devices represented a 
concession to the fiscal pressures then operative. 

Of the three proposals not acted upon at the time, the first deserves special 
mention. Doublet-:0 was the extension of an already existing Tokamak-like device 
called Doublet-1, whose genesis can be traced back to an idea of Obkawa 's in late 
1967 to combine the best features of the Tokamak with the best features of the 
multipole. Ohkawa was clearly the first of the U.S. scientists to appreciate the 
importance of the tokamak geometry. In his proposal to the AEC dated May 22, 
1968, he related his entire design of Doublet-1, then called a plasma current 
multipole, specifically to the Tokamak and outlined its properties in terms of that 
concept. By the time of the Albuquerque Standing Committee meeting, Doublet- I 

· bad already shown the feasibility of obtaining a geometrically stable Magnetic 
Hydro Dynamic (MHD) equilibrium in the Doublet geometry and had indicated the 
possibility of obtaining stable confinement of an intermediate beta plasma. Late in 
fiscal 1970, the Standing Committee f"l.nalJy agreed that the project should be funded 
and recommended it to Bishop. Funding began in February 1970. Completion was 
scheduled for the summer of 1971. 
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The other two tokamak proposals not originally approved by the Standing 
Committee fared equally well. As a result of the British verification of the T-3 
results in August 1969, there was no longer any doubt that the Soviets had indeed 
made a major contribution to the CTR program. Virtually overnight, attention 
focused on how to take advantage of the breakthrough. The MIT and Texas 
programs were tailor-made for that purpose. The MIT group had fashioned a 
program that depended on the special high field capability of the Francis Bitter 
National Magnet LabQratory. They were prepared to investigate the scaling of 
tokamak behavior to reactor-like magnetic fields, i.e., fields in the 120-150 kG 
range; while the Texas program had addressed itself to the problem of increasing 
ion-heating through the use of induced plasma turbulence. Both proposals were 
reviewed extensively and favorably during the fall of 1969 and the winter of 1970. 
By late December 1969, the Division of Research had completed its review of 
Alcator (the MIT device) and on June 6, 1970 the AEC's General Manager was 
notified of "plans to initiate in f"tscal 1970 the fabrication of a high magnetic field 
toroidal experiment at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology." 

The Model C Stellarator was shut down in December 1969 and conversion to a 
symmetric tokamak (ST) was completed by May 1970. The f"JJ'st series of 
experiments confirmed the Soviet results on T -3 and provided the confidence needed 
to push forward with the other systems. 

While the Low-Beta Toroidal Program was undergoing redirection, the 
embodiment of the High-Beta Toroidal effort, Scyllac, was proceeding along 
well-defined lines. Scyllac had been authorized in f"tscal year 1968. However, 
building construction did not start until late November 1968. Thereafter, with the 
exception of a one month delay due to labor difficulties, the Scyllac project stayed 
right on schedule. Initial operation began on March 8, 1971. 

Like the High- Beta Toroidal Program, the Mirror Program followed quite 
closely the Low Beta Open System panel's recommendations. At the Novosibirsk 
Conference in 1968, the Livermore (Berkeley) group reported near-classical plasma 
confinement in the 2X device. Additional data, taken during the year that followed, 
demonstrated the need for larger plasma volume, and deeper well depth. 

As a result, the 2X (mirror) device was shut down early in 1970 and conversion 
to 2X-II was begun. In 2X-D the mirror ratio was to be increased by SO percent, the 
plasma volume by a factor of 2, and the classical conf'mement time by a factor of 
10. If the device is found to exhibit only classical losses, the case for stable 
conf"mement in mirror reactors will be greatly strengthened. Concurrently, the 
Baseball I (mirror) device, in which Landau damping was shown to be the controlling 
element in the plasma buildup process, was being converted to a larger neutral 
injection system in which several high energy beams can be injected simultaneously. 
Baseball II, although delayed somewhat by funding stringencies, was expected to be 
operational in summer 1971. 

Thus by 1971 the following devices were operating or near operating: the 
Scyllac at Los Alamos, the Symmetric Tokamak and FM-1 (Multipole) at Princeton, 
Baseball U and 2X-D at Livermore (Berkeley), Doublet-II at General Atomic, 
ORMAK at Oak Ridge, and Alcator at MIT. 
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XIX. Nuclear education and training 

To illuminate the orders of magnitude of the number of persons assisted, the FY 
1969 program has produced the following education and training accomplishments: 
supported advanced study through 466 fellowships and 155 traineeships, enabled the 
training of 804 faculty members through summer and academic-year institutes, 
trained 6 72 individuals through nuclear courses and provided training opportunities 
at AEC laboratories ranging from participation in research to short instruction in 
use of scientific instruments for 1,182 faculty, 2, 742 students and 609 others from 
government and industry. Additionally, close to 200 Puerto Ricans and Latin 
Americans were trained at the Puerto Rico Nuclear Center. 

The program that experienced the greatest expansion in the ten-year period 
was the University-AEC Laboratory Cooperative Program. In July 1965 the Division 
of Nuclear Education and Training (DNET) organized a Laboratory Relations Branch 
to accelerate the Commission's programs of encouraging colleges and universities to 
make greater use of the unique talents and sophisticated facilities of AEC 
laboratories for educational purposes. The establishment of this branch enabled the 
Division to provide several full-time professionals with the opportunity to 1) 
motivate both AEC laboratories and educational institutions to expand interactions 
among themselves, 2) improve coordination of laboratory cooperative activities with 
other agencies and industrial nuclear laboratories, and 3) work with college and 
university consortia to develop new programs of cooperation with AEC laboratories. 
This program is administered for the Commission by a number of university 
consortia throughout the United States. These include Oak Ridge Associated 
Universities, Argonne Universities Association, Associated Western Universities, the 
Northwest College and University Association for Science and several others. These· 
cooperative educational programs are developed by committees of the associations, 
representing a number of nuclear disciplines. The support of faculty and students at 
AEC laboratories is administered principally by the consortia but may also be 
administered in some instances through the laboratory providing the research 
facilities. The laboratory cooperative endeavors comprise principally: faculty and 
student research participation, faculty-student conferences, laboratory graduate 
fellowships, honors programs, and engineering practice schools. There are 15 AEC 
laboratories that participate in some or all of these activities. 

Another important educational activity wtder the Assistance to Schools 
category is the program of training teachers through summer and academic-year 
institutes. Most of the training in this category is in the field of radiation science 
and technology. However, its level has been cut in two over the ten years ending in 
FY 1971. The major reduction has been in phasing out training of high school 
science teachers, due to budget stringencies. In the early years of this program the 
related fwtding was provided by both the National Science Foundation and the AEC. 
NSF provided the support for the college and high school teachers attending the 
institutes and the AEC provided operating support to the host universities 
conducting the institutes. In recent years the AEC has been providing the total 
funding required for these institutes, but confined to teachers. 

Introduction- Page 74 



Since 1954 the Commission has provided financial support to colleges and 
universities for nuclear materials and services related to their instructional 
programs in the nuclear sciences and engineering. The support for this category has 
more than doubled over the FY 1960- FY 1970 period. In the last few years, 
nevertheless, it has been possible to accommodate less than one-half of the requests 
received. Most of this activity, about 80% of its funds, has been for fabrication and 
reprocessing of fuel for university reactors, known as fuel cycle assistance. Two 
dozen reactors on campuses spread widely through the United States are assisted in 
this way and 15 of them are rated above 1 megawatt. Many of these are increasing 
in power and usage, thereby resulting in increased fuel and operating costs. A most 
serious problem facing universities with large research reactors is how to meet the 
increasing cost of operating these facilities. The universities bear three-quarters of 
this cost but they depend on the AEC for some f"mancial support for their reactors. 
For this, fuel cycle assistance is augmented by waiver of use charges for fuel and 
waiver of reprocessing costs for spent fuel elements. The institutions possessing 
these larger reactors produce more than 90% of the M.S. level and 97% of the Ph.D. 
level nuclear engineers. These advanced degree graduates contribute greatly to 
fulfilling the manpower requirements for the nuclear industry and AEC contractors. 
These reactors also help to diffuse nuclear phenomena into many scientific 
disciplines other than nuclear engineering. It is estimated that a typical university 
research reactor is utilized over 50% by disciplines other than nuclear engineering. 

In recognition of the versatility of these reactors. the AEC in 1969 instituted a 
program of reactor-sharing, whereby institutions with reactors are compensated for 
costs added by sharing the reactors with nearby colleges and universities. To date 
there are five such reactor-sharing centers located· in California, Texas, Kansas, 
Georgia and New York. It is the intent of DNET to expand this program in the .. 
future to establish at least 20 such centers within the United States. 

As part of the Atoms for Peace program of the Eisenhower Administration, the 
Commission established the Puerto Rico Nuclear Center for the training of Latin 
American scientists and engineers in nuclear teclmology. The initial budget for the 
establishment of the Center was in FY 1958 and that the budget has expanded from 
$510,000 in FY 1960 to $1,340,000 in FY 1970. During this growth a shift took place 
from emphasis on instruction in radioisotope techniques to graduate degree 
programs in the physical and life sciences and engineering, all with a nuclear 
emphasis. The shift was made concurrently with a Commission determination that 
it was necessary to have a research capability at the Center as a base for graduate 
education and training, and for an instructional center whose staff would be up to 
date in techniques. Thus, in addition to DNET's financial support for educational 
activities at PRNC, the Division of Biology and Medicine instituted in 1962 a life 
science research program approximating $600,000 per year, and the Division of 
Research initiated a physical sciences program nmning about $200,000 per year. 
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It must be apparent that during the period FY 1960- FY 1970 and continuing to 
date the Commission has made substantial changes in its education and training 
program. Because of stringent budgets in recent times DNET has terminated its 
program of training high school science teachers and is concentrating on the training 
of college faculty, including faculty from junior colleges and technical institutes 
who will be trained to instruct the technicians urgently needed by the expanding 
nuclear industry. Increased emphasis is being placed on the traineeship mode of 
support for graduate study as distinguished from fellowships. Traineeships provide 
the Commission with a greater voice in choice of graduate curricula and degree 
level than do fellowships. Likewise, more emphasis is being placed on M.S. level 
programs than the Ph.D. degree in Nuclear Engineering and Radiation Science and 
Protection. Some of these changes in emphasis reflect not onJy the changing picture 
of government contractor and industrial employment but also concerns of the Office 
of Management and Budget and the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy resulting 
from their review of the Commission's education and training budgets. 

The 1970 workshop for black institutions at Oak Ridge was broadened from the 
1969 format to include faculty from aU university disciplines instead of engineering 
alone. Reports during August 1970 indicated that this workshop also has been quite 
successful. 

The story of nuclear education and training would not be complete without 
mention of the excellent assistance that has been rendered to educational 
institutions and the AEC by the American Nuclear Society (ANS), the American 
Society for Engineering Education (ASEE), and the American Institute of Biological 
Sciences (AIBS). The Commission has worked hand-in-glove with these 
organizations almost from the inception of the program for nuclear education and 
training. The ASEE and the AIBS were particularly helpful in the early part of the 
1960's, whereas the contributions made by the ANS have been exercised during the 
latter five years of the decade. These three organizations' invaluable professional 
assistance has been principally in the areas of facultY institutes, training aids, 
manpower surveys, conferences, seminars, and symposia. 

In summary, the 1960's may be characterized as the period when the joint 
venture of AEC and educational institutions to develop instructional capabilities on 
campus in the nuclear sciences and engineering paid off to the benefit of the 
government, industry, education and the public. The Commission has invested over 
$125 million plus $20 million worth of loans of nuclear materials and substantial 
indirect aid through use of its laboratory facilities on behalf of this venture. 
Similarly, the institutions have more than matched this sum in estimates as high as 
an additional $160 million. 
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XX. TeclmicallnformatioD 

As of 1961, the Commission was publishing four quarterly Technical Progress 
Reviews, journals which covered developments in particular areas of the nuclear 
energy field of interest to technical and management people. The four were 
Nuclear Safety, Power Reactor Technology, Reactor Core Materials (renamed 
Reactor Materials in 1962), and Reactor Fuel Processing, and were prepared by 
staffs of major laboratories. A fifth journal, Isotopes and Radiation Technology, 
was added in 1963; and in 1967, the publication schedule for Nuclear Safety was 
increased from four to six times per year. 

In 1966, 
had become 
Technology. 
Technology. 

when it became apparent that chemical reprocessing of nuclear fuel 
routine, Reactor Fuel Processing was merged into Power Reactor 
In 1969, Reactor Materials was merged with Power Reactor 

Another means of furnishing scientists with needed information covering the 
state of knowledge in their fields of interest was provided in 1968, when AEC began 
publication of its Critical Review Series. (A critical review has been def"med as "an 
article on a specialized field of study in which the scientific objectives within the 
field are defined, concepts or hypotheses are examined, existing knowledge is 
evaluated, and new concepts are sYnthesized.") Five volumes were issued in this 
series: Sources of Tritium and Its Behavior Upon Release to the Environment; 
Plume Rise; Atmospheric Transport Processes, Part I; Reactor-Noise Analysis in the 
Time Domain; and The Analysis of Elemental Boron. 

Since its inception, the AEC has received a steady flow of inquiries from the 
general public, particularly secondary school students and their teachers, regarding 
various aspects of nuclear science and its applications. By 1963, the volume of such 
requests had become so heavy that the AEC decided to prepare topical booklets to 
provide answers to the questions asked most frequently. These could serve as tools 
for the strengthening of science education. Accordingly, a series of educational 
booklets was initiated under the title of "Understanding the Atom." Prepared by 
established science writers, the booklets are made available in limited quantities 
without charge. 

The series proved to be enormously popular from the outset, resulting in 
repeated reprints and the addition of more titles. Many of the booklets have been 
translated into foreign languages, and seven which have been produced in Braille are 
being distributed to blind high school students through the American Printing House 
for the Blind. The growth of the series may be seen in the following table. 

1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

Understanding the Atom Booklets 

Number of titles 
in Print 

3 
8 

19 
28 
39 
45 
51 
54 
56 

Introduction- Page 77 

Number of 
Copies Distributed 

(Cumulative) 

3,328,200 
4,779,000 
6,524,000 
8,047,600 
9,456,400 

... 



The booklet "The Elusive Neutrino," by Jeremy Bernstein, received the 1970 Science 
Writing Award in Physics and Astronomy sponsored by the American Institute of Physics 
and the U.S. Steel Fowtdation. 

By 1970 it was felt that there was a need for educational materials on a somewhat 
less technical level than "Understanding the Atom." Accordingly, wtder the title of 
"World of the Atom," a new series of booklets was begun, designed for use by students in 
upper elementary grades and for basic adult education courses. Five titles were published 
in this series during its f"U'st year. 

Among the accomplishments of which I am most proud were the publication of the 
two histories of the Atomic Energy Commission: Volume I, The New World, 1939/1946 by 
Richard G. Hewlett and Oscar E. Anderson, Jr. (The Pennsylvania State University Press, 
1962), and Volume II, Atomic Shield, 1947/1952 by Richard G. Hewlett and Francis Dwtcan 
(The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1969). 

During the ten years (1961-70), the AEC organized U.S. participation in 120 IAEA 
conferences held throughout the world. The U.S. sponsored approximately 3,000 
participants who presented 1,500 papers covering a broad spectrum of subject matter. 
The IAEA conferences which drew the largest U.S. attendance abroad and the greatest 
number of papers were those on Plasma Physics and Controlled Thermonuclear Research. 
There were three such conferences held: at Salzburg, Austria, in 1961; Abingdon, U.K., in 
1965; and Novosibirsk, USSR, in 1968. Several of the IAEA conferences were held in the 
United States. Most highly attended was the conference on "Environmental Aspects of 
Nuclear Power Stations," held at United Nations Headquarters in New York in August 
1970 (which I attended). 

In addition to the IAEA meetings, there were 152 other conferences supported by the 
AEC during the ten-year period. Especially noteworthy among these were: 

Radiation Research Congresses held in England (1962), Italy 
(1966), and France (1970). 

International Congress on Nuclear Physics, Gatlinburg, Tenn. 
(1966). 

Conference on Constructive Uses of Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D.C. (1968). 

To facilitate access by the scientific commWlity to the world's nuclear literature, the 
AEC established in 1948 its semimonthly journal Nuclear Science Abstracts (NSA)._ Trends 
in nuclear science and teclmology have been mirrored by the yearly changes in NSA 
contents. D~ly the 10 years (1961 through 1970), the number of literature items 
abstracted ann increased from 33,064 to 5"3,080. A very significant trend reflected in 
the contents of NSA is the increased tempo of nuclear research and development in 
foreign cOwttries. Whereas in the early years a heavY preponderance of the literature 
abstracted in NSA originated in the United States, a crossover occurred during the 1960's, 
and the U.S. shared of the total dropped below SO percent. 

A notable change, initiated during the decade and still in process, is the 
computerization of the actual production of Nuclear Science Abstracts. 
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In 196 7, an automatic data processing system with input prepared via paper tape was 
instituted to increase the speed of input and to facilitate storage of the information for 
index cumulation and other retrieval purposes. In 1970, an even faster and more efficient 
system was initiated through which the contents of NSA are inputted through keyboards 
attached to video display cathode ray tube terminals. These permit the information to be 
edited and corrected prior to entering the data base. A key feature of the new procedures 
is that the single keyboarding step used for automatic entry of bibliographic citations also 
provides information for the titling of microfiche, reproduction copy for catalog cards and 
week.Jy accession lists, data for the production of NSA indexes, and a bibliographic data 
base for further computer manipulation. 

In addition, there has been Wlder development since 1966 an International Nuclear 
Information System (INIS), operated Wlder the aegis of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency for all its member states. The basic plan of INIS is that each country surveys its 
own national scientific literature, identifies items on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
which fall within the subject scope of the system, and supplies English-language 
bibliographic descriptions, abstracts, and subject indexing terms for those items. The 
IAEA then merges the data received and makes available on magnetic computer tape 
copies of a complete bibliographic file which each member state can use to supply nuclear 
information services within its borders. The IAEA also furnishes periodic categorized 
listings of the items reported to the system and, on request, copies of scientific and 
technical reports. Following approval by the IAEA's Board of Governors, the INIS became 
operational in May 1970 with a subject scope limited to reactor technology for the initial 
"debugging" period. In 1970, submissions were received from about 30 countries, including 
the U.S. (about 2,400 items) and the USSR. 

"This Atomic World," the AEC's nationwide mobile lecture-demonstration program, 
aims to stimulate high school students' interest in science and increase their 
understanding of the basic principles and peaceful applications of nuclear energy. During 
the academic year, the teacher-demonstrator, traveling in a specially-equipped van, visits 
a different school each day. In a 40-minute assembly program for the entire student 
body, the teacher covers basic aspects of nuclear science including radioactivity, chain 
reactions, reactors and their uses, and applications of radioisotopes. Subsequently, slhe 
conducts more specialized sessions for the school's science classes. 

By the end of 1970, more than 19 million students in all SO states had seen the 
program. A long-standing goal of the program is to be able to reach every U.S. student at 
least once during his/her high school career. To reach more students without substantial)y 
increasing Federal expenditures for the program, a cooperative method of support was 
introduced in 1966-67. Under this procedure, AEC supplies the van and its equipment and 
trains the demonstrator, while a State or local organization employs the demonstrator and 
handles scheduling. In 1970, 18 of the 21 units were operated in this manner. 

AEC has fOWld museums, especial)y those with active science programs, to be 
excellent locations for presentations of exhibits and demonstrations on nuclear energy. 
One of the f'ust of these exhibits was "Radiation and Man" which opened at the Museum of 
Science and Industry in Chicago, Illinois, in 1963. It utilizes audience participation 
devices to explore highlights of nuclear science, with particular attention to the effects 
of radiation on living matter. It also features lecture-demonstrations which explain uses 
of radiation in research, medicine, and agriculture. In 1964 and 1965, "Radiation and 
Man" and Atomsville, U.S.A.," a nuclear museum for children ages 7 through 14, were 
displayed at the New York World's Fair Hall of Science. 

Another museum exhibit, "Life Science Radiation Laboratory," features a biology 
laboratory where actual experiments are carried out with plants, animals, and fish which 
have been "tagged" with radioisotope tracers. This exhibit has been shown at many U.S. 
museums. 
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An important addition to the Commission's traveling museum program is the "Energy" 
exhibit originally designed under the Office of Education auspices for the Cincinnati 
Science Center. When that Center was closed in 1970, the exhibit was transferred to 
AEC. Its three major components, "Electrical Energy", "Radiant Energy", and 
"Mechanical Energy'' have been loaned to the New York Hall of Science, Franklin Institute 
in Philadelphia, and the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry in Portland, respectively. 

The AEC agreed to support the installation of a research reactor and a gamma 
irradiation facility in a new atomic energy wing being added to the New York Hall of 
Science. 

From 1959 through 1969, the AEC presented a series of month-long nuclear science 
demonstration expositions in major cities of the world. The program has been terminated 
because of lack of funds. 

A major exhibit demonstrating U.S. achievements in nuclear technology was held in 
conjunction with the Third Geneva Conference in 1964. It was visited by more than 
22,000 persons. 

The AEC and the Department of Interior cooperated in a nuclear desalting exhibit at 
the Levant Fair in Bari, Italy in 1966. Other presentations on desalting were made in 196 7 
in Milan, Italy, and Sao Paulo, Brazil, and during 1968 in several major cities of Pakistan. 

The AEC displayed information on desalting, peaceful nuclear explosives, and other 
subjects at NUCLEX--66, a nuclear industry exposition at Basel, Switzerland. Other AEC 
exhibits abroad were presented in connection with the Mexico City OJympic Games in 
1968 and at the Paris Air Show in 1969. 

Introduction- Page 80 



XXI. Civil Defense 

As a result of the persistent efforts of Alvin Weinberg and Eugene Wigner, a civil 
defense research program, supported jointly by AEC and the Office of Civil Defense, was 
established at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory in 1964. A general national lack of 
support for civil defense led to the demise of this program. 

AUXILIARY AND PERSONAL ACTMTIES 

My journal includes descriptions of various auxiliary and personal activities. 

During this decade I gave some 500 major speeches, including the annual historic 
"Prelude to Independence" Address at Williamsburg, Virginia, in May 1962; addresses at 
each of the 11 annual General Conferences of the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
1961-71; 18 commencement addresses at universities and colleges; 20 addresses at 
dedications of university or college laboratories; talks each year at the annual joint 
meetings of the Atomic Industrial Forum and the American Nuclear Society (1961- 71); six 
talks at the annual International Science and Engineering Fairs; seven talks at the annual 
Science Talent Search in Washington; three talks at the California Commonwealth Club in 
San Francisco; and two talks at the National Press Club. 

During this period I received a number of awards, including being named "Swedish 
American of the Year" by the Vasa Order of America (1962), election as a "Kentucky 
Colonel" by the State of Kentucky (1962), receiving the Franklin Medal of the Franklin 
Institute (1963), the Charles Lathrop Parsons Award of the American Chemical Society 
(1964), the First Spirit of St. Louis Award from St. Louis University (1964), the Leif 
Erikson Award from the Leif Erikson Foundation (1964), the Washington Award from the 
Western Society of Engineers (1965), the Willard Gibbs Medal of the Chicago Section of 
the American Chemical Society (1966), the Arches of Science Award- of the Pacific 
Science Center Foundation (1968), the Chemical Pioneer Award of the American Institute 
of Chemists (1968), the Prometheus Award of the National Electrical Manufacturers 
Association (1969), the Nuclear Pioneer Award of the Society of Nuclear Medicine (1971), 
the Oliver Townsend Award of the Atomic Industrial Forum (1971), and the Distinguished 
Honor Award of the U.S. Department of State (1971). In addition, I was awarded about 40 
honorary degrees (including D.Sc., Sc.D., LL.D., D.P.S., D.P.A., D.Eng., and L.H.D. 
degrees). 

I was also elected to membership in the following foreign academies: Argentine 
National Academy of Sciences (Honorary Member, 1967), Bavarian Academy of Sciences 
(Corresponding Member, Mathematics-Natural Science, 1968), Royal Academy of Exact, 
Physical and Natural Sciences, Spain (Academic Foreign Correspondent, 1969), and the 
USSR Academy of Sciences (Foreign Member, 1971). 

Soon after my arrival in Washington I moved into the University Club, which served 
as my residence until the arrival of my family in late June of 1961. Before they arrived I 
purchased a house (with four bedrooms, an attic dormitory room and a study which could 
serve as a guest room) in the Old Chevy Chase or Reno Park area of northwest Washington 
(3825 Harrison Avenue). A major criterion for the location of the house was proximity, 
i.e., easy walking distance, to Ben Murch Grammar School (grades kindergarten through 
six), Alice Deal Junior High School (grades seven through nine), and Woodrow Wilson High 
School (grades ten through 12). Peter (age 15) was scheduled to start the lOth grade in 
the fall; Lynne (soon to be 14), the ninth grade; David (12), the seventh grade; Stephen 
(soon to be 10), the fifth grade; and Eric (to be seven in November), the second grade. 
Dianne (to be two in November) started kindergarten three years later (after having to 
pass an entrance examination because she was too young, by a matter of days, to qualify 
in the regular manner). __ _ 
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Upon graduation from Woodrow Wilson High School in 1964, Peter entered Harvard 
University to major in history, and graduated in 1968. Lynne followed him, to Radcliffe 
College in 1965, where, as an anthropology major, she graduated in 1969. David went to 
the University of California, Davis, as a zoology major in 1967, and Stephen followed him 
there in 1969 as a psychology major. Thus, my journal includes copies of the letters that I 
wrote to them after they went off to college. Lynne married William B. Cobb, a Harvard 
social relations major and classmate of Peter in Jtme 1968 (at the end of her )lnior year) 
in a ceremony at the Swedish Embassy in Washington, presided over by Judge Luther 
Youngdahl. Peter married Jane Rubenstein at the United Nations Chapel in New York in 
Jtme 1971. 

My mother visited us from her home in South Gate, California, one or more times 
each year tmtil ill health overtook her in 1967, followed by her death in 1968. Much of my 
correspondence with her is attached to the pages of my journal. 

Before any of the kids left home, the eight of us enjoyed our family vacations 
together--in 1961, short visits in our Pontiac station wagon to Ocean City, Maryland, and 
the Shenandoah Mountains; in 1962, a visit via air travel to my hometown of Ishpeming, 
Michigan, the newly opened Century 21 Exposition (World's Fair) in Seattle, Washington 
(as guests, in recognition of my service on the National Science Planning Board), and our 
home area of Lafayette, California; in 1963, an automobile trip to New England and 
eastern Canada, including Quebec; in 1964, an automobile trip to Gatlinburg, Tennessee, 
and the Smoky Mountains via the Blue Ridge Parkway in the Shenandoah Mountains; and in 
1965, an automobile visit to the Pocono Mountains in Pennsylvania and Atlantic City, New 
Jersey. A favorite spot for short vacation interludes was Skyland Lodge in the 
Shenandoah Motmtains. We also enjoyed a rented cottage on the beach at Virginia Beach, 
where I visited the family on weekends during their more extended stays. We were a 
pretty sight, the eight of us packed into our red station wagon with a luggage rack on the 
top often packed full of equipment and food. 

After 1965, Peter and Lynne had their own agendas at summer vacation time and no 
longer accompanied us. However, the four younger kids continued to do so. In 1966, we 
flew to Chicago, rented a car to drive to and visit my hometown of Ishpeming; in 1967, we 
drove to Montreal, Canada, to visit Expo '67 (Peter and Lynne flew up for short visits with 
us); in 1968, we drove to Florida and toured the state, and visited the Savannah River 
Laboratory on the way back; in 1969, we flew to Los Angeles to do the sights (Disneyland, 
Knott's Berry Farm, movie studios, etc.) and Helen and I attended a banquet that 
President Nixon gave for our astronauts who had landed on the moon the month before; 
and in 1970, we made an automobile tour of historic and scenic regions in Pennsylvania. 

Although I played some golf at the Chevy Chase Country Club (of which we were 
members), on the whole I neglected my exercise during the f"ll'st half of our stay in 
Washington due to the pressures of l!ll work and travel schedule, with the result that I 
began to feel tired. I then began to hike with some regularity, taking, when the weather 
permitted, almost daily hikes on the marvelous trails of Rock Creek Park,and sometimes 
longer hikes on weekends. A favorite hike was to Old Rag Mountain in the Shenandoahs, 
which became an annual event in which we were joined by members of the AEC staff--on 
one occasion by as many as SO. Also, at my request, a hiking trail was fashioned at our 
Germantown headquarters, which later became known as the "Seaborg Trail," and on 
which I and some of my staff often hiked after lunch, on those days when we were at 
Germantown. 
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In 1965, I joined the Board of Trustees of Science Service, and in 1966, upon the 
retirement of Leonard Carmichael, I became President. Watson Davis also retired as 
Director at that time and was succeeded by Ted Sherburne. Science Service is devoted to 
the public understanding of science, sponsors the annual Westinghouse Science Talent 
Search, the annual International Science and Engineering Fair and is the publisher ot' 
Science News. Thus, I began to interview the 40 rmalists each year at the annual Science 
Talent Search in order to help select, as one of a panel of judges, the winners of the 
scholarships. 

I served on the Board of Directors of the National Educational Television and Radio 
Center (1958-1964 and 1967-1970), the Board of Trustees of the Pacific Science Center 
Foundation (1962-1971), the Board of Trustees of the American Scandinavian Foundation 
(1968- 1971); became a member in 1969 of the Board of Directors of the newly formed, 
Washington-based, World Future Society; continued my membership on the Scientific 
Advisory Board (SAB) of the Welch Foundation and attended their semi-annual meetings in 
Houston, Texas; and served on the editorial boards of the Journal of Inorganic and Nuclear 
Chemistry (1954-71) and the Panel of User Consultants of the American Heritage 
Dictionary (1964-1971). 

After having declined to do so on several previous occasions, on the basis of my heavy 
schedule, I consented in the fall of 1970 to nm for president of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), this time on the basis that I knew that I would 
rmish my service as AEC Chairman in the summer of 1971. I was elected, am serving as 
President--Elect now (in 1971), will serve as President in 1972, and as Chairman, in 1973. 
In this capacity, I began to attend the meetings of the Board of Directors in 1971, when 
my o14 friend Athelstan Spilhaus is Chairman and Mina Rees is President. 

During this decade I participated in countless press conferences in this country and in 
almost all of the 60 countries that I visited. Major press conferences occurred at each of 
the 11 General Conferences of the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the. two 
Geneva Conferences on the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy. I appeared on the NBC 
news program "Meet the Press" twice (in 1961 and 1971), the ABC news program "Issues 
and Answers" several times, the NBC "Today" show and many other TV and radio news 
programs. I was featured in news magazines, including cover stories in both Newsweek 
(October 1961) and Time (November 1961), a cover story in Business Week (December 
1964), and interviews in U.S. News & World Report. 

With all of this, I managed to read the scientific journals in my specialty, enabling me 
to stay abreast of my research field of transuranium elements and nuclear chemistry. I 
published about two dozen scientific articles, the most notable being a 100-page review 
article in the 1968 issue of the Annual Review of Nuclear Science entitled "Elements 
Beyond 100, Present Status and Future Prospects". Thus, I feel, I am returning to the 
University of California in a position to resume research in my specialty. 
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APPENDIX A 

Commissioners 

Bunting, Mary I. 1964-1965 
Biologist and former president of Radcliffe College 

Costagliola, Francesco 1968-1969 
Former staff member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

Haworth, Leland J. 1961-1963 
Physicist and former director of the Brookhaven National Laboratory 

Johnson, Wilfrid E. 1966-1971 
Engineer and former general manager of the Hanford Atomic Works 

Larson, Clarence E. 1969-1971 
Chemist and former general manager of Oak Ridge Operations 

Nabrit, Samuel M. 1966-196 7 
Biologist and former president of Texas Southern University 

Olson, Loren K. 1961-1962 
Washington attorney and former general counsel of the Atomic Energy Commission 

Palfrey, John G. 
Former professor, Columbia School of Law 

1962-1966 

Ramey, James T. 1962-1971 
Former executive director of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

Tape, Gerald F. 1963-1969 
Physicist and former president of Associated Universities, Inc. 

Thompson, Theos J. 1969-1970 
Nuclear engineer and former professor, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Wilson, Robert E. 1961-1964 
Former chairman of Standard Oil of Indiana and member of the General Advisory 
Committee 



APPENDIX B 

Members of the General Advisory Committee 

Abelson, Philip H. 1961-1962 
(Director, Geophysical Laboratory, Carnegie Institution, Washington, D.C.) 

Benedict, Manson 1961-1967 
(Professor of Nuclear Engineering, MIT, Cambridge, MA) 

Bugher, John C. 1964-1969 
(Director, Puerto Rico Nuclear Center, San Juan, PR) 

Eliassen, Rolf 1970-1971 
(Environmental Engineer, Stanford University, Palo Alto, CA) 

Friedman, Herbert 1968-1971 
(Superintendent, Space Science Division, U.S. Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, 
D.C.) 

Froman, Darol 1964--1965 
(Retired, Espanola, NM) 

Goldwasser, Edwin L. 1966-1971 
(Professor of Physics, ,University of Illinois, Urbana,IL) 

Hafstad, L. R. 1962-1967 
(Vice President, Research Laboratories, General Motors Corporation, Warren, Ml) 

Hall, Jane H. 1966-1971 
(Assistant Director, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM) 

Lawroski, Stephen 1964-1969 
(Associate Laboratory Director, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL) 

Libby, Willard F. 1961 
(Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Los Angeles, CA) 

Murphree, Eger V. 1961 
(President, Esso Research & Engineering Co., Linden, NM) 

Pitzer, Kenneth 1961-1964 
(Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Berkeley, CA) 

Ramsey, Norman F. 1961-1971 
(Professor of Physics, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA) 

Squires, Lombard 1968-1971 
(Manager, Atomic Energy Division, E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., Wilmington, DE) 

Sterner, James H. 1971 
(Professor of Environmental Health, University of Texas School of Public Health, Houston, 
TX) 

Vesper, Howard G. 1965-1971 
(Vice President, Standard Oil Company of California, San Francisco, CA) 



Warner, J. C. 1961-1963 
(President, Carnegie Institute of Technology, Pittsburgh, PA) 

Webster, William 1963-1971 
(President, New England Electric System, Boston, MA) 

Wigner, Eugene·P. 1961-1963 
(Palmer Physical Laboratory, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ) 

Williams, John H. 1961-1965 
(School of Physics, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN) 

Scientific Officers 

Charpie, Robert A. 1961-1962 
(Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, TN) 

Harrison, Melvin A. 1968-1971 
(Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Livermore, CA) 

Sewell, Duane C. 1963-1967 
(Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Livermore, CA) 

Secretary 

Anthony A. Tomei 1961-1971 



APPENDIX C 

GLENN T. SEABORG is currently University Professor of Chemistry (the most 
distinguished title bestowed by the Regents), Professor in the Graduate School of Education, 
Associate Director of the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory and Chairman of the Lawrence Hall of 
Science at the University of California, Berkeley. 

He received his A.B. in Chemistry from UCLA in 1934 and his Ph.D. in Chemistry from 
Berkeley in 1937. He has served on the faculty of the Berkeley campus since 1939 and was 
Chancellor of that campus 1958-1961. In 1961 Dr. Seaborg was appointed Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission by President John F. Kennedy. He was subsequently reappointed by 
both Presidents Johnson and Nixon, serving in that position unti11971. 

Winner of the 1951 Nobel Prize in Chemistry (with E. M. McMillan) for his work on the 
chemistry of the transuranium elements, Glenn Seaborg is one of the discoverers of plutonium 
(element 94). During World War U he headed the group at the University of Chicago's 
Metallurgical Laboratory which devised the chemical extraction processes used in the 
production of plutonium for the Manhattan Project. He and his coworkers have since discovered 
nine more transuranium elements: americium (element 95), curium (96), berkelium (97), 
californium (98), einsteinium (99}, fermium (100) mendelevium (101), nobelium (102), and 
element 106. He holds over 40 patents, including those on elements americium and curium 
(making him the only person ever to hold a patent on a chemical element). 

In 1944 ·Dr. Seaborg formulated the actinide concept of heavy element electronic structure 
which accurately predicted that the heaviest natural)y occurring elements together with 
synthetic transuranium elements would form a transition series of actinide elements in a 
manner analogous to the rare earth series of lanthanide elements. This concept, one of the 
most significant changes in the periodic table since Mendeleev's 19th century design, shows how 
the transuranium elements fit into the periodic table and thus demonstrates their relationships 
to other elements. · 

His co-discoveries include many isotopes which have practical applications in research, 
medicine and industry (such as iodine-131, technetium-99m, cobalt-57, cobalt-60, iron-55, 
iron-59, zinc-65, cesium-137, manganese-54, antimony--124, californium-252, americium-241, 
plutonium-238), as well as the fissile isotopes plutonium-239 and uranium-233. 

Dr. Seaborg continues to work as an active research scientist, with a research group in the 
search for new isotopes and new elements at the upper end of the periodic table, including a 
search for the "superheavy'' elements. The group is also investigating the mechanism of the 
reactions of heavy ions with heavy element target nuclei. Another aspect of the research 
program is concerned with the determination of the chemical properties of the heaviest 
chemical elements. 

Seaborg is the author of numerous books--his most recent, KennedY. Khrushchev and the 
Test Ban (1981) and Stemming the Tide: Arms Control in the Johnson Years (1987) describe, 
respectively, the negotiations for the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 and the Nonproliferation 
Treaty of 1969. He has also authored over 400 scientific articles and guided the graduate 
studies of more than 60 successful Ph.D. candidates. In addition to the Nobel Prize and a great 
many other awards for his work in chemistry, science education and community service, Dr. 
Seaborg has been awarded SO honorary doctoral degrees. 

Among his many interests are international cooperation in science (as President of the 
International Organization for Chemical Sciences in Development), history of science 
(documenting the early history of nuclear science}, nuclear arms control (advocating a 
comprehensive test ban treaty), conservation of natural resources and hiking. A member of the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education which published the much-publicized report A 
Nation At Risk in 1983 and Chairman of the Lawrence Hall of Science, Dr. Seaborg is 
recognized as a national spokesman on education, addressing in particular the crisis in 
mathematics and science education. 
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Monday, January 20, 1969 - INAUGURATION DAY 

We watched the swearing-in ceremony and listened to President Nixon's speech on 
our television at home. Then Helen, Steve, Eric, Dianne and I went to the 
Metropolitan Club for lunch. There we saw the Robert LeBarons, the Lewis 
Strausses and the Paul Nitzes. (I reminded Paul that he and I, along with the 
Najeeb Halabys, had lunch at the Metropolitan Club eight years ago today 
following John F. Kennedy's inauguration.) 

Weal I went to the Washington Hotel, where we were guests of the National Coal 
Association in Suite 520, to watch the Inaugural Parade. Steve Dunn, Bryce 
O'Brien, Robert Hall and others from NCA were our hosts. We had a very good 
view of the parade and when President Nixon's car came by it stopped right under 
our window. lhe President stood up and waved to the crowd. This gave me a 
chance to take pictures with my Minox. The parade included the twelve members 
of President Nixon's Cabinet, the governors of all the states {with a few 
substitutes for those who couldn't attend), many bands including the Whittier 
High School Band, and many floats. 

After dark Eric, Suki and 1 took a hike in Rock Creek Park. 
day--in the 30's--but not too uncomfortable. 

Tuesday, January 2·1, 19&9 - Germantown 

Thi$ was my first day with the Nixon Administration. 

1t had been a cold 

I signed a letter to Secretary of Labor George P. Shultz recommending that the 
A£C-Labor Management Relations Panel (the so-called "Ching Panel" of which 
Father Brown is now chairman) be continued. 

1 cal led Lee DuBridge about the positions of U.S. Representative to the IA£A and 
U.S. member on the Science Advisory Committee of the IAEA. (Lee said this was 
his first official call as Science Adviser to the President.) I reiterated a 
hope I had expressed to him earlier that the Nixon Administration would keep 
Smyth as U.S. Representative to the IAEA. I told him that when Rabi's 
appointment to the Science Advisory Committee of the IAEA came up three years 
ago, there was considerable opposition on the part of the JCAE, which I ignored, 
but at some personal discomfort. Now the JCA£ opposition is at a point where 
some of them claim they won't stand for his reappointment. I said I frank-ly 
don't know how to handle the problem. 
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I said 1 am very sure, however, that it would adversely affect White House 
relations with some of the congressiona·l people if Rabi were reappointed. The 
problem has to do with his independence, his public statements, etc. DuBridge 
asked whether the thought would be to have Smyth occupy both posts, and 1 said 
yes. I explained that the SAC appointment would be made by the Director General 
of the IAEA upon the nomination of the Nixon Administration. I said Rabi should 
be not1fied immediately that the new Administration wants to review this 
appointment and won't be ready to make a recommendation in time for the February 
meeting of the IAEA Board of Governors. Lee said he would put in a cal 1 to Rabi 
and talk to him about this. I explained that these recommendations are made by 
the State Department, who checks them out with the AEC and with DuBridge•s 
office. 

At 12 noon 1 called DuBridge back to tel I him that a cable has just been 
received from Vienna stating that Eklund decided to postpone the consideration 
of the matter of the SAC membership from the February to the June meetings. 
This lets us off the hook for the time being. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with Mi It Shaw and Merri I I Whitman, including Rubin 
and Bloom. We discussed the preparation of my forthcoming talk to the EEI in 
Portland, Oregon, on June 9th or lOth, in which I will use evaluation of cost 
benefit of breeder reactors as a theme. 

The Soviet Embassy gave a note to Ambassador Charles Bohlen protesting the 
SCHOONER shot as a possible test ban violation on the basis of alleged detection 
of debris in the Soviet Union.· The message was delivered by Soviet Minister 
Counselor lcherniakov. 

Attached is National Security Study Memorandum 3 initiating a study group to 
review U.S. military posture and the balance of power. 

Wednesday, January 22, 19&9 - D.C. 

At 10 a.m. I presided at Information Meeting Bb9 (notes attached) at which the 
Commission discussed the attempted takeover of United Nuclear by Ashland Oi I 
Company and decided not to take sides in this particular case, but to watch the 
whole situation of mergers very carefully. 

I sent a letter to John Foster saying that the Commission will undertake the 
development of an improved Spartan warhead as requested by the Department of 
Defense. 

We received a letter from Zwick (BOB) requesting the shutdown of the PPA in FY 
1971. We wi I I resist this. 
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THE: WHITE: HOUSE: 

WASH INC TON 

January 21, 1969 

National Security Study Memorand\lm 3 

DNCL BY 00£ 
1988 

TO: The Sec1·ctary o£ State 
The Secrcta1·y of Dc!ensc 
The Director o! Central Intelligence 

SUBJECT: U.S. Military Posture and the Balance of Power 

Th~ President has directed the p1·eparation of a study reviewing 
our military posture and the balance of power. The study should 
consider in detail the security and foreign policy implications of a 
wide range of alternative budget levels ~nd strategies for strategi.: 
and genet•al purpose forces. 

To pedorm this study the President has directed the creat~ .• ~• 
of a steering group to be chaired by the Deputy Secretary of De!et; se . 
and to include representatives of the Secretary o! State, the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of Central Intelligence, and the 
Assistant to the President for National Security A!!airs. Sta£! SU!lf?Ort 
for this study will be arranged in consultation between the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense and the undersigned. Upon request, agencks 
shall make available personnel to provide staff support. Agencies 
shall also perform such studies in support of the overall study as may 
b~ .~e_que st~_d. })Y ... t~e Cb:~~~~~~ o£ t}l._~ ·9r_oup. 

The report o£ the group shall be forwarded to the NSC Review 
Croup by July l, 1969. · · 

~r---, 
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UNITEO STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, C.C. aoa•s 

UMCL. BY DQI 
NOV II 

,. --·· 
2 COPYwNQ.--

-~-=---January 22, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 869 

10:00 a.m., Wednesday, January 22, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D., C •. 

1. January 20 Sports Illustrated Article "The Nukes are in Hot Water" 

The Commissioners requested preparation of an article. (PI) 

2. January 14 Letter from Gulf General Atomic re Isotope Separation Concept 

Mr. Holl~ngsworth reported a proposed response is in preparation. 
(EAGM-SECY) . 

3. Special Panel Report re Testing 

· The Chairman related briefly the discussions he and Commissioner Tape 
had on January 17 with Dr. Hornig and the latter 1s agreement to transmit 
the report to Dr. DuB ridge for his attention. 

4. Commissioners 1 Dinner with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
February 5, 1969 

Scheduled. (AGM-Rubi n-SECY) 

5. Westinghouse Electric Utility Group Meeting February 18 and 19, 1969 -
"Future Power Forum" 

6. Candidates for the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

To be scheduled fpr consideration on Friday, January 24. (DR-SECY) 
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7. USSR Aide Memoire re Schooner 

Mr. Labowitz said a .record o£ Acting Secretary of State Charles Bohlen's 
oral reply to the Soviet representative will be circulated. Tf1e Commissioners 
requested: · 

a. Preparation o£ a response; 

b. A chronology o£ US-USSR Exchanges; 

c. The AFT AC Report 
(SAD) 

8. Commissioner Ramey's Oral Report on His January 21 Discussions with 
Senator Jackson, Congressman Chet Holifield and Governor Ferrl, Puerto 

I 
Rico 

9. AEC 1083/133 - Proposed Reply to Japan Atomic Industrial Forum Invitation 

Commissioner Costagliola will represent the Commission. (AGMIA) 

10. January 16 Letter from Charles. Zwick, Director, BOB, re FY 1970 Budget 

Noted. Supplemental fiscal year 1970 budget items will be scheduled for 
consideration on Friday, January 24. (OC-SECY) 

11. January 17 Letter from Alvin Weinberg re .e. -dopa Treatment 

Noted. 

12. AEC 11/45 - Fellowship and Traineeship Awards to Graduates of Military 
Academies 

An alternate course of action is approved. (AGMR&tD-NET) 

13. AEC 1301 - National Research Council Meeting 

Approved with a change. (Rosen} 

14. AEC 1246/10 - Purchase of United Nuclear Corporation 

Preparation o£ letters to UNC and the Joint Committee are requested. (GC} 

·-· 2 -

005 



15. AEC 1253/50- CY 1969 Special Analytic Studies 

Noted. The letter to the BOB is not to be sent at this time. (AGMPA} 

16. Pb.ns for Commissionersi February 13, 1969, Discussion of Major 
Policy Is sues (Operational) 

Noted. (SECY) 

17. Commissioners 1 February 2.5, 1969, Discussion of Major Policy 
Issues (Regulatory) 

Scheduled. (SECY) 

18. "The Careless Atom" by Sheldon Novick 

TheCommissioners requested copies. (PI) 

19. Study of AEC Laboratories 

The status is to be reviewed. (Rosen .. Helfrich) 

20. AEC 374/200 -Proposed Letter to John Foster, DOD, re Spartan Missile 

Approved with a change. Additionally, the Commissioners requested an 

oral report. (AGMMA-Rubin) ~·--"• "'6 Pt~F ~~ 

21. AEC 141/119 - Benham Postshot Briefing 

Noted. (AGMMA) 

22. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 292 

Noted. (PAR) 

23. AEC 459 I 57 - Spectrum of Alternatives for Ownership and Operation of· 
Uranium Enrichment Facilities 

The Commissioners requested: 

a. Additions to the Table on Page 5; 

b. Preparation of Case Ill-A and Case IU-B; 

c. An outline of the AEC internal report. 
(AGMP&P) -.3 -
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24. AEC 588/70 -Operator for FFTF; and, 
AEC 588/72 -Supplement to AEC 588/70 

Discussed and to be rescheduled.· (SECY) 

25. Topics for February 10, 11 and 12 GAC Meeting, Oak Ridge (See 
December 11 Preliminary GAC Agenda 

Commissioner Tape will discuss briefly: • 

a. Special Panel Report 

b. Benham Event 
(Rosen-SECY) 

26. Mr. W. W. Rostow's January 18, 1969, Memorandum re FY 1970-71 
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile and National Security Action Memorandum 
No. 372 of January 18, 1969, re Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization 
for FY 1970andFY 1971 

The Commissioners noted the request from Mr. Carl Walske, Assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense, Atomic Energy. (AGMMA) 

27. AEC 610 I 152 - Gas Centrifuge 

Scheduled for Friday morning, January 24, 1969. (SECY} 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

- 4-

12:55 p.m. 
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PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
. Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. tBrown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Labowitz* 
Mr. English* 
Mr. Kavanagh* 
Mr. Poor* 
Mr. Wegner* 
Mr. Tremmel* 
Mr. LeGassie* 
Gen. Giller* 
Mr. Quinn* 

·- 5-

DISTRIBUTION: 

. Commissioners 
General Manager 
·General. Counsel 
Secretary· 
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I talked to Rabi on the phone regarding his continuing on the IAEA Scientific 
Advisory Committee, and he indicated he wouldn't mind leaving, although he would 
stay if asked. 

At 12:55 p.m. I presided over Executive Session (Adjudicatory) 185 (action 
summary attached). 

I had lunch in the dining room with Russ Poor and Elliot Pierce, along with 
Bloom and Rubin, to discuss the future of the Mobile Isotope Training program 
which NET had decided to close out. We decided to keep this and cut down 
slightly on fellowships instead. 

Around 3:30p.m. Australian Ambassador Sir Keith Waller, accompanied by First 
Secretary Richard J. Smith and Atomic Energy Attache Michael S. Farrell, came in 
to see me. Kratzer, Oakley and Rubin were also present. Waller delivered a 
copy of an aide memoire delivered to the State Department earlier in the day in 
which the Australian Government had requested U.S. assistance in a Plowshare 
project (harbor at Cape Keraudren). I made specific reference to the part in 
which the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was mentioned and added that there is no 
precedent in deciding exactly how to proceed in this area. Oakley indicated 
there is some possibility the proposed Australian project could be conducted 
even within the wording of the present treaty. It was noted that the project 
appeared to be of interest to the AEC and it might provide a reasonable 
substitute for one of the planned tests. 

From 6-7 p.m. I met with Robert F. Ellsworth (Assistant to President Nixon), 
Thomas Whitehead and Daniel W. Hofgren in Room 100 of the Executive Office 
Building. 

I began by saying that I had an item to call to their attention which was not 
urgent in itself, but the White House should be informed of it because it might 
leak to the press. I said that the Soviet Minister Counselor Tcherniakov, who 
is acting Charge d'Affaires in the absence of Ambassador Dobrynin, had handed 
Ambassador Bohlen an aide memoire on January 21st, concerning a possible 
violation of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in connection with the SCHOONER 
excavation shot conducted by the U.S. in Nevada on December 8, 1968. 

I explained that the matter of interpreting the Test Ban Treaty is a very 
complex and technical one. I read from the Test Ban Treaty the section from 
Article I, which says that any nuclear explosion is prohibited 11 if such 
explosion causes radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial limits 
of the state under whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is conducted ... 
I described the history of the interpretation of this clause and the difference 
of opinion that has existed during the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations by 
the AEC on the one hand and agencies such as ACDA and State on the other. 

I explained that the Soviet allusion in the aide memoire to a 11 two to fivefold 
increase in their fallout in the regions along the Baltic, Volga, Northern 
Caucasus and Crimea11 corresponds to an absurdly small amount of radioactivity 
and one that in my opinion was never intended to represent a violation of the 
Test Ban Treaty. When Ellsworth asked what the Soviets might be referring to as 
their point of reference, which they claimed had been increased by a factor of 
two to five, I said that this is very difficult to define with any precision and 
that it varies from place to place and from time to time and depends upon the 
sensitivity of the detection techniques. I said that, if their techniques were 
similar to ours, involving the passage of large amounts of air through filter 
papers followed by chemical identification of products, this background probably 
corresponds to something like 0.1 picocuries per cubic meter. I emphasized that 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINCiTON. D.C:. IOIMI 

January 22, 1969 

File 

ACTION SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE SESSION (ADJUDICATORY) 185, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 22, 
1969, 12:55 P.M., CHAIRMAN~S CONFERENCE ROOM, D. C. OFFICE 

SECY:WLW 

1. Matter of Omaha Public Power District (Fort Calhoun Station, Unit No. i) 
Docket No. 50-285 

The Commission approved the Memorandum and Order da~ed January 22, 1969. 
·(Solicitor/SECY) 

2. Matter of Board of Public Instruction of Highlands County, Florida 
Docket No. CR-604 - Compliance Proceeding Under Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 

The Commission agreed to permit the Initial Decision to become final 
on January 27, 1969. (Solicitor/SECY) 

3. Matter of Public Service Company of Colorado (Fort St. Vrain Nuclear 
Generating Station), Docket No. 50-267' 

The Commission requested preparation of a draft Decision for early 
consideration. (Solicitor/SECY) 

~~ ... 

cc: ,/ 
Chairman Seaborg'. 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 
Solicitor 
General Counsel 

0r~·;~..,,-:: ~~:::1·:.~:; 

"i!~ ~. ~··.":::C.Jc.:. 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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the definition of such a background is a very imprecise concept. In order to 
give them some idea of the order of magnitude involved, however, I said that 
one-tenth of a picocurie per cubic meter corresponds in the case of a product 
with a half-life of about a day to the order of only a few atoms per gallon of 
air. To put this in perspective, I emphasized that the air in the room in which 
we were talking, as well as the air anywhere in the world, contains naturally 
occurring radioactivity such as gaseous radon in concentration of the order of 
hundreds of picocuries per cubic meter of air. 

I said this illustrates the absurdity of interpreting the Test Ban Treaty on the 
basis of these sensitive limits of detection. I said that the AEC has advocated 
a more sensible or de minimis interpretation in which the concentration at the 
borders would have to be at some level that had some meaning with respect to 
health hazard or at least some sort of reality in order to be considered a 
violation of the Test Ban Treaty. I emphasized that when I testified before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in support of the Test Ban Treaty in the 
summer of 1963, I had assured the members of the Committee that it would be 
possible to conduct cratering experiments in connection with our Plowshare 
program under the terms of the Treaty. I said that I, of course, had in mind a 
realistic interpretation of the Treaty. I said that the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee had placed great emphasis on my testimony along these lines 
and stated, when they voted for the Test Ban Treaty, that it was on the basis 
that Plowshare tests could be conducted without violating the Treaty. I said 
that without such assurance on my part I do not think that the Senate Committee 
would have voted in favor of the Test Ban Treaty. I also said that it wouldn't 
be possible to conduct the underground weapons tests on the basis of the absurd 
interpretation of the Treaty advocated by.some and that I could state positively 
that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee would never have ratified a test ban· 
treaty in which it would be necessary to conduct underground tests with such a 
large risk that the treaty would be violated. 

I said that the Soviets have conducted many tests from which we have detected 
radioactivity outside the limits of the Soviet Union. Ellsworth asked how many 
such tests had been conducted, and I replied that there were about ten, in which· 
debris was collected, that had been unambiguously or probably attributable to a 
Soviet test and another fifteen where it was possibly attributable to such 
tests. I said that some of these were cratering events and in the case of their 
weapons tests the Soviets were not as conservative as we and apparently saved 
money by burying their weapons tests in 1966, which we had called to the 
attention of the Soviets because of the extent of the radioactive debris we had 
detected outside of the Soviet Union. Ellsworth asked me to identify Soviet 
tests for which we had detected debris that had been conducted recently, and I 
said there were unambiguous cases on January 7th and October 21st of 1968; 
possible cases in April, June, July and September; and two probable cases in 
November. 

I explained that we have a disadvantage vis-a-vis the Soviets because we 
announce all of our cratering shots days ahead of time, and we also announce all 
the ventings of our weapons shots. I said this is the only way that we could 
conduct our program in a country like the United States. I said the Soviets 
took advantage of these announcements of ventings on many occasions and sent us 
protests. I pointed out that these protests, those from the Soviet Union to us 
and the three or so from us to the Soviet Union, were usually technically "oral 
statements" although they were accompanied by written memoranda. Ellsworth 
asked whether the aide memoire given to Ambassador Bohlen by Counselor 
Tcherniakov on January 21st was an oral rather than written protest, and I said 
this would probably depend on what the Soviets chose to regard it to be. I 
would say that Tcherniakov had told Bohlen that they did not intend to make Oil 



public. I emphasized, however, that it might nevertheless leak from our side, 
and in that case the Soviets would be forced to take a public stance with 
respect to this incident and the Limited Test Ban Treaty. This, I said, makes 
it imperative that we be ready with a plan of action in case there should be 
such a leak to the press. 

I explained in detail the review procedures we go through for every weapons test 
and every cratering shot. This involves a description of the test evaluation 
committee, the underground testing committee, and the several AEC reviews 
including multiple reviews by the Commissioners themselves of every test. I 
said that the President is involved in a yearly approval of the test series and 
a quarterly approval of the test series and additionally is involved personally 
on the high yield tests, and the cratering shots. Ellsworth asked the limit 
above which the President is involved on high yield tests, and I said this is 
somewhat indefinite but perhaps around 800 kilotons. I said that the next high 
yield test is scheduled for March and is in the range of about 800 kllotons. 

I said that it is my opinion that the note was delivered by the Soviets after 
January 20th as a matter of deliberate policy and they probably chose the 
opportunity to deliver it to Ambassador Bohlen on a deliberate basis. 

I pointed out that there have been attempts over a period of several years to 
arrange discussions with the Soviets on the interpretation of the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty with respect to Plowshare excavation experiments. I said that talks 
with my counterparts in the Soviet Union have always indicated that they would 
like to get on with such discussions, but there was always difficulty when these 
policies ascended to higher levels and the arrangements were never actually 
consummated. I said that we had finally reached the point last summer where it 
looked as though such talks would be carried out but then Czechoslovakia 
interfered. I said there have been overtures from the Soviets recently 
indicating that they would like to get on with the talks but the State 
Department was not ready to do so in view of the Czech incident. Ellsworth 
seemed to be out of sympathy with this posture by the State Department. I said 
it is entirely possible that the Soviets were protesting the SCHOONER event in 
order to enhance the prospects, from their point of view, of holding such 
discussions concerning the interpretation of the Limited Test Ban Treaty with 
respect to Plowshare experiments. I said that the Atomic Energy Commission 
would very much like to get on with such talks. 

I had described in some detail the problem that the Atomic Energy Commission had 
in obtaining approval for Plowshare excavation experiments in view of the 
unrealistic strict interpretation of the Test Ban Treaty that had been insisted 
upon by some. Ellsworth asked who had insisted upon such an interpretation and 
opposed the Plowshare excavation experiments, and I said it was chiefly ACDA and 
the State Department. I said I had finally succeeded, however, in convincing 
President Johnson that we should go ahead with the excavation program and 
described the success that we had last January with the CABRIOLET shot, in March 
with the BUGGY experiment and in December with the SCHOONER event. I showed 
them pictures of these three events and left the pictures with them. I also 
said there is an important project to build a harbor in Australia that will 
require an immediate decision by the new Administration, and that I thought this 
could be conducted within a more reasonable interpretation of the Test Ban 
Treaty. We would have to go ahead with the experiment on the assumption of our 
own interpretation because it would not be possible to get any sort of 
international approval. 
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Ellsworth asked whether the Canadians had protested. He had in mind the Thomas 
O'Toole article in the Washington Post on January 9th which I had brought to his 
attention earlier in our conversat1on. I said that there have been no official 
protests from Canada and that apparently the O'Toole story was the result of 
O'Toole's direct contact with Canadian public health people. I also mentioned 
in the course of the conversation that the Soviets apparently, at least at the 
beginning, had a somewhat different interpretation of the Test Ban Treaty than 
we. They translated the critical clause as "if such explosion causes fallout of 
radioactive deposits beyond the limits of the territory, etc." This implies 
that they had in mind something more substantive than simply "one atom at a 
time" detection. Also, in the course of the conversation, I explained to them 
that the Soviets might very well have made an identification even at the level 
of around one-tenth of a picocurie per cubic meter of a tungsten isotope, using 
very sensitive radiochemical techniques. I described the mixture of fission 
products that would be produced and subject to identification but indicated 
that, due to induced radioactivity of tungsten (a component of our nuclear 
devices), this might give them a particular handle upon which to hang their 
identification. I said I didn't believe that Tcherniakov had identified 
anything specifically, and they were in no position to charge a violation of the 
Test Ban Treaty. I said I would not know whether the Soviets had any specific 
identification data, but in any case it couldn't be considered a violation of 
the Test Ban Treaty. I said I believe that the Soviets know this and that they 
are merely trying to put some money in the bank as they had for so many tests in 
the past in order to be in a position of strength vis-a-vis the U.S. 

I then said I had another item that I would like to call to their attention and 
that is the problem that has developed with respect to our underground testing 
of high yield weapons in Nevada. In answer to a question from Ellsworth as to · 
who was giving us the most trouble, I identified the Hughes organization in Las 
Vegas and the Science and Society group in St. Louis as well as a similar group 
in New York. I described briefly the so-called hazards that are the subject of· 
concern--venting, ground water contamination, direct seismic effects and 
follow-on seismic effects induced by the explosion. I said there are apparently 
no serious problems with the first three of these, but we have experienced 
follow-on seismic events of the order of 4 to 4.5 on the Richter scale, after 
high yield tests of the order of 6 to 6.5 on the Richter scale. I said that in 
view of these problems, real and imagined, Dr. Hornig, with our concurrence, had 
assembled a panel of specialists, chaired by President Kenneth Pitzer of 
Stanford University, to look into the matter. This panel met and, somewhat to 
our surprise, came out with a report that was somewhat alarming. They said they 
could not rule out the possibility of serious after shocks. Now we are faced 
with the problem of how to release this report. President Johnson didn't want 
to release the report at the time of the BENHAM shot in December, and we agreed 
that this would not have been a good idea because it might have jeopardized the 
BENHAM shot. The report will have to be released, however, some time in the not 
too distant future and this is one of the problems that will be facing Mr. 
Nixon. The Atomic Energy Commission is preparing a larger report, putting the 
whole thing in a better perspective, with the thought that when its {the AEC's) 
report is released this might be a good time to include the Pitzer Panel 
report. I said this is a difficult problem that is bound to reach President 
Nixon's desk. Ellsworth asked what was troubling Mr. Hughes and I indicated 
that he was worried about the effect on "his Las Vegas," a term that Ellsworth 
said described the situation very well. I said there were some reports that Mr. 
Hughes is almost psychopathic on the matter of his fear of radioactivity and 
that it would probably be impossible to convince him of the actual facts in this 
area. 
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I then said I would like to go on to another item which has some urgency and 
this is the matter of the shutdown of two plutonium production reactors at 
Hanford. I described Senator Jackson•s contacts with President Johnson on this 
and my visit and phone calls with Senator Jackson which were at President 
Johnson•s request. I said that President Johnson wouldn•t agree to restoring to 
the Budget the funds for these reactors but he did agree, and this was 
satisfactory to Senator Jackson, that the AEC might delay implementation of the 
shutdown. I explained that the AEC couldn•t delay implementation for more than 
about sixty days and still shut down the reactors in time to save the whole 
sixteen million dollars in FY 1970. I also emphasized that Senator Magnuson and 
Congresswoman May are very concerned about this matter. I explained the basis 
upon which the shutdown had been decided, namely that we have more plutonium 
than we need to meet the Department of Defense•s requirements for weapons and 
even more than we needed to meet an additional contingency that they have 
outlined. I said that there is a difference of opinion as to the size of the 
weapons stockpile that is needed and, therefore, the amount of plutonium needed 
and that Senator Jackson feels that more plutonium is needed. Ellsworth asked 
if plutonium is produced elsewhere, and I explained that there are production 
reactors at our Savannah River Plant in South Carolina; that these are newer and 
more modern than the Hanford reactors and are being devoted more and more to the 
production of products such as curium and californium which have value in our 
Space program and other broad applications. Thus, the Savannah River plant is 
not scheduled to produce much plutonium; if these reactors were shut down it 
would curtail this promising program and not lead to any appreciable curtailment 
in the production of plutonium, a product some feel is in oversupply. I also 
mentioned that Senator Thurmond has written to me expressing his interest in 
keeping the Savannah River reactors operating; hence, the political problem 
attendant with shutting down reactors here is not simpler than that connected 
with the Hanford shutdown. I said that President Nixon would probably be 
hearing from Senators Jackson and Magnuson on this matter quite soon, and, in 
any event, we would need a decision within 60 days in order to allow us to shut 
down the reactors in time to save the sixteen million dollars in FY 1970--in the 
event that the decision is to go ahead with such a shutdown. 

I then told Ellsworth that I have another item, one which I want to discuss with 
President Nixon alone, or in the presence of anyone that he might want to 
designate. I said this is a very sensitive weapons matter. Ellsworth said he 
would arrange this, and he immediately called President Nixon•s office to set up 
an appointment. In connection with this call, he asked how urgent a time scale 
this appointment called for, and I indicated this is difficult for me to 
determine because I don•t know the President•s time scale on policy decisions 
that are relevant to what I propose to tell him about. I said it has to do with 
such things as the Nonproliferation Treaty and the future of arms control. On 
this basis, Ellsworth and I agreed that anytime within the next few days (and I 
would assume he meant up to about a week) would be satisfactory. Thus, it was 
concluded that arrangements would be made for me to see the President within 
such a time framework. 

Ellsworth, Hofgren and Whitehead took notes throughout the entire conversation 
and seemed quite interested and expressed appreciation for my effort in briefing 
them on what they obviously considered were very important matters. 

Thursday, January 23, 1969 - D.C. 

I had lunch today at the Roger Smith Hotel with Howard Brown and Julie Rubin; we 
discussed current problems. 
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At 2:45 p.m. I met with Mike May in my office and we discussed the following 
topics: 

Funding in FY 1969 and FY 1970 for the Cape Keraudren project. I told May that 
the first step in determining the feasibility of the funding for this wi 11 be to 
get a go-ahead from the Nixon Administration for this project. I said this is 
one of the issues we wil I be raising with them. He said they need an answer 
before the end of February, and I said we would bear this in mind. 

We discussed the aide-memoire received from the Soviet Union regarding the 
SCHOONER shot and its possible violation of the Test Ban Treaty. We also 
discussed the British communication, which noted the presence of radioactive 
debris at their Gibraltar station. 

He said he has been thinking about a Comsat-type organization for Plowshare. He 
gave me a document entitled "A Comsat-like Organization for Plowshare," dated 
January 20, 1969, which I said I would read in order to become familiar with his 
ideas. He wants any reactions I might have. He has also given a copy to the 
other Commissioners and to the staff. 

He mentioned the meeting he is participating in tomorrow with Dodd Starbird, Ed 
Giller, Norris Bradbury, and Commissioner Tape (for a while) to discuss the ABM 
problem. I brought him up to date on the questions that have been raised by 
Congressmen bringing the AlC into the middle of the controversy between 
Congressmen and Starbird. I explained our role in the safety evaluation and the 
relationship of this to deployment of the weapons. 

1 told him I am stilI undecided whether 1 can speak at the symposium at 
Livermore on March 6th or 1th, in response to Jack Gofman•s invitation, because 
this may possibly come at the time of our authorization hearings. 

Congresswoman Catherine May cal Jed and asked me to meet with Glenn Lee and 
others, as they are requesting, in order to hear their case with respect to the 
Hanford reactor shutdown. 

I attended a farewell reception-buffet for John Conway and his fami Jy in Room 
B-339 of the Rayburn House Office Building. Congressman Holifield, Senator 
Anderson, Congressman Hosmer and I spoke; John Conway responded. He received 
cuff links from the JCAE and other friends. A very ·large crowd, representing an 
exceptional Jy impressive cross section of the nuclear field, attended (see 
picture next page). 

friday, January 24, 1969 - Germantown 

1 presided at Regulatory Information Meeting 327 at 10 a.m. and Information 
Meeting 870 at 10:25 a.m. (notes attached). 

1 received a letter (copy attached) from Bureau of the Budget Director Robert P. 
Mayo asking that the Commission further cut President Johnson's FY 1970 budget. 
He recommended redirections, and, where necessary, budgetary additions to meet 
the highest priority purposes, but any such additions should at a minimum be 
offset by recommended reductions in lower priority activities. 

Craig Hosmer called to tel I me he has talked to President Nixon who told him 
that he intends that I remain as the AEC Chairman. 
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Farewell Cocktail Party and Reception for John Conway by the JCAE, Room B-339, 
Rayburn House Office Building; January 23, 1969. 
L toR: Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Congressman Chet Holifield, Mr. and Mrs. John 
Conway and children. 

I met with Norris Bradbury for about fifteen minutes this morning. I told him I 
had read the TROLL report and am very much impressed with its importance. I 
said I have limited its distribution to the Commissioners, General Manager and 
General Giller and I intend to discuss it with the President and whomever else 
he might designate. I asked whether he would agree to showing the report to Dr. 
Michael May (Director, LRL, Livermore) on an extremely restricted basis, and he 
said he would. I also asked him whether he would consider accepting an AEC 
commissionership. He told me confidentially that he is thinking of retiring 
sometime between next June and June of 1970. At my urging, however, he did not 
reject my suggestion and said he would think it over and let me know. 

I later showed Mike May a copy of the TROLL report and asked that he evaluate 
it, but in so doing, to limit knowledge of· its existence to two of his top 
people. I emphasized it should be held in the highest possible confidence. 
Mike agreed to do this and said he would let me know the outcome. 

I attended a farewell luncheon for Edith M. Grimes, Chief Receptionist, at the 
Washingtonian Motel. Mike Dematteis was master of ceremonies. John Vinciguerra 
spoke as did Brian LePlante who read a letter written by Lewis 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, O~C. 20545 

liiNCL. BY DOE 
NOV a6 

January 24, 19b9' 
~ ... · 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING327 

10:00 a.m., Friday, January· 24, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. Mr. Price's January 21 Memorandum re Licensing of U.S. Navy to Use 
a Radioisotope Power Generator in a Subsurface Buoy in the Bahamas 

Noted. (DDR) 

2. Mr. Beck's January 23 Memorandum re Status and Schedule for Selni .· 
Discussions 

Noted. 

3. Selni Reactor Safety Discussions 

4. Proposed Letter to Professor Arnaldo M. Angelini re Trino Vercellese 
Reactor Modifications 

Approved. (Helfrich) / 

5. Members for the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

To be rescheduled. An alternate possibility will be checked. 
(Ryan-Rosen-DDR-SECY) 

J. .,, 

6. January 13 Letter from Roger A Stinchfield, Clerk of Court, New Hampshire, 
re Submission of Bill 

The Commissioners agreed the costs are waived. (GC} 

7. AEC 948 I 10 - Separate Agency Question 

Further consideration will depend upon Congressional or Administration 
interest. (GC) 
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8. Commissioners' Dinner Meeting with the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, University Club, February 5, 1969 

Scheduled. (Rubin-Congr. -SECY) ~ ~ 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Beck 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Wells 
Mr. McCool 

- 2 -

10:25 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Dir I Regulation 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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INFORMATION MEETING 870 UNCL. BY DOt: 
NOV H 

10:25 a.m., Friday, January 24, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquart 

1. AEC 948/10 - Separate Agency Questi'on 

Further consideration will depend upon Congressional or Administration 
Interest. (GC) 

2. Commissioners' Dinner Meeting with the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. University Club, February 5, 1969 

1 

Scheduled. (Rubin-Congr. -SECY) ~ ~ 

3. Proposed Letter to Professor Arna1do M. Angelini re Trine Vercellese 
Reactor Modifications 

Approved. (Helirich) 

********** 

4. Commissioners' January 30 Meeting with Governor Ogilvie, 10:00 a. m~, 
D. C. Office 

Scheduled. (AGMO-SECY) 

.s. Tri-City Nuclear Industrial Council January 21 Letter to the Chairman re 
Hanford Reactor Cutbacks 

The Chairman will call Senator Jackson. (Rubin) 
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6. January 16 Letter from John O'Lea•y. Director, Bureau o! Mines, 
re Suggestion to Establish a Standing Interagency Plowshare Board 
and Enter Into Overall Plowshare Interagency Agreement 

Commissioner Tape will review with sta!!. (Rosen-PNE) 

7. Proposal from Mr. Mike May re Plowshare 

To be circulated. (Rubin) 

8. Agt-r.da for the Week o£ January 27, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

' 9. NTS Events (See General Giller's January 23 Memorandum) 

Noted. (AGMMA) 

10. AEC 1282/29- Execution Data forth t 

Approved. (AGMMA} 

11. AEC 1037/54- Drait Letter to USSR re Accelerator Cooueration 

Approved. (R-AGMIA) 

12. AEC 1044/22 - Proposed Visit of NAS Seismology Committee to ~TS 

Noted. (AGM.'viA) 

· 13o AEC 1192/68 - NAS Contract 

Noted. (R) 

14. Pendi.:lg Cc::tractual Matters Report No. 293 

Noted. (PAR) 

15. Mr. Hollingsworth s Ra:::ert -on Call from Senator Thurmond's Staff re 
· the Savannah River Reactors 

- 2-
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16. IAEA Representation 

The Commission's position is to be conveyed to the Department o! 
State. (AGMIA) 

17. · US Consultant for UN Study 

The Commission's position is to be .conveyed to the Department of 
State. (AGMIA) 

18. Proposed Atomic Energy Commission Report on Treatment of 
Underground Nuclear Testing Effects 

Approved with changes and additions. (AGMMA) . 
19. Budget Related Items for Possible Discussion with the Incoming 

Administration (See January 23 Booklet and January 23, 1969, 
Letter from the Director of the BoB, Mr. Robert P. Mayo, to 
Chairman Seaborg) 

The following are approved: 

a. \V eapons Production 
b. Fast Gas Reactor Program 
c. Molten Salt Reactor Project 
d. HILAC Modifications 

Staff is to identify alternative sources of funding !or consideration at 
the Commission Meeting on February 5, 1969. (OC) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

- 3 -

12:40 p.m. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

SUREAU OF THE SUOGET UHCLBYDQ! 
HOVM 

WASHINGTON, D.C. llO&Oa 

,Honorable Glenn T. Seabo~g 
Chai~an, u. s. Atomic 

Energy Commission 
Washington, D. c. 29545 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

JAN 23 1SS9 

our nc\·r AO.-;-.inist.ration must begin promptly to .revie,.., the 
1969 supplaaental appropriation .requests and the 1970 budget 
proposals placed before the Congress by the outgoing 
A~~nist.ration last week. 

?his task is urgent and i~mpo.rtant. We must start now to 
.redirect the Government's activities along the lines of 
our O\'ln objectives, .reducing ~d removing programs where 
\·re can. The actions \ole take now can provide us \'lith room 
in the 1971 and later budgets to introduce and carry out 
our otm initiatives and proposals, room that \'rould otherwise 
be seriously p.re~~pted by existing program and financial 
co~~itrnents if we are not watchful. 

In view of the critical role of fiscal policy restraint 
in today's L~flationa.ry economic outlook ana our continuL~g 
heavy fin~~cial .requirements for military operations in · 
Southeast Asia, we -- like our predecessors -- must not·T 
plan for ---

0 extension of the income tax surcharge beyond its 
July 1, 1969 expiration date and 

0 a-budget surplus for 1969 and 1970. 

Ho,..lever, a prime objective of our Aeministration is t.~e 
reL.oval of ~~e tax surcharge as soon as econo~ic conditions· 
Cl."'lC. defense needs will permit. Your revie\'1 of t.i.e 1969 
supplemental and 1970 budget req~ests should therefore be 
guided by the general policy of holding all obligations, 

· co~~i~-;-.ents, and expenditures to the essential rr~nL~~~ 
t.."-lat is consistent \'lith the continuation of that e..-nergency 
surtax. More specifically, you should 

o exa.~.ine ·closely all program expa."'l.sions ~"ld .,new 
sta:ts" proposyd by the precedi~g Adminis~atio~, ~~d reduce 

0.23 



or aliminate those of lmver priority; for example, are 
~era Fedcr~l progrw~s or parts of programs which private 
industry could do just as well (or better) or which could 
b~ postponed or eliminated without serious loss in view of 
today•s priorities and demands on the budget? 

~ 
0 evaluate carefully the amounts proposed to meet 

those object~~ you do regard as essential, to see if 
alternative ~ethods can be devised ~t lower cost; we must 
aiw to get the most value for every dollar spent and to 
prevent the waste of every dollar that can be saved. 

0 be especially alert to proposals wZ1ich "lock in" 
co~~i~~en~s that would have to be met in future years; 
propose alternatives -- including new legislation, if 
necessary -- to close the "open-enci" on l.t'.ems which ,..;auld 
~ake future substantial increases in spending relatively 
uncontrollable. · 

0 a-ooraise the care with· which progrmn and spending 
plans have been formulated, and avoid com."":'.itting us to "crash" 
projects; a temporary ueferral of proposals until they have 
been carefully evaluated and planned can not only save 
~oney but can also result in an earlier and more effective 
accoillplishment of obj~ctives. 

0 recommend redirections and, where necessary, budgetary 
add.~tions to r.1eet the highest priority purposes, but any 
such additions should at a minim~~ be offset by reco~~ended 
reductions in lower priority activities. 

o propose oeferral of any major budget request about 
which you are doubtful or uncertain until you have had 
~~e tir..e to get t4e necessary staff work done ~~d clarify 
your own position. 

o ~aintain, for the time being, the 1970 budget 
ass~~ption tnat the personnel appointment limitations 
re~~ired by Section 201 of P.L. 90-364 will not be effective 
beyond J~e 30, 1969; but please s~~d me separately, and 
as promptly as pos~ibl~, your views on this matter. 

0 ai~ ~~ total for reductions in planned obligations 
~~d appropriation ~equests; most ~ericans expect us to be 
:-:.ore careful ~~d Ir.ore frugal as \·lell as more concerned, 
a.~d \·le should r.ot disappoint t..~en\. 

You are expected to translate these guidelines into proposals 
for specific r~isicns of 'the budget figures for your 
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depa~tment or agency and to send them (4 copies) to this 
office in ti~e for them to be received on or before February 24, 
1969. Each budget request for which you are suggesting a 
change should be described briefly with a narrative exl:'lana-cion. 
·.::ne relevant f~gures snould also be supplied, identified 
\·lith and compared to the specific accounts and figures shewn 
in Pa.:ct 4 of the 1970 budget, "Antl.lysis of Budget Authority 
~~d Outlays by Agency" (pages 178-479). A comparison 
should also be r:lade \vith the obligations, reservations, 
or co~~i~~ants (in total for each account) as shown in the 
1970 budget Appendix. A covering surr~ary table for your 
entire department or agency should be prepared in the form 
of the enclosure. 

Legislative proposals included in the 1970 budget totals for 
your agency (but for which the budget request is not yet 
"Cecnnically before the Congress) should also be covered 
in your review and submission. 

.J 

As part of the review of the 1970 budget requests, you 
should satisfy yourself that your agency can and will live 
within ~~e 1969 expenditure limits established by the Bureau 
o£ ~~e Budget pursuant to Section 202 of the Revenue and 
:c:::-:penditure Control Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-364). Further, 
you should Ii'.ake every effort to begin program redirections 
~~d expenditure reductions during the next five months so 
that a quick start can be mad~ to\vard the objectives of our 
Ad...,.inistration. Hopefully, the ne\-1 1969 spending totals \·rill 
be below the previously established limits. Such spending 
reductions, however, should be real cuts, and should not· be 
obtained by temporary deferrals which \'Iould have to be 
restored and thereby raise the spending level for fiscal 
year 1970. · 

·The recom.'T.endations .you make in response to this letter, 
like all other budget estimates, are in the nature of advice 
to the President,· and are highly confidential prior to the 
t~~e the President has acted formally thereon. 

I shall co~~unicate your pro?osals and my recor.~endations 
to tha Presiclant and advisa you of his views. At that ti~G 
! e~pact to ask you .~o have formal budgat ~~en~~ents prepared 
for ~~e President to transr:lit to the Congress in accord~~ce 
vlit..;, la.\-1 ~-..d established procedures and the currently 
expressed wishes of ~~e Chair.man of the House Committee on 
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Approp~iations. In tha meantime, following your submission, 
r.1.y sta:::f may contact your budget officer and staff . to arrange 
for discussions of your proposalse 

~ 

Sincerely, 

x,~~J:@~r 
D,1.re-ct.or . ' 

Enclosu:a 
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S~li-"\RY - 1970 BuDGET REVISIONS 
(Dcpar~~~nt (or Agency)] 
(Amounts in thousands) 

· (Date) 

Recorr.mended 
Bur~au (or Service) 

and <J.ccount 

Pending. 
1969 Supp. or 

1970 Budget 
estimate 

chang~ &~~nd~d 
(+ or -) esti~ate 

[In the stub·column, list 1969 suppletr~ntal iter..s 
.first, followed by 1970 items. For each item, 
shew: 

Organizational unit 

Budget authority (NOA and LA) 
Obligations 
(C~~itments or res~rvations, if these 

are more relevant than obligations) 
Outlays (EXP and NL) l . . · · 
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Retirement of Mrs. Edith Grimes, Chief Receptionist, Germantown Auditorium; 
January 24, 1969. 
L to R: Mr. and Mrs. John Grimes, Or. Seaborg, Mrs. Edith Grimes, Mr. and Mrs. 
Will i am Gr i mes • 

Strauss to Mrs. Grimes. I also spoke briefly describing my friendship with Mrs. 
Grimes since I met her on January 3, 1947 when I arrived for the first meeting 
of the General Advisory Committee. 

At 2:30 p.m. I went to Ed Bloch's office where Dave Shaw, President, and Bill 
Bush, Vice President, United Nuclear Coproration, and James Dornbacher, Vice 
President, McDonnell Douglas, were meeting with the General Manager, Ed Bloch 
and John Erlewine. 

Mr. Shaw related some of the history in changing from a single contractor at 
Richland under GE to the multi-contractor operation and the diversification 
program. The recent announcements of further reactor shutdowns make it 
necessary for DUN to reevaluate to what level they can recede and still remain 
viable. Shaw stated with one or possibly two reactors to operate it might be 
necessary for DUN to ask the Commission again to select a single contractor for 
the total plant operation. 

Dornbacher noted that all of the parties had gone into the diversification 
program with a clear understanding of the problem and expressed a view that all 
parties had lived up to their agreements. They were convinced that it is as 

028 feasible and possible for DUN to acquire the necessary talent and work with 



other contractors in the operation of FFTF as it is to operate one major segment 
of the overall plant program. He expressed concern about losing key technical
people due to the inability of offering a long-range program that would be 
attractive unless the operating contract for FFTF was assigned to DUN. 

The General Manager noted at this point that there would only be some 0-12 high 
level technical people involved in the FFTF operation and all parties recognized 
this point. Shaw and Dornbacher stated that it is important for morale purposes 
for DUN to have this operating contract even though it might save only a few 
jobs compared with the total number involved in the recent cutback. 

I called Senator Jackson and told him of my talk with Bob Ellsworth yesterday 
about the deferral of the Hanford reactor shutdown. I said I don't know how 
much success we will have because we have had word from Mayo to cut our budget 
even further. Jackson asked if I thought he would honor the 60-day deal; I said 
I had emphasized it to him and told him that the President would probably be 
hearing from him (Jackson) about it. 

AT 2:45 p.m. I presided over Commission Meeting 2358 (action summary attached). 

At 4 p.m. I presided at the Distinguished Service Award Ceremony in the 
Auditorium. Joseph Hennessey, John Erlewine, and Myron Kratzer received 
awards. After the presentation of these awards, I presented a Certificate of 
Appreciation and a gift from the Commissioners (a replica of the AEC Seal) to 
Mrs. Edith M. Grimes; I spoke about her long, effective and devoted service. 

'· Byron Price (General Manager of the Eugene Water and Electric Board) came intp 
my office for a few minutes to alert me that my name has been submitted for ·{, 
consideration as President of the University of Oregon and that he hopes no 
request would be made to withdraw this consideration until some formal contact 
might be made. I thanked him for the information and indicated I would accede 
to his request but at the same time could not offer too much encouragement as to 
actual availability for the position with the University of Oregon. 

In the evening Helen, Steve, Eric, Dianne and I went bowling at Bowl America· 
Westwood in Bethesda. 

Saturday, January 25, 1969 - D.C. 

I worked until about 3 p.m. I discussed with Tape, Hollingsworth and Abbadessa 
ways of meeting the FY 1970 budget requirements described in BOB Director Robert 
Mayo's letter which I received yesterday. 

I had lunch at the Pot-0'-Gold with Jerry Tape, Justin Bloom and Jack Rosen. 

Steve, Suki and I took a long hike in Rock Creek Park going as far as the 
Maryland line on the White Horse Trail, returning on the Black Horse Trail. 

Helen and I talked to Pete by phone and found that he still is not making any 
progress on his term papers. 

Sunday, January 26, 1969 

I read AEC papers and worked on my Rosenfield Lectures, as well as the 
Scientific American article on the Synthetic Elements IV. 
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UNtT!:D STATII$ 

ATOMIC ENERGY CCM~r-zr~ 
WASHINGTON. O.C •. IONS 

R. x. Hollingsworth, General Manager 

January 24, 1969 
Approved __ ~~----

REH 
Date. ______________ ___ 

ACTION SUMMARY OF MEETING 2358, FRIDAY, JANU~ 24, 1969, 2:45 P.M., BOOM A-410, 
GERMA."fl''WN, MARYLAND 

Commission Business 

l. Minutes of ¥~etings 2331, 2337, 2338, 2339 

Approved, as revised, subject to comments by Commissioner Ramey. (SECY) 

2. AEC 945/1 - Amendment to Agreement for Cooperation with Iran 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

3. AEC 352/74 - Proposed Sale of Material to the United Kingdom 
AEC 352/75 - Proposed Sale of U-235 to the United Kingdom 

Discussed. 

Co~issioner Tape will prepare a letter to Sir William Cook. 

These papers will be rescheduled. (AGMMA/SECY) 

4. AEC 352/76 - Transfer of Materials to the U.K. for R&D 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

s. ~C 6.10/152- Gas Centrifuge 

The Commission requested staff analysis of the following: 

a. 
b. 
c. 

u.s. access to information; 
the relationship of the NPT to the exchange; and, 
the criteria proposed by the U.K. in terms of applicable 
patent law. 

. ~~ 
cc: J~ ,, 
Chairman Seaborg -' 
Co~iss ioner Ramey 
Com=is&ioner Tape 
CoQQissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Coatagliola 

. . . 

(AGM/ AGMIA/GC) 

. w. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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Eric, Suki and I hiked in Rock Creek Park, starting near Pierce Mill and going 
north on the White Horse Trail to Military Road, then back to our starting place 
on the Black Horse Trail, continuing on the Black Horse Trail to near the zoo 
and then back to our car at Pierce Mill. 

Monday, January 27, 1969 - D.C. 

I called Secretary of State William Rogers regarding the letter he received from 
Senator William Fulbright, asking whether the test ban treaty might have been 
violated as a result of radioactivity from the SCHOONER shot. I said this is a 
very sensitive and highly technical matter and one that has been under almost 
continuous discussion in the previous Administration. I suggested that we get 
together to discuss it before he responds to Senator Fulbright. He agreed to 
this. 

At 11 a.m. I watched President Nixon's first press conference on television. 

I attended the American Public Power Association luncheon held in the Federal 
Room of the Statler Hotel. Mr. Hill, who presided, asked me to speak and I 
gave, extemporaneously, a 20-minute status report on nuclear power. FPC 
Chairman Lee White also spoke. 

Lee DuBridge called to discuss with me the test ban treaty interpretation and 
the matter of the Hanford reactor shutdown; he has been asked to brief the 
President on these matters. I gave him a thorough briefing and said, if he is 
interested in·hearing more, I can arrange to have some of our people brief him. 
I said that he might find an Intelligence briefing useful. 

I presided over Commission Meeting 2359 (action summary attached) held at 5:30 
p.m. The Commission chose the Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory as the 
operator for the FFTF. 

I received a memorandum from President Nixon, dated January 25, 1969, addressed 
to Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, asking us to begin a prompt 
review of the budget requests sent to Congress by the outgoing administration. 
It asked that we particularly identify activities of low priority which can be 
reduced or phased down, and perhaps over time, which might be eliminated 
completely, and to start now to redirect ongoing Federal programs toward this 
Administration's goals and objectives. (Copy of the memorandum is attached.) 

I wrote to Pete sending him an article from Futures written by an historian and 
bringing Pete up to date on family activities. 

Tuesday, January 28, 1969 - D.C. 

At 10:30 a.m. Rubin and I met with Robert Gerdes (Chairman of the Board), 
Shermer L. Sibley (President), and Herman Druse (Assistant to Gerdes) of Pacific 
Gas & Electric Company. Mr. Gerdes stated the visit was merely to touch base on 
matters of interest to PG&E. There were some general references to activities 
of the Sierra Club in connection with the Diablo Canyon site and some internal 
politics in the Sierra Club involving the executive director. The Sierra Club 
apparently still plans another polling of its members on the Diablo Canyon site 
as a prevalent rumor is still circulating that PG&E would abandon the planned 
first reactor if the site was disapproved for the second reactor. Gerdes stated 
that the work has already progressed beyond the point of no return on Diablo 
Canyon I. In answer to a question Sibley stated they would need additional 031 



UNITED STATES UNCL. BY DOll! 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20541 

R. E. Hollingsworth, General Manager 

January 28, 1969 
Approved __ ~------

REH 
Date ______________ _ 

ACTION SUMMARY OF MEETING 2359, MONDAY, JANUAR~ 27, 1969, 5:40P.M., 
ROOM 1115, D. C. OFFICE 

SECY:LGH 

Executive Session 

AEC 588/70 - Operation for FFTF 

Approved. 

NOVa&. 

The Commission approved the notification sequence as discussed at the 
meeting, with the proviso that notification of the JCAE, the Congressional 
delegation, PNL, DUN, and the Tri-City Herald be as simultaneous as possible. 

The Commission also agreed the proposed letter to the President of DUN 
reflect the Commission's desire to confer with them regarding the decision. 

cc: 
Chairman Seaborg ·· 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commission~r Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

0:';:\:,~.t .,.p:n(;a 

\".,'. 8. :·!.~Coo: 

w. B. McCool 
Secretary 

(RDT) 
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THE WHITE' HOUSE 

WASHIN\3TON 

January 25, 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

As we set the course of the new Administration, a careful and 
thorough review of the budget must be the first order of 
business. The American people have a right to expect that 
their tax· dollars will be properly and prudently used. They 
also have a right to expect that fiscal policy will help to 
restrain the present excessive rate of price inflation in our 
economy. 

At my request, the Budget Director has asked you to begin 
promptly a review of the budget requests sent to the Congress 
by the outgoing administration. This task must receive your 
personal attention. As you evaluate the programs of your 
agency in ~hat review, I want each of you particularly to: 

identify activities of low priority which can 
be reduced or phased down and perhaps, 
over time, eliminated completely; 

start now to redirect ongoing Federal 
programs toward this Administration 1 s 
goals and objectives. 

We must act promptly along these lines in order to make 
room for new programs that seem urgent. · . 
For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, we must operate 
under the spending ceilings set in the Revenue and. 
Expenditure Control Act of 1968. Fiscal year 1969 is more 
than half over, and our'flexibility for making changes is 
limited. .. . -

UNCL. BY DQf 
NOV 81 
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2. 

However, we need to begin now to lay the foundation for our 
future actions. I want you, therefore, to examine in detail 
the spending plans of your agency through this June and to 
achieve all the savings that you can -- not by deferrals or 
stretchouts which will have to be made up later, but by 
actions that will provide a sound base ior future programs 
we will want to undertake. The Director of the Budget 
should be informed of your plans within the next 30 days. 
Our examination of the Goverlll'!lent' s programs and budget 
levels in the coming weeks is of central importance to the 
success of the new Administration in achieving a more 
efficient and responsive Government. I ask each of you 
to cooperate fully in this endeavor. .,. 



capacity by 1975 and would have to be making a decision this year on which way 
to proceed. 

Gerdes then reviewed a problem at Monterey involving a "yellow cloud" that has 
resulted from the addition of two 750 MWe gas fired plants to the existing five 
100 MWe plants already at that location. The new plants operate at a higher 
temperature and due to an inversion in the area and a suspected formation of NO 
in the stack gas, which cools in the atmosphere and picks up additional oxygen, 
a yellow cloud forms that is very objectionable from an aesthetic point of view 
but presents no apparent health problem. There was additional discussion on the 
problem of substituting oil for gas and combating the public opposition. 

Gerdes expressed concern about pending hearings by the Senate Public Works 
Committee on Water Pollution and he indicated he may have to appear as a witness 
on the Muskie Bill (59) in his capacity as President of EEI. Gerdes expressed 
support for local control of water pollution but objected to any requirement for 
a separate license at the construction and operating stage of a plant. I 
indicated the Commission at present is supporting the alternate Administration 
bill because it would involve only one license by the AEC for a nuclear plant 
following establishment by the Department of Interior of standards for water 
temperatures and other discharges to rivers. (Note - the Commission later 
decided to support the Muskie Bill). I offered to arrange for a review of the 
differences betwee the two bills (The Muskie Bill requires authorization from 
state authorities). Following the meeting Bud Schur contacted Druse to arrange 
for this discussion with the PG&E people. 

I met, along with George Gableman, with Jeff Pesses of the UCLA Development 
Center to discuss possible placement of UCLA students in the AEC intern program 
this summer. 

I had lunch in the dining room with Rubin, Bloom, Schneider and Perkins. 

Senator Strom Thurmond called me about the Savannah River Plant, asking whether 
there is any chance of getting any expansion down there. He said he was down 
there the first of the year and he saw that they are doing a lot of work there 
that could solve the cancer problem. I said that there is no omnibus cure for 
cancer, but Cf-252 could be one avenue. I said that any expansion on this 
account would be a number of years in the future because it would take that long 
for the development of the process, provided of course that our efforts meet 
with success. 

He said he hopes we have no plans for reduction at Savannah River, and I said 
not at the present time. He is anxious not to have any more reactors closed. 
He is very anxious "to see this plant develop and to see this cancer work get 
going." He then asked whether plans for permanent operation of the plant would 
be to continue it as at present. I said it would be my hope that it continue 
because of the strong promise down there, but, of course, the future will be 
determined by President Nixon and his advisers, too. He asked whether I have 
any plans to visit Savannah River in the near future. I said I plan to be there 
about April 11th. He said if he happened to be in the State at that time he 
would be glad to join me. He thanked me for my interest in the plant "and the 
great work that is being done down there under my direction." He said that the 
people down there at the plant hold me in very high esteem, as do the people in 
Aiken. 

From 3:40 to 4:15 p.m. I had my first appointment with President Nixon with Lee 
A. DuBridge, Henry A. Kissinger, Robert F. Ellsworth, and H. R. Haldeman 
present. The President handed me a letter asking me to stay on as the Chairman 
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of the Atomic Energy Commission. We discussed the TROLL study, the AEC peaceful 
uses of atomic energy program, the problem of high yield underground nuclear 
testing, and the shutdown of two reactors at Hanford. 

The President asked us to enter his office before his preceding appointment had 
ended, consisting of a group which included Senator Scoop Jackson, Henry 
Kissinger, General Andrew Goodpaster, and Bryce Harlow. The President 
introduced us to these people, and as Senator Jackson was leaving, asked him in 
a semi-joking way what his recommendation on the SST would be. Jackson replied 
lightly that he had sort of a conflict of interest there and didn't reply 
directly, but the President reiterated his interest in the SST. 

We sat down on the two couches facing each other, in front of the fireplace 
which had a crackling fire. I sat on the couch next to the President, while 
DuBridge, Ellsworth and Kissinger sat on the opposite couch, and Haldeman sat on 
a chair in between the couches. 

The President began by handing me a letter, with an accompanying envelope, 
saying it was self-explanatory. (This was the letter asking me to stay on as 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.) He jokingly said it was a close 
decision, but that he had the final say. 

I began by saying I had a very sensitive matter to discuss with the President 
and then went on to describe the TROLL study. I discussed its implications, 
which the President clearly understood, and cautioned all present to treat the 
information in the highest confidence, which all agreed to do. I said I was 
asking three people in the Livermore Laboratory to check the conclusions of this 
study,_ and that I would let the President know these results when they were 
forthcoming. 

The President then raised the question of Plowshare in the peaceful uses of 
nuclear explosives and said that this is a subject in which he is very 
interested. He said he wants this to have a high priority in his 
Administration; in fact, he said he has a special prejudice for this 
program--the way all people have special quirks and prejudices--and hopes it can 
go forward expeditiously. He said he has heard of the Australian project and 
asked whether I could describe this to him. 

The President had a two-page memorandum before him, which he glanced at 
occasionally as we spoke. (I wouldn't be surprised if this might not have been 
a memorandum written by Ellsworth covering the conversation I had with 
Ellsworth, Whitehead and Hofgren last Wednesday, January 22nd.) 

I described the project proposed for Keraudren Bay in Northwest Australia, 
including the fact that it would consist of five nuclear explosives buried a 

·couple hundred feet below the ocean bottom in that region. The purpose would 
be to build a narrow harbor for ships to enter to receive iron ore from the 
interior for transport to other ports. 

The President asked what would be required to get on with this project, and I 
said that two things would be required: (1) we would need additional funding 
for this and related aspects of the Plowshare program, and (2) we would need to 
adopt a more realistic interpretation of the test ban treaty from the standpoint 
of radioactive debris than had been adopted in the previous Administration by 
the State Department and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. The 
interpretation adopted by the previous Administration had been that any amount 
of radioactivity, no ~atter how small, might be a violation of the test ban 
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excavation experiment had been performed. I said I had disputed this 
interpretation, which I referred to as absurd, rather continously during the 
last four or five years. I said that I had advocated a more sensible or de 
minimis interpretation that had something to do with reality and levels that 
m1ght have some meaning from a health standpoint. I said there were 
international committees that set standards from the health standpoint which, if 
we adhered to, would make it possible to carry out the Plowshare program, 
including the Australian experiment. 

I also mentioned that when I testified before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee (testimony which was critical to the ratification of the test ban 
treaty from the standpoint of a number of Senators like Scoop Jackson and Clint 
Anderson), I indicated it would be possible to carry out excavation experiments, 
having in mind a reasonable interpretation and not the atom-by-atom 
interpretation. I also mentioned that there was a great deal of interest in 
other countries in Plowshare and, in fact, we promise in article 5 of the 
Nonproliferation Treaty that we will make Plowshare services available to them; 
if we had not agreed to do this, there would be a number of countries that would 
not be interested in adhering to the NPT. 

I indicated that the Soviets, without announcing it as policy in so many words, 
are conducting a program which is more consistent with such a realistic 
interpretation of the test ban treaty. They had conducted at least ten 
underground weapons tests or excavation experiments, and possibly as many as 15, 
20 or 25, in which debris was readily detectable outside their borders. 
Apparently the Soviets do not take the trouble to bury their underground shots 
as deeply or as carefully as we do. · 

The President said he was interested in the entire Plowshare program and wanted 
to know what the prospects were for using the Isthmus of Panama. I indicated 
that the prospects were good. I pointed out that there is an Inter-Oceanic 
Canal Study Commission, headed by Robert Anderson (Milton Eisenhower and Kenneth 
Fields are also members), that was studying this with the view of coming up with 
a recommendation before December, 1970, as to the best method for building such 
a canal, nuclear or conventional. I said that the Australian experiment would 
be one step among the many that would be required in order to obtain the 
information within the time frame required by the Inter-Oceanic Canal Study 
Commission. I said that it was only within the last year that we had succeeded 
in getting approval for three important Plowshare excavation experiments, and 
that these, together with the Australian experiment--or its equivalent--as well 
as some others, would be needed in order to get the information that the 
Commission required. 

I pointed out that, due to the need for the harbor in Australia, it would be 
necessary to complete the experiment by 1970. The President asked whether it 
could be done sooner, and I said it probably could, provided funding and 
approvals were given in quick order. The President asked that I send him as 
soon as possible a memorandum indicating the additional funding that would be 
required for the Plowshare program, including the Australian experiment. The 
memorandum ~hould contain a description of the Australian experiment and the 
~lowshare program as related to the Inter-Oceanic Canal Study Commission, 
1ncluding the problems concerning the interpretation of the test ban treaty and 
our suggestion of how to overcome these. 

The President reiterated his interest in the peaceful uses of atomic energy and 
said he thought this was something that should be accelerated. As he was 
speaking in broad terms beyond the Plowshare aspect, I asked whether he had in 
mind power reactor development, and especially breeder development, and he said 037 



he did. He thus expanded his request for information on the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy on a rather broader scale than just the Plowshare program. 

The President said he would like to set up some kind of a briefing session in 
which he and others might be briefed on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. He 
recalled in this connection the talk I had given at the Bohemian Grove at the 
breakfast which he attended (this was the talk at the Owls Nest in July, 1967) 
and how impressed he was by my description of the great potential in this 
field. I immediately suggested that he come to our Headquarters in Germantown 
and meet some of the key staff and be briefed on our program. He said he would 
like to do this and that the briefing might cover the weapons and national 
security aspects as well as the peaceful uses aspects of atomic energy. At 
first he said he might come out in about two months, but then as the 
conversation continued, he suggested it might be March. When I hinted it might 
be useful to come even earlier, he said he could possibly do it in February. He 
asked Haldeman to include the Atomic Energy Commission among the departments and 
agencies that he was scheduling for visits. He also suggested to Haldeman that 
Secretary of State Rogers should be included in the briefing at Germantown. 

I then said there was another area that I would like to call to his attention, 
and that was underground testing of high yield weapons. He immediately 
recognized this as a problem area and glanced at his memorandum, which appeared 
to treat this subject as well. I described the problem briefly, indicating that 
I thought the AEC had the safety considerations well in hand. I said we have 
adopted the posture of being very forthright. I said we are briefing the 
interested people and keeping them informed, and the President immediately said 
this was the right thing to do and that he was glad we were handling it this 
way. He asked what I thought we should do, and I replied I thought we should 
continue our forthright public posture and also continue to carry out the tests 
that are needed and not lose our nerve. I said these tests were necessary in 
order to develop the ABM. It was as simple as that. I told him we were 
developing another test site in central Nevada and also one in Amchitka in the 
Aleutian Islands. He smiled and indicated by a gesture that that didn•t seem to 
be the best place in the world for testing, but I indicated we had made a real 
search for sites and this was the best we could find, and if anyone in the room 
could come up with a better suggestion, we would be very surprised. 

I then went on to describe the situation with respect to the proposed shutdown 
of two reactors at Hanford. I said that this was contemplated in the Johnson 
budget; as a result of the interjections of Senator Jackson, however, President 
Johnson had agreed that the AEC might defer action in starting the shutdowns 
until President Nixon had an opportunity to review the situation. The President 
indicated in a somewhat light way that this meant it has been thrown into his 
lap, which, I conceded, is the case. I said there is a genuine difference of 
opinion about how much plutonium is needed, that there are some who think that 
the continued production of these two Hanford reactors is required. I said 
that, in any case, due to the economic impact on the Hanford area, it might be 
better to have a more orderly slowdown in production and not shut down these two 
reactors until we have found some compensating factors. I mentioned that five 
out of nine reactors have been shut down at Hanford in the past four years. 

Somebody raised the question whether I should see the press; although I 
indicated it would probably be best if I left in low key without doing this, the 
President immediately suggested that he would prefer that I meet with the 
press--that he was making such meetings a part of his mode of operation. He 
suggested I might indicate that he had asked me to stay on as Chairman, that we 
had discussed a number of items, especially the peaceful uses of atomic energ~ 
He suggested I indicate his interest in this field, mentioning especially theU38 



Plowshare program and the Australian harbor experiment and the power program. 
such as the breeder reactors. He also suggested I mention that he was going to 
visit the AEC at Germantown soon in order to be briefed further about the AEC•s 
program. 

As the meeting broke up. the President suggested that a photographer come in to 
take some pictures for the historical record. which was done (see picture 
below). The President and I recalled our meeting long ago--in January. 1948--at 
Chattanooga. when we were both in the group of the Ten Outstanding Young Men of 
1947, chosen by the U.S. Junior Chamber of Commerce. I said I had a photograph 
of us in that context and asked whether he would autograph it, and he said he 
would be glad to do so. I also said I had a picture of him with my kids. taken 
in June. 1960. and he indicated very cordially that he would be glad to 
autograph this also. 

After my appointment with the President. Ellsworth took me to the Press Room, 
where we met Ron Ziegler. We waited for a few minutes outside while Interior 
Secretary Walter Hickel was finishing his press conference; when he came out, 1 
met him. Ziegler then took me to the packed Press Room to a microphone. 

I began by saying that I had just finished meeting with the President and that 
the President has asked me to tell the press about our conversation. I said we 
had talked about some national security matters and then had gone on to discuss 
the AEC•s program for the peaceful uses of atomic energy. I said the President 
had expressed a great interest in this program and that he had especially 
singled out Plowshare and the power reactor breeder program. I said he has 
asked that these programs receive adequate attention and be accelerated by the 
AEC. I said he had mentioned a special interest in the use of nuclear 
explosives f6r the building of a harbor in Australia. I also said that the 
President indicated he intended to visit the AEC in its Germantown 

The White House; January 28, 19&9. 
L to~= Henry A. Kissinger, Robert f. Ellsworth, Patrick E. Haggerty (Chairman, 
Texas Instruments Co.). President Richard M. Nixon. Seaborg, Lee A. OuBridge. 039 



Headquarters sometime in February to receive a more thorough briefing on the 
AEC's program (transcript attached). 

My initial statement was followed by questions. A number of these concerned the 
Australian project. I described the nature of the project. I said that the 
cost might be, very roughly, $10 million, although this is rather vague and 
could be interpreted as being in the broader context of a larger program. I did 
indicate that the u.s. share might be that of furnishing the explosives and 
their emplacement, and perhaps something more, roughly equivalent to the cost of 
an experiment that would otherwise be conducted in the U.S. I said that the 
Australian experiment would be the equivalent of such an other experiment and 
would be part of the program required in order to get the necessary information 
for the Inter-Oceanic Cana·r Study Commission for their report, which is due in 
1970. 

Continuing answering questions, I said I thought the Australian experiment could 
be conducted within the requirements of the test ban treaty. This question was 
asked twice. 

In answer to a question I was asked, whether the President had asked me to 
continue as Chairman of the AEC, I indicated that he had. I was asked how long 
my term is, and I indicated that I voluntarily accepted a short term, which 
expires in June, 1970. I indicated that my term as Commissioner was determined 
by law, and that my designation as Chairman was a separate matter, done by the 
President. 

Upon returning to the office, I presided at 4:45 p.m. at Information Meet"ing 811 
(notes attached), where I reported on my meeting with President Nixon. 

Wednesday, January 29, 19b9- Grinnel I, Iowa 

I left D.C. National airport at 1:55 a.m. on American Flight No. 389 arriving in 
Chicago at 8:45 a.m. where I was met by Fred Mattmuel ler of the Chicago 
Operations Office. Because of the indefinite delay of my scheduled flight, 
United No. 477, I left Chicago on United Flight No. 783, leaving at 10:45 a.m., 
arriving in Des Moines at I 1:40 a.m. 1 was met at the airport by Professor 
Benjamin Graham of the Biology Department, Grinnell College, and students Ken 
Labowitz (AI Labowitz•s son), Al Heimann, Cliff Froelich and Phil Hooper (whom 1 
had met with his father in Nashvi·rre in March, 196"/, as I was enroute to 
Louisvi-lle with Steve and Dave). We had a very precarious trip to Grinnell 
College due to icy roads. We arrived at Grinnen House (the former home of 
Grinnel I Col lege presidents) at 2 p.m., an hour behind schedule. I had lunch 
there with Graham, Labowitz, Heimann, froelich, Hooper, Professors Roger Hansen 
(Physics Uepartment), Joseph Danforth (Chemistry Department), Bernard Mergen and 
Mr. Peter Bowman. 

After lunch I called my office and learned that President Nixon had invited 
Helen and me to the White House tomorrow evening to view the Apollo-8 film. 

I next went to the Hall of Science for an informal coffee hour and question and 
answer session with a group of about 25 chemistry, physics and biology students. 

I then went back to my room in Grinnell House and prepared for dinner. I 
attended a cocktail hour there where I met President and Mrs. Glenn Leggett and 
many of the Grinner I faculty including Professors Gene Wubbels, Donald Macalady 
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AT 'l'HE WHITE BOUSE 

WITH GLENN T. SEABORG,· CHAIRMAN, 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSIONJIND 
JON ZIEGLER, PRESS SECRETARY 

4:25 P.M. EST 

JANUARY 28, 1969 

TUESDAY 

MR. ZIEGLER: We have another guest for the 4 o'clock 
briefinq today. 

Dr. Seaborq, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
has just completed a meetinq with the President. He has a 
few statements to make. 

Ladies and qentlemen, D~. Seaborq. 

DR. SEABORG: I just met with the Presi~ent and 
he asked me to come by and talk to you. t•7e discussed the 
problems of the Atomic Enerqy commission in qeneral, including 
national security areas and especially the area of the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. 

The President expressed a great interest -- and he 
asked me particularly to tell you this -- in the peaceful · 
uses of atomic energy. He particularly identified Plowshare, 
the area of the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives, as an area 
in which he had a special interest. Be also mentioned such 
areas as the development of breQderreactors and the civilian 
nuclear power proqram. 

I think that is the qist of my conversation with the 
Preaident. 

Q Did you talk to him at all about the possible 
use of nuclear enerqy in the buildinq of the new canal? 

DR. SEAaORG: Yes. He inquired especially about that 
and the Australiaa project that has been brought forth in the 
last few days. Be expressed an interest in those projects 
and asked that I do everything that I could to accelerate those 
projects and to bring them alonq at the fastest possible rate. 

Q What is the Australian project? 

DR. SEABORG: The Australian project is a project to 
build a harbor in northwest Australia at Keraudren Bay. This 
would use a r~of five nuclear explosives to build a narrow 
harbor there in order to qive access to the interior where 
there are certain minerals that need to be brought out. 

Q Are you satisfied now that the studies show 
that use of nuclear explosives would be economically feasible? 

/ 

DR. SEABORG: Yes, I think so. 
to make in order to make this definite. 

But ",. have more ·tests 
This f!ooperative 
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experiment with Australia would be one test on the way 
towards demonstrating the feasibility of building a sea level 
canal across the isthmus. 

Q Have we agreed to do the Australian project? 

DR. SEABORG: We have agreed to do a study regarding 
i~• feasibility. The Australian .project has a certain 
degree of urgency about it because they need to have the 
access to this ore by 197~ so if we go ahead we will have to 
go very fast. 

Q Can these projects move without violating the 
Nuclear Teat Treaty? 

DR. SEABORG: Yes, I think so. 

C tfas there any discussion with Mr. Nixon about 
the canal across South America1 

DR. SEABORG: Yes, the President expressed great 
interest and hoped we would be able to Qake all the tests 
necessary to make this feasible. As you know, there is an 
Inter-oceanic Canal Commissio~under the chairmanship of 
Robert Anderson that includes among its members Milton 
Eisenhower and Kenneth Field, that is studying the whole question 
of the feasibility and the relative merits of conventional 
methods against nuclear methods. 

In order for us to give them the data they need in 
order to make this evaluation, the Atomic Enerqy Commission 
has a program of excavation shots. One of them would be such 
a shots, the detonation of a ro~~f such nuclear explosives 
of the type that is required to build this harbor in Australia. 
SO that would be part of the preparation for the building 
of the isthmian canal. 

Q Can you tell us more about the national security 
aspects of your discussions? 

DR. SEABORG: I cannot. I am sorry. 

Q Did you discuss the control of nuclear weapons 
or methods of detecting nuclear blasts, et cetera? 

CR. SEABORG: No, not as such. 

Q When will the Australian feasibility study begin 
and how long will it take? 

DR. SEABORG: I think the Australian feasibility 
study is b~qinning, essentially, immediately. You might say 
it is underway right now. I don't know how long it will take. 
I hope it will be possible to finish it in a couple of months• 

Q Did the President ask you to remain o~and, 
if so, are you staying on? 

DR. SEABORG: The President has asked me to stay 
on and I am staying on. 
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Q When does your term expire? 

DR. SEABORG: My term expires June 30, 1970. I 
asked for the short term, you will recall, when I was 
reconfirmed last June. 

0 And he asked you today to stay on? 

DR. SEABORG: Yes. 

0 Beyond this date? 

DR. SEABORG: No. He just asked me to stay on. 
No dates were discussed. 

0 Dr. Seaborg, would you please give us specifically 
some of the other project• and peaceful uses that you and 
Mr. Nixon discussed? 

DR. SEABORG: In the time that I was with the 
President, besides speaking generally on the whole field 
of peaceful uses of nuclear energy and identifying it in that 
matter, he specifically identified Plowshare and nuclear 
reactors, particularly the nuclear breeder reactor. 

Q Can you be more specific? 

DR. SEABORG: Just what I said. 

Q Did you discuss the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty? 

DR. SEABORG: No. 

Q 'l'here was talk last year that AEC might get 
rid of ita gaseous diffusion plants. Did you talk about 
that? 

DR. SEABORG : No • 

Q 'fhen would you expect the first detonation 
in this Australian project? 

DR. SEABORG; It would all be done at the same time. 
I hope if we go forward it would be before the end of 1970. That 
is the time scale which the Australians feel they must move 
in. 

Q What is the United States• role in this? 

DR. SEABORG; We would furnish the explosives and 
probably help in the funding to an extent that it would be 
equivalent to conducting a teat of this sort for our own 
purposes; namely, to determine the feasibility of the 
isthmian canal for ourselves. 

0 Therefore, if we do not qo forward with this 
for Australia, what will they do? 
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DR. SEABORG~ They will be forced-to use more 
expensive conventional excavation methods. 

0 Explosives? 

DR. SEABORG: They would use explosives to some 
extent, and dredging and so forth. 

0 How much would that cost? 

DR. SEABORG: I don't know,off-hand; in the order 
of $10 million or something like that. 

0 Has the President yet been briefed by the 
Atomic Energy Commission about our military nuclear 
capabilities? 

DR. SEABORG: I should have mentioned that earlier. 
The President said he plans to visit us at our headquarters 
in Germantown in order to be briefed on all aspects: the 
military capabilities, the peaceful uses and the entire range 
of our program. He would like to do this when he can get 
around to it, possibly as early as February, although he did 
not want to set a date at this time. 

0 Would the Australian project be the first-time 
use of nuclear explosives for this purpose? 

DR. SEABORG: It would be the first practical 
experiment. It would be a combined experiment and at the 
same time usefully excavate a harbor in Australia. It would 
be the first useful excavation experiment. We have done 
underground nuclear engineering that was, for example, the 
gas b~gqy shot a year ago when we detonated in New Mexico 
an explosive to see whether we could fracture the tight 
gas-bearing formations underground in order to increase the 
flow rate so that otherwise deposits of gas could be economically 
mined. 

0 That is the date your term as Chairman on the 
Commission expires or is it the same thing? 

DR. SEABORG: It is the same thing, I suppose •. It 
is my term as a Commissioner. By law you are designated as 
a member of the Atomic Energy Commission. The President 
designates you as Chairman. 

0 Has the Soviet Union conducted successfully 
excavation experiments in that area? 

DR. SEABORG: We don't know. We are not exchanging 
information in that area. 

0 t'lhat kind of minerals are involved in the 
Australian harbor, and is there an American company involved? 

DR. SEABORG: Yes, the Sentinnel Mining Company. 

0 Underground minerals? 

HORE 

044' . ~~ 
:~ ' . 



- 5 - 119 

DR. SEABeRG: In the underqround nuclear engineering 
experiments in the Plowshare proqram, a number of companiea 
are involved. we are doinq all of that in colla))oration 
with inc!uatzy. 

Q 
detonation•? 

I aean the harl:lor, would that be unclerg:round 

DR. SEABORG 1 It would break the aurface of the 
earth. The explosive would be buried a couple of hundred 
feet below the bottom of the ocean, the ahoreline at that 
point. Then five of them in a row would be detonated to 
give a narrow harbor. 

Q Would it be neceaaary to touch base with the 
other aiqnera of the Teat Ban Treaty? Would you have to 
n89Qtiate at all on thia? 

DR. SEABORG: I don't thinlc we have reached 
any conclusion on that as yet. 

Q 
Preaident? 

Bow lonq did the ChaiJ:111an apen4 with the 

MR. ZIEGLER: About 35 llinutea. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

END AT t:40 P.M. BST 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.0545 

INFORMATION MEETING 871 

·9 
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I!IHCL. BY DOl 
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4:45p.m., Tuesday,·January 28, 1969, Chairman's Conference.Room, D. C. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

1. President Nixon's De;;ignation~ of Dr. Seaborg as Chairman of the 
Commission 

2. Chairman's Meeting with President Nixon This Afternoon 
j 

The Chairman reported briefly on his meeting with the President this 
afternoon and requested priority staff preparation for a briefin'g of 
the President in Germantown. Additionally, a Plowshare program 
analysis for discussion with the Administration is requested. 
(AGM-PNE) . 

3. Richland City Officials Early Visit with Congressmen re Hanford 
Reactor Shutdown 

The Chairman will call Senator Jackson. (I}ubipJ 
' ************* 

4. January 17 Memorandum from Paul Nitze, DOD, re Draft Presidential 
Memorandum on Nuclear Weapons and Materials 

In staff review. The Commissioners will discuss this matter with 
Secretary of Defense Laird. (AGMMA-Rubin-SECY) 

5. January 25 Memorandum from the President re Review of Budget Requests 
Sent to the Congress by the Johnson Administration 

Noted; (OCl 
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6. Executive Session • Personnel Item (General Manager's January 23 
Memorandum) 

Appro-ved. (PER) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commie sioner Johnson 

*Partial Attendance 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Kull* 
Mr. Hennessey* 

·- 2-

.,: 

5:35p.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: .. 
Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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and Jack Swensen {Chemistry Department Chairman). Most of the group had a 
buffet dinner there. 

Following this I went to Roberts Theater, where I delivered to a full house my 
first Rosenfield Lecture entitled 11 The International Atom- A New Appraisal; 
Part I, The Past and the Promise ... After the lecture a group of students 
gathered on the stage and asked me questions for about 15-20 minutes. 

I then went back to Grinnell House where I spent the night. 

Thursday; January 30; ·1969 - Grinnell, Iowa 

Professors Neal Milver and Raymond Horton (Political Science) came by Grinnell 
House and together we walked over to the College Forum where I had breakfast 
with about twenty-five social science students and faculty. We had a question 
and answer session during breakfast and for about an additional hour after 
breakfast. I then went back to Grinnell House to pack my things. A student, 
Don Marquandt, came by to walk with me to Roberts Theater. I met briefly with 
Otto Knauth of the Des Moines Register. I delivered my second Rosenfield 
Lecture entitled, 11 The International Atom- A New Appraisal; Part II, In Keeping 
the Peaceful Atom Peaceful ... 

Following this I rode in the college station wagon to Des Moines with Bowman and 
students Beth Frankel, Marquandt, and Tony Wheeler. Charles Seller, assistant 
to President Leggett, had checked on flight schedules, etc. for me. 

I flew to Chicago on United Flight No. 256, leaving at 1:3.0 p.m. and arriving at 
2:30 p.m. In the Chicago O'Hare Airport I met Bryce O'Brien of the National 
Coal Association {who was on the same flight to Washington) and had a nice chat 
with him on NCA problems and AEC-NCA relations. I flew to Washington on United 
Flight No. 322, leaving about 3:10 p.m. and arriving at Dulles Airport about 6 
p.m. 

Helen and I went to the White House, arriving about 9:20 p.m. to attend a 
showing of an Apollo-a film. The guests assembled in the Blue Room for coffee 
while awaiting the completion of the dinner that President and Mrs. Nixon were 
hosting for the Apollo-a astronauts and their wives. Following their dinner, 
President and Mrs. Nixon, Mr. and Mrs. Borman, Mr. and Mrs. Lovell and Mr. and 
Mrs. Anders came into the Blue Room. Helen and I had an opportunity to talk to 
each of them. Also present were representatives of Congress, including Senator 
Clinton Anderson and Congressmen George Miller, Richard Fulton and George Mahon, 
Defense Secretary and Mrs. Mel Laird, the Ed Welches, the Ed Wenks, the Tom 
Paines, the Ken Belieus and the DuBridges. We all went into the White House 
movie projection room where Borman narrated while the Apollo-a movie was shown; 
Anders and Lovell narrated while slides of the Apollo-a missions were shown. A 
question and answer period followed. 

Friday, January 31,-1969 -D. C. 

I wrote a letter to Lewis Strauss thanking him for his telegram of January 29th 
congratulating me on my continuance as AEC Chairman. 

At 10:40 a.m. I presided at Information Meeting a72 (notes attached) where we 
discussed, among other things, our forthcoming meeting with Tri-City Council 
Representatives concerning the reactor shutdown at Hanford and possible O 

4 7 candidates for the ACRS. 
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OFFIC~*RY 
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WASHINGTON, D 
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--~--January 31, 1969 
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10:40 a.m., Friday, January 31, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 
' . 

1. January 30 Letter to Dr. J. Laurence Ku1p re SNAP-29 Program 

We will schedule an early meeting. (SECY) 

2. Execution Data Reports 

Commissioner Tape requested earlier submission. ;(AGMMA) 

3. Commissioner Costagliola's Report on His Discussion ~esterday 
with Mr. Bauser, JCAE, re Waste Disposal Hearing . ' 

4. Commissioner Costaglio1a's Report on His Visit to Savannah River and 
Pinellas Area Office · 

5 • ......- Commissioners' Meeting with Tri-City Council Representatives, 
2:00p.m., Thursday, February 6, 1969, Room 1115, D. C. Office 

Scheduled. (SECY) 

./ 

6. Candidates for the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

To be scheduled upon Commissioner Ramey's return., (SECY) 

CLASSIFICATION CANCELL£0 

WITH DELETIONS 

)HORITY OF DOE I OC 
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) ...,,- r "'~ "'"'"'" f 
GlENN T. SEABORG 
Chr USAEC, 11.! 1-lt.. 

FOLDE~~AGE ~71~7 

7. John Foster's, Director of Defense Research and Engineering, DOD, 
Call to Commissioner Tape re the ABM 

8. Agenda for the Week of February 6, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

9. Topics for Commissioners' February 6 Meeting with the Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards (See Secretary's January 30 Draft 
Agenda) 

Approved. (SECY) 

10. AEC 972/20 - Joint Committee Comments on AEC History, Volume II 

Noted. (SECY) 

ll. NTS Events (See General Giller's January 30 Memorandum) 

Noted. (AGMMA) 

12. AEC 811/224 - Draft Response to Diplomatic Note Concerning Cape 
Keraudren Project 

The Commissioners are to be kept informed on Interdepartmental 
discussion o£ this matter. (AGMIA) 

13. AEC 973/105 - Appointment of IAEA Director General 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

14. · AEC 23/81 - COCOM Embargo List: Proposed AEC Position on Revision 

Approved subject to Conunissioner Ramey's concurrence. 
(AGMIA-Rya.n-SECY) 

15. AEC 544/91 -Summary of the Uranium Miner Problem 

Letters to Secretary of Labor Schultz and Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Weliare Finch are requested. (AGMO) 

16. AEC 1143/80 - Wahluke Slope: Alternate Agricultural Use fo:- Livestock 
Grazing 

Approved. (ACMO} 
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17. AEC 12.16/!1- Ashland Oil and Re!inin 
the Stock of United Nuclear 

Approved with changes. (GC) 

18. AEC 12.82./33 - Execution Data for the 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

19. Spartan Backup Program 

OFFICE DIARY 

GLENN T. SEA80RG 
Chr USAEC, 1ifU-72 

FOLDEit-ftAOE !f 7l3 8 

Staff may proceed subject to Commissioner Ramey•s concurrence. 
(AGMMA-Ryan-SECY) 

ZO. Decision on the Warhead !or the Anti-Ballistic Missile 

A review is requested and Commissioner Ramey is to be informed. 
(AGMMA-Ryan-SECY) 

Zl. UPI Release Today on the AEC Annual Report 

Mr. Brown will alert White House sta!!. (AGM) 

zz. AEC 568/12.0 - Discovery of Radio Transmitter at AEC Facility 

Noted. {5) 

Z3. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. Z94 

Noted. {PAR) 

Z4. AEC 359/81 - Proposed Letter re Prohibition Against.AEC Enrichment 
of Foreign Uranium Intended for Domestic Use 

Noted subject to Commissioner Ramey•s comments. {RM-Ryan-SECY) 

ZS. AEC 459/60 - Proposed Letter to Senator Javits re Ownership and 
Management of En:-ichment Plants 

Noted subject to Commissioner Ramey 1 s comments. 
(AGMP&cP-Congr. -Ryan-SECY) 

Z6. General Manager 1s Report on Staff Meeting with Mr. Charles Harrington, 
DUN 

.- 3 ~ 
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..._/ - · · ......... ..,.,.,n r 

GLENN T. SEABORG 
Chr USAEC, 1 081-7! 

FOLDEit-IIAOI 9 7 J 3 9 . 
Z7. Commissioner' Johnson's Meeting with Mayor Fred Clagett,of Richland, 

W a.s bin gton 

Sta.£! follow-up is requ~sted. (AECA) 

ZS. Navy Release re USS Scorpion 

PRESENT: 

CO ~'AISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Coatagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

W •. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Abba~essa::: 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Ryan 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Bengelsdorf* 
Mr. Erlewine* 

-Mr. BroWn*··· 
Cien. Ciller* 

·- ...§ -

12:15 p.m. 

. :;·· DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Ceneral Manager 
Ceneral Counsel 
Secretary. 
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Commissioner Tape and 1 met with the Counci I of Presidents of URA at their 
annual meeting held at the National Academy of Sciences. I gave a brief status 
report on the 200 Bev Accelerator, amplified by Tape, and a question and answer 
period followed. Pusey, Goheen, Meyerson, Stever (Chairman), Harnwel I, Hovde, 
Carl York and Pitzer were among those present. Tape and I had lunch with the 
group. 

ln the afternoon I met with Mrs. Estela A. Jesv1tas and Miss Monal1sa Ramos, 
Philippine teachers who just completed training at Oak Ridge for work in the AEC 
Atoms in Action exhibit which will be held in Manila {see picture below). 

Visit of Phi 11pp1ne teachers who trained at Oak Ridge to teach at the Science 
Demonstration Center of the Atoms in Action Exhibit to be held in Mani Ia. 
L to R: Chester Gray (OTI)$ Miss Monalisa Q. Ramos, Mrs. Estela A. Jesvitas, 
Or. Glenn T. Seaberg. 

I helped draft an affirmative reply to the Austra I ian request fo·r a joint 
U.S.-Australian study of the Cape Keraudren Plowshare project. The State 
Department is dragging its feet on a reply but a query from Australia to 
President Nixon accelerated the reply. Apparently my meeting with President 
Nixon on Tuesday was instrumental in his insisting on an expeditious reply. 
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I sent a letter to the Nobel Committee in Norway supporting the nomination of 
Dr. Henry Seligman for the Nobel Peace Prize. 

053 



Saturday, February 1, 1969- D.C. 

I worked on the letter to President Nixon, g1v1ng our suggestions to 
accelerate progress in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy (especially 
Plowshare), in response to his request at the time of our meeting last Tuesday. 

At 1 p.m., I had lunch in the White House Mess with Lee DuBridge; we discussed 
a number of items, as follows: A possible replacement for Tape as 
Commissioner when he leaves his position sometime in April or May. We 
discussed such names as Norman Ramsey, John Wheeler, and Harold Agnew and 
agreed that we would consider further names and come up with a definite 
recommendation for the President. He will also discuss this with some PSAC 
members. We agreed that it is very important to have the name of a willing 
candidate in time for timely action by the President. I said I have talked to 
Norris Bradbury, but he has indicated that he does not wish to be considered 
for the position. 

Lee said the President had suggested to the Secretary of State in his presence 
that an Assistant Secretary of State for Science be appointed. Lee said he 
was considering recommending such candidates as Frank Long or Herb York and 
indicated that he would welcome suggestions. He also said he is considering 
candidates to be Deputy Director of ACDA, and was considering York in this 
connection, too. 

He said that at the Cabinet meeting last Wednesday, at which the NPT was 
considered, the President indicated it might be easier for non-nuclear weapons 
nations to produce nuclear weapons than had previously been thought to be the 
case. He said the President called on him to amplify this, and he replied in 
a very general way that there were some indications that suggested that this 
job was less difficult than had been anticipated. In connection with the 
TROLL report, I suggested that perhaps I should advise the Director of CIA and 
the Secretaries of State and Defense of its content; DuBridge indicated he 
would suggest this to the President. 

We discussed the disposition of the Pitzer Panel report, and I indicated that 
the AEC was preparing a broader report covering the hazards of underground 
testing of large yield nuclear weapons and that we would suggest that the 
Pitzer Panel report be issued as part of this larger report. DuBridge seemed 
to think well of this idea. 

We discussed the matter of attendance at National Security Council meetings. 
He said the President has directed that Kissinger invite him to attend 
whenever the agenda includes items of interest to him. DuBridge indicated he 
will suggest to Kissinger that I might also be included on this basis. 

I mentioned the items AEC might include in its supplementary FY 1970 budget, 
in response to Budget Director Mayo's letter of January 23, 1969. I mentioned 
the improved HILAC and the increased effort on the molten salt breeder and the 
high temperature gas cooled reactor as possible additions, to be more than 
offset by the deletion of other items in the non-weapons field. I said that 
in the policy area we would identify items concerning weapons production, new 
DOD weapons requirements, test readiness, Plowshare, and the two production 
reactors identified for shutdown at Hanford. 

I mentioned the desire of Science Service that the 40 Science Talent Search 
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winners visit with the President sometime during their stay in Washington 
between February 27 and March 3 and said I would write a letter to the 
President with such a request. 

We made arrangements for him to ., unch with the Commissioners next week. 

I took a hike in Rock Creek Park with Steve and Suki, starting at Pierce Mil I 
and going to Fort De Russy and back. 

I worked on my article about a scientist's frustrations for the National 
Catholic Reporter. 

Sunday, February 2. 1969 

I wrote my foreword for the book "The CHEM Study Story." 

1 took a hike with Eric, his friend Scott Luria, and Suki in Rock Creek Park, 
starting at Pierce Mi II, going south and out of the Park to the Zoo and back 
to our starting place. 

I worked on my speech "A Funny Thing Happened on the Way to the Laboratory." 

Monday, February 3, 1969 - Germantown 

Commissioner Tape'and I and the staff met with Dr. Panofsky to hear his case 
for a revised storage ring project at SLAC which, of lower energy than the 
more comprehensive proposal, could be built faster and with less money. 
Panofsky made an effective and emotional plea for this project. Our problem 
is that we have more projects than we can fund, and we are already stretching 
to the limit our ability to get additional funding in a FY 1970 supplemental 
budget request to the Nixon Administration. 

From 10-1 I a.m. I presided over Information Meeting 873 (notes attached). 

Commissioners Tape, Johnson, Costagliola and I met with Fred Worman of the Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory and Richard Sense, Project Archaeologist for 
Holmes and Narver, who are making investigations at Amchitka and other AEC 
sites such as Nevada on preserving archaeological treasures. ·rhey described 
their work and said they are well satisfied with the financial support and 
cooperation they are receiving from the AEC. They w1 II brief the Department 
of Interior tomorrow. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria w1th Frank Costagliola and Julie Rubin. 

1 worked on the letter to President Nixon that he requested during my meeting 
with him last Tuesday. 

Tuesday, February 4, 1969 - Bethesda and D.C. 

I spent the morning at the Bethesda office. After conferring with staff on a 
number of items, I presided at 9:45a.m. at Regulatory Meeting 271 (Action 
Summary attached). At this meeting, Milt Shaw briefed us on the potential 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

./,-. ,•, 
.) ~ .I 

WASHINGTON, O.C, 20545 UNCL. BY DOl 
NOVa& 

COPY NO. ---February 3, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 873 

10:00 a.m., Monday, February 3, 1969, RoomA-458, Germantown 

1. January 27 Letter from Robert Wilson, NAL, re Progress Report 
on Activities and Request for Funds 

A reply is in preparation. (AGMO) 

2. AEC 1131/9 - Cooperative Arrangement with Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power - Present Contract Situation 

' Staff may proceed subject to Commissioner Ramey's comments. 
(GC-Ryan-SECY) 

3. AEC 544/92 - Federal Power Commission Draft·Report, "Problems 
in Disposal of Waste Heat from Electric Plants" 

Approved subject to Commissioner Ramey's comments. 
(AGMO-Ryan-SECY) 

4. AEC Citation Ceremony Plans 

Approved. (SECY) 

5. Letter ·to the President re Accelerating Further Development of 
Peac·eful Uses of Nuclear Energy 

Revisions are requested and a draft is to be circulated today for 
Commissioner Ramey's comments and signature tomorrow. 
(AGM-Rubin-Ryan-SECY) - -
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6. Agenda Changes for the Week of February 3, 1969 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg. 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Cormnissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. ·Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Abbadessa 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Ryan 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Erlewine* 
Mr. Reich* 

• z -

ll:00.1..m. 

DISTRIBUT!O:'<: 

Commissior·.l.!-:5 
General Ma:~a;;l·r 
General Coun~d 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSiON 
WASOHINCOTON. O.C. ~0$45 

UMCL. BY DOl 
NOV 86 

H. L. P·rice, Director of Regulation 
R. E. Hollingsworth, General Manager 

February 5, 1969 
Approved~~--~--~~-

HLP / REH 
Date·--------~~~--------

ACTION SID~1ARY OF REGULATORY ¥.EETING 271, TUESDAY,. FEBRUARY ,4,,1969, 9:45 A.M., 
ROOX P-422, BETHESDA, MARY'L~~ 

SECY:RBX 

Co~~issio~ Business 

1. ~i~utes of Regulatorv Meeting 270 

Approv·ed, as revised, subject to comments by Commis.~ioner Ramey. (SECY) 

2. Letter to Senator Muskie o~ Postponement of Hearing 

The Co~~ission approved transmittal subject to BOB advice. (OCR/OGC)· 

3. Briefin~ on Light Water Reactors 

The Commission: 

(a) Requested preparation of an analysis of the government's role 
in light water reactors; and (RDT) 

(b) Requested preparation of a letter advising management officials 
of utilities of the cost and reliability proble~s associated with 
light water reactors and probable delays in resolving these proble~s. (AD. 

4. A~C 1299/2 - Prooosed Legislat~on to Permit AEC to Charge Federal Agencies 
Lice~se:. Pees for Power Reactors 

Discussed. 

Th~ Cor..r:1ission requested discussion with TVA. 
To be resched~led. . (SECY) . 

(GC) 
• 'I 

5. A~C-R 2/70 - Prooosed A~endments to Parts 50 and 115 to Per~it ?lacing of 
Foundations & Other Related Work Prior to Issuance of Construction Per~it 

Approved. (DRS) 

.• 
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H. I.. Price 
R. E. Hollingsworth 
Reg. Mtg. 271 

-2- February 5, 1969 

. . . . 
6. AEC-R 2/71 - Proposed Amendments to Parts 2 and 50 - Backfitting of 

Facilities; Elimination of Provisional Construction Permits and 
Provisional. Operating licenses 

Discussed. 

The Commissioners: 

(a) .Requested the list of questions from the ACRS be submitted to Comcissiuners 
Ramey and Johnson'.prior to• their February: 5 meeting with the Chairman, ACRS; 
and 

(b) Requested preparation of internal criteria on 
implecenting the proposed backfitting policy. 

instructions for 
{ADRA) 

To be rescheduled. (SECY) 

cc: 
Chairman Seaborg 
Co~~issioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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impending problems with the water-cooled reactors scheduled to come on line in 
the early 1970's. Their large size, an untried area, and the large number, 
thus affecting our country's power supply in a serious way, makes it 
imperative that we do everything we can to insure their timely availability. 

At ·1 1:20 a.m., I presided over Regulatory Information Meeting 328 (notes 
attached). 

I had lunch in Harold Price's conference room with Price, Dick Doan, Marvin 
Mann, Chris Henderson, Cliff Beck and Justin Bloom. 

1 sent a letter to Senator Muskie requesting a postponement in our testimony 
on his thermal pollution control bill in view of Secretary Hickel's request 
for postponement of his testimony. 

I presided over the ceremony awarding the AEC Citation to Manson Benedict and 
Norman Hi !berry at the National Academy of Sciences. Helen attended, as did 
Mrs. Benedict, Mrs. lape, Mrs. Johnson and Mrs. Costagliola. Congressman 

AEC Citation Award Ceremony, National Academy of Sciences; February 4, 1969. 
L to R: Commissioner Johnson, Chairman Seaborg, Commissioners Ramey, 
Costagliola, Or. Manson Benedict, Or. Norman Hi !berry, Commissioner Tape, R. 
l. Hollingsworth. 
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UHCL. BV DOl 
NOV 86 . ' 

UNITC:J CT.:.T~ 

ATOMIC ENZ~CV CCM~ ... ~:zs:C;.J 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20~5 

February 4, 1969 

REGULATORY INFO&~~TION MEETING 328 

11:20 a.m., Tuesday, February 4, 1969, Room P-422, Bethesda, Maryland 

. 
Additional information was requested. Commissione~s ~amey and Johnson 
will discuss with Chairman; ACRS ~n~February 5, '1~69. (ADRA/$ECY) 

2. X~. Price's January 28 Memorandum re Initial Decision in Zion Proceeding 

~oted. (ADRA) 

3. Si:e Review of-the Dow Chemical Company Midland Plant 

4. Fast Breeder Plant for New York 

To be discussed at February 5, 1969 Information Meeting. (SECY) 

PRESE~"T: 

CO~:X!SSIO~ERS 

C~.sirr..an Seaberg 
Co~~issioner Ramey 
Co~~issioner Tape 
Co~~issioner Johnson 
Co~issioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Price 
Beck 
Hennessey 
Wells 
Yore 
Rowden 
Schur 
Henderson 
Mann 
Morris 
Do an 

Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Bloorn 
Mr. Rosen 
Mr. Helfrich 
Mr. Griffin 
Mr. McCool 

11:40 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTIO~ 

Cor..:nissioners 
Dir. Regulation 
General !-!.snager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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Hosmer, as wei I as many former AEC officials and friends of Benedict and 
/Hi !berry attended. 1n my introductory remarks, 1 spoke briefly about Hilberry 
and Benedict; then Commissioner Johnson made the presentation to Benedict, and 
this was fol"lowed by Commissioner Ramey making the presentation to Hi !berry. 
1 introduced about 25 of the distinguished people present including Theos 
Thompson. In so doing, 1 made reference to Theos Thompson's participation in 
the January 1, 1941 Rose Bow1 game with his team, the University of Nebraska, 
against Stanford University. This was followed by a reception in the Great 
Hall, where the Commissioners and wives and Dr. and Mrs. Benedict and Dr. 
Hi !berry formed a reception line. 

Wednesday, February 5. 1969 - D.C. 

Fred Tesche, the new Deputy Director of the Division of Military Application, 
discussed with the Commissioners at Information Meeting 874 (notes attached) 
the issues involved in the mounting resistance to the placing of ABM sites 
near cities. We also learned about, and approved, the plan of Standard Oi I of 
New Jersey to have work on nuclear fuel performed at Battelle Pacific 
Northwest Laboratory. 

1 ca1led Budget Director Mayo regarding his forthcoming appointment with Glenn 
Lee and associates on the proposed reactor shutdown at Hanford. I filled him 
in on the background of this problem and told him the shutdown had been 
deferred with the consent of President Johnson as the result of a request to 
him by Senator Jackson. I said the new Administration would, of course, have 
the problem of making the reassessment; and, in order to save the sixteen 
mil lion, we would need the decision about the middle of March. I suggested 
that DOD might be asked to speed up the study of their requirements to see if 
they have changed. I said I thought Laird's study would not be soon enough to 
come to any conclusion on his time scale. He agreed with this. 

At 10:30 a.m. I presided over Information Meeting 874 (notes attached). 

I had lunch with Rubin and Bloom in the dining room. 

The Commission (meeting 2361, action summary attached) struggled with the 
problem of meeting fY 1969 expenditure ·limitations imposed by Congress; this 
wi 11 require drastic directions to be issued to our contractors. We agreed on 
a letter to go to the BOB, in answer to Mayo's letter of January 23, to 
reevaluate and cut our FY 1910 budget. We are adding $2.65 million for the 
HlLAC rebuilding, $4 mil lion for the molten salt reactor, $2 million for the 
HTGR with more than offsetting cuts, and identifying about $100 million of 
additions as policy issues. 

I sent the letter to President Nixon (copy attached) requested by him during 
our meeting last Tuesday, describing our requested additional fY 1970 funding 
for peaceful uses of nuclear energy (especially Plowshare). 

President Nixon issued a statement today endorsing the NPT. 

I attended a reception given by Secretary of State Rogers (whom I met) in 
honor of the foreign participants in the lOth meeting of the Pan~l on Science 
and Technology, House Conrnittee on Science and Astronautics, in the Jefferson 
Room, Department of State. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20545 

COPY NO.... 2 
February 5, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 874 

10:30 a.m., Wednesday, February 5, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

, ... 
2. 

AEC Gift to President Nixon 

Commissioners' Dinner with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy this 
Ev~ni:1g 

3. .-\,..stralian Nuclear Excavation Proposal 

4. N,_.clear Safety Aspects of the Sentinel System 

. Staii may proceed :with the Committee discussions. The Commissioners 
are to be kept informed. {AGMMA) 

5. AEC 1143/81 - Talking Paper for Meeting with Glenn Lee 

Noted. (AGMO) 

6. Richland Diversification 

Staff may proceed. (AGMO) 

7. AEC 1143/82- Commissioner Johnson's January 30,· 1969, Meeting with Citv 
o£ Richland Officials 

Noted. (AGMO) 

8. AEC 412/61- Prooosed Letter to Monsanto re EEO 

Stafi will discuss with Monsanto Officials and report back to the Commissio:1. 
(AGMO) 
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9.. AEC 181 I 141 - Special Contractor Selection Considerations 

Staff may proceed subject to Commissioner Ramey's comments. 
(DC-Ryan-SECY) 

10. Commissioners' Meeting..with Mr. Robert Wilson, NAL 

To be scheduled. (AGMO-SECY) 
.. :.· 

'· 

11. AEC 459158 - Solicitation of Industry Comm"ents on Uranium 

Approved with revisions. (AGMP&P) 
... 
' ·' 

12. AEC 459162- JCAE Hearings on Diffusion Plant Disposition 

•I" 

Approved subject to a date check with the Joint Committee. (AGMP&P-Congr.) 

13. Senator Jackson's Request for Analysis of Hanford Reactor Shutdown 

Mr. Quinn reported staff is cooperating with JCAE staff in preparation 
oi the analysis. 

14. Associated Press Statement re President Nixon's Request to the Senate to 
Ratify the NPT 

15. AEC 6101153 - UK Gas Centrifuge Cooperation 

An informal discussion with Joint Committee members will be scheduled. 
A talking paper is requested. (AGM) 

16. AEC 459 I 61 - Alternative for Ownership and Operation of Uranium 
Enrichment Facilities 

Noted. (AGMP&P) 

w. B. McCool 
Secretary 

12:25 p.m. 
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PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

_ Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

~'Partial Attendance 
**Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Abbadessa 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Ryan,;c 
Mr. Friedman>:C>:C 
Mr. Bengelsdorf** . 
Gen. Giller::'* 
Mr. Tesche** 
Mr. Erlewine** 
Mr. Kavanagh** 
Mr. Quinn** 

- 3 -

,,· 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Qe~e.ralManager 
Gen~·ral Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSIO~ 

February 6, 1969 

R. E. Hollingsworth, General Manager 

Approved ____________ __ 

REH Date ________________ __ 

ACTION SUNMAH.Y OF MEETING 2361, WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1969,. 2:45 P.M., 
ROO!-l 1115, D. C. OFFICE .. 

SECY;JFB 

Co~~issior. 5usiness 

1. Resnonse to Queries re: DUN Press Release 

Approved. (AG~O) 

2. A~C 116/66 -·Official Announcement of Certain Event Yields Useful in 
Seis~ic Studies 

Discussed. 

~o be further considered by the Commission with Mr. May, LRL, on 
February 6, 1969. (C/AGMMA/SECY) 

3. AEC 1283/40 - FY 1970 Budget 

a. Anproved, with revisions, the draft letter containing 
FY 1970 budget proposals to the Director, BOB, emphasizing the 
following policy issues and program areas: 

In Mill ions 

1. High Altitude Test Program •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2. Plowshare Program ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : ••••• 
3. DOD Weapons Requirements •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
4. Hanford Reactor Program ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

$21.7 
20.2 
15.0 
12.2-

b. Reouested mention be made in the letter to the BOB of the 
Israeli Desalting Project; 

c. Recuested the Malibu Project be footnoted in the letter to 
note that this project is being reviewed with the possibility that 
it might be terminated; and 

d. Recuested the letter note the Co~~ission will be corr~unicating 
separately on U-235 production requirements. 

(OC) 
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R. E. Hollingsworth 
Action Summary 2361 

4. Neeting with Congressman Robison 

-2- February 6, 1969 

The Chairman requested briefing materials on thermal pollution be 
prepared for Congressman Robison's visit on February ll, :1969. (GC/ADRA) 

5. AEC 720/200 - Revision of Use Charge 

Discussed. 

Rescheduled for February 14, 1969. (SECY) 

6. AEC llll/12 - Contract for Operation of Liquid Meta'f Engineering Center 

Approved. (DC) 

7. Executive Session Items 

a. New York State Reactor Site 

A staff check is requested. (AGMR) 

b. Puerto Rico Energy Center 

A letter of confirmation re recent discussions will be sent 
to Governor Ferre of Puerto Rico. (RDT/DDR) 

I 

Chairman Seaborg. on his upcoming visit, will try to meet with 
Governor Ferre. (Rubin) 

cc: 
Chairman Seaborg 
Co~~issioner Ramey 
Co~~issioner Tape 
Co~~issioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costag1iola 

Q:-;::inal :.:;:;~:;..;1 

w. £':1. !·:~~~=! 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

067 



UNITED STATES 
tJNCL. BV D0a 

NOV II 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

The President 
The White House 

Dear Mr. President: 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.0545 

FEB 5 1S59 

I am writing in response to your request for a recomMenda
tion of means to accelerate the further deve~opment of 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. I shall focus first on 
the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives - the Plowshare 
program - and then on some other areas of great potential 
icportance. 

Of the numerous possible Plowshare excavation projects 
throughout the world, by far the most ambitious and best 
known is the sea-level transisthmian canal. To develop 
nuclear excavation technology and to permit the Atlantic
Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study Commission, established by 
P.L. 88-609, to determine its feasibility, the AEC needs to 
cocplete a minimum program of cratering experiments before 
December 1, 1970. Three such experiments were conducted in 
1968, but additional experiments·are required. One new 
exciting project that could provide essential experimental 
data, thereby replacing a planned U. S. experiment (GALLEY) 
and furthermore serving a useful purpose, is the proposed 
Australian harbor project (Cape Keraudren in Western 
Australia). We are prepared to_proceed expeditiously with 
the joint feasibility study of that project. 

In the Plowshare underground engineering area, we are work
ing in close cooperation with industry, and several U. s. 
companies are prepared to contribute a major part of the 
cost required to carry out joint experiments in natural gas 
production and storage and in copper and sha~e oil recovery. 
Industry is urging AEC to accelerate its development of the 
special nuclear explosives for such applications. 
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To accomplish the excavation and explosive development pro
gram, the AEC will need additional new obligational authority· 
of ab·out $20 millio·n in its Fiscal Year 197.0 budget, corres
ponding to additional expenditures of about $i5 ~illion. In 
fact, we will not be able to meet the schedule of the Canal 
Study Commission or undertake the Australian harbor project 
if these funds are not provided. 

The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space, and Underwater permits all underground nuclear 
explosions, except those which cause "radioactive debris to 
be present outside the territorial limits" of the nation con
cerned. Accordingly, the treaty presents no obstacle to 
underground engineering projects since they are designed to 
fully contain the radioactivity. It does present a potential 
obstacle to underground nuclear explosions for excavation 
experiments and projects such as the Australian harbor and 
the sea~level canal where a very small amount of radioactivity 
must be released to the atmosphere. An overly restrictive 
interpretation of the treaty would foreclose these excavation 
experiments and projects. There has been a tendency on the 
part of some in the United States Government to interpret 
"radioactive debris to be present". if it is detectable with 
the most sensitive means available to modern science - a 
moving target since we are steadily increasing our sensitiv
ity of detection to a fantastic degree. Literally, on a 
"one-atom-at-a-time" basis, we now have reached the point 
where from nuclear explosions we·can detect a concentration 
of radioactivity as small as one atom in a room full of air. 
The USSR has not followed a narrow interpretation of the 
treaty in the conduct of its underground nuclear explosion 
programs. Narrowly interpreted, the Soviets could be said 
to have caused "radioactive debris to be present" outside 
Soviet territory about 25 times since the treaty came into 
effect. 

The Commission consistently has maintained that there is room 
and precedent for reasonable and defensible interpretations 
of the treaty that would permit future excavation experiments. 
For example, most radiation protection guides, including those 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency, the International 
Commission on ladiation Protection, the USSR, and the U. S., 
contain definitions of concentrations of radioactivity below 
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which the radioactivity is considered to be "not present~ 
insofar as such guides are concerned. This phrase, "not 
present,·" is the inverse of the phrase "to be present" in 
the treaty. Significantly, the health guide: definition of 
"not present" has been applied by the U ~ S. to ·reactor opera
tion under the Antarctic Treaty without objection by the other 
parties, including the Soviets. We believe that the adoption 
of •uch a reasonable standard vould permit the A-ustralian 
harbor project to go forward; however, confirmation of this 
judgment should await the results of the joint U. S. - · 
Aust~alian feasibility study. 

In the long term, amendment or other formal arrangement under 
the treaty, by agreement with a majority of the treaty parties, 
including the Soviets, will be needed for projects such as the 
sea-level canal; however, this will be a time-consuming and 
difficu~t undertaking. 

We recommend proceeding with excavation experiments and proj
ects, including those mentioned above, ·co develop nuclear 
excavation technology on the basis of a suitable and reason
able treaty interpretation. In parallel~ and looking .ahead 
to the long-range question of an amendment or other formal 
arrangement, we endorse, as a first step, having technical 
talks on Plowshare with the Soviets - talks in which they 
have expressed a willingness to engage. Our information on 
Sov~et activities indicates a strong and continuing program 
in the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives. 

There also are a number of other exciting developments in our 
programs for peaceful applications of nuclear energy which in 
our judgment will merit your attention in the coming months. 
These include the development and demonstration of nuclear 
electric power stations which breed more fuel than they con
sume (the breeder reactors); the prospects of vast nuclear 
electric agricultural and industrial complexes, including the 
large-scale desalting of sea water (for example, a Mid-east 
project proposed by General Eisenhower); and the development 
of reliable, long-lived artificial hearts powered by radio
iaotopes. We believe that additional progress in these pro
arama can be made by the adjustments in the revised FY 1970 
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budget v~ shortly shall submit in response to Budget Director 
~ayo's r~quest of January 23,· 1969; however, to realize fully 
th~ pr~misc of these programs, it will be necessary to provide 
for further acceleration in future budgets.· 

DISTRIBUTION 
President Nixon lA 
Chairman Seaberg 2A & 3A 
co~missioner Ramey 4A 
Commissioner Tape SA 
Commissioner Johnson 6A 
Commissioner Costaqliola 7A 

Respectfully, 

Glenn T. Seaborg 
. Chairman 
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Reception in honor of Foreign Participants to the Tenth Meeting of the Panel 
on Science and Technology of the House Committee on Science and Technology of 
the House Committee on Science and Astronautics, Thomas Jefferson Room, 
Department of State; February 5, 1969. 
L to R: Secretary of State William P. Rogers and Glenn T. Seaborg. 

With my fellow Commissioners I hosted our annual dinner for the members and 
staff of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy at the University Club. 
Senators Aiken, Anderson, Bennett, Curtis, Gore and Pastore and 
Representatives Aspinall, Holifield, Hosmer, Ed Edmondson (new member from 
Oklahoma), McCulloch and Price attended. I spoke briefly, followed by 
Holifield, Hosmer, Aiken, Anderson and Bennett. In talking to me at the 
reception before the dinner, Pastore and Holifield said that opposition to ABM 
deployment is becoming very serious. 



Thursday, February 6, 1969 - D.C. 

President Nixon held his second news conference today on television and 
announced his trip to Europe at the end of the month; it was well done. 

Just before lunch the Commissioners met with Dr. Michael May, Director of 
Livermore Laboratory. 

I greeted our new girl in the file room, Dorothy (Amy) Wiening, who will 
partially replace Jeanette Hamilton who will start to work part time. I also 
bid goodbye to Jeanne Brown, who is leaving to accept a better position in the 
Bureau of Roads and greeted Eloise Richardson who is taking her place. 

The Commissioners, General Manager, Bloch, Brown, Kavanagh, McDaniel, 
Abbadessa and Rubin had lunch in our dining room with Lee DuBridge to get 
acquainted and discuss mutual areas of interest. We discussed 1. the proposed 
Hanford reactor shutdown, 2. the restoration of $10,000,000 to NSF yesterday, 
3. AEc•s directive yesterday to our contractors to drastically curtail 
spending to meet our ceiling, 4. the role of the AEC laboratories, 5. problems 
in high yield testing, 6. our response to Mayo•s letter of January 23 on the 
budget and 7. budget problems in the AEC support of research.· 

At 2 p.m. the Commissioners and staff met with Glenn Lee, Sam Volpentest and 
Don Pugnetti of Richland; Byron Corcoran of Senator Jackson•s office; Carl 
Downing of Senator Magnuson•s office; and John Knievel of Congresswoman May•s 
office, to hear Lee•s reaction to the plan to shut down two reactors at 
Hanford. We explained the background and reasons. 

At 3 p.m. the Commissioners and Harold Price met with the ACRS. We discussed 
the proposed changes in back fitting policy and elimination of 11 provisional 11 

licenses for power reactors. (Action Summary of meeting attached.) · 

The Commissioners agreed that I might approach John Wheeler to see if he would 
be willing to accept a commissionership--to replace Tape when he leaves in 
April. 

I presided over a short Information Meeting (875) at 4:30 p.m. (notes 
attached). 

Friday, February 7, 1969 - Germantown - San Juan, Puerto Rico 

After spending an hour at the Germantown office, I went to the Baltimore 
Airport, caught Pan American Flight No. 215, which left at 11 a.m., and 
arrived in San Juan, Puerto Rico, at 3:15 p.m. Helen took a parallel flight 
from Baltimore--Eastern Flight No. 947, which left at about 10:40 a.m., and 
arrived in San Juan about 3 p.m. We were met by Dr. J. P. Morgan, Manager of 
the Puerto Rico Area Office, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. 

At the airport I was approached by Harold J. Lidin of the Associated Press, 
who inquired as to the reason for my visit to Puerto Rico. I mentioned my 
planned attendance at the meeting of the Board of Directors of National 
Educational Television, my visit to the AEC•s Puerto Rico Nuclear Center at 
Rio Piedras, and my visit with Governor Luis Ferre regarding a joint U.S. 
Federal Government-Puerto Rico Commonwealth study of a nuclear energy complex 
that might be built in Puerto Rico in the late 1970•s. 
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UNITED STATES Approved 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION --::-:l:i:::-L?::-:-.--- UNCL. BY DOl 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20545 Date 
--------------------

of Reg~lation 

AC:'!ON St.T}J::..-\RY OF CO~f:-!ISS !ONE..~ 1 Y.EETIKG 'WITH T'&: ADVISORY C0!~1IT'l'EE 0:'t 
;"~!:ACTO~ SAFEGUA..~DS, nrur.SDAY, FE3RUARY 6, 1969, 3:'10 P.M., RC0!1 1045, 
D. C. OFFICE 

SZCY:~ 

?ro~osed A~and~ents to 10 C~~ Pcrts 2 and 50 

NOV 86 

Co~~issioner ~mcy briefly s~~rized the history of Co~is~ion interest in 
b~ckfitting ~nd rel~ted matters which led staff to recommend proposed ~~~d~~nts 
to 10 C~R Parts 2 ~nd 50 to: 

a. provide for b~ckfitting of production ~nd utiliz~tion 
facilities only when st~ff could meet the burden o£ 
shoYing that the backfitting Yould provide appreciable, 
addition~l protection Yhich is required for the public 
health and safety or the co~on defense and security; 

b. eliminate the provisional construction permit; and 

c. eliminate the provisional operating license. 

Co==issioner ~cey noted staff ~~d been developing these proposed acend=~nt~ 
s~nce the s~~er of 1968, and the Co~ission believed· it desirable to p~~lis~ 
the~· in the near future for industry and public cocment. 

V~rious ACRS ~=hers presented their individ~l views on the proposed 
~~endccnts, following which the Commissioners, Mr. Price and AC~ ce=hars 
discussed the proposals. 

C~i~n Seaberg noted the proposed acend~ents to: (1) cl~rify the Co~izsion 1 s 
po1icy with respect to bac!ttitting and (2) eliminate tha issu~nce of 
provision~l construction permits ~nd provisional oper~ting licer.scs ~ere no~ 
n~cessarily rel~ted ~nd ~ight be better processed thro~gh separate ~me~c=~~~s. 
Cc~~issioner ~a~y agreed, noting the proposed bac!ttitting acer.~~ent.rela:~c 
:ore to cr.anges 11across the board" than the construction percit and op~;;r~:ir:~ 
license ~~end:ents, Yhich might be selectively applied to aa on-line o~ a 
first-of-a-kind plant. The Chaircan noted Regulatory staff,and ACRS d~~cuzsio~~ 
on tha proposed amendments would provide info~l advice.to the Co~ission. 

C
~ • .... 

C~~-~~n s~~bo~~ . 
•-•---· llii,;M ·~ 

c~~issioner ~~=cy 
Cc::--=iss ioncr 'l'ape· 
Co~~issioner Johnson 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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UliiCL. BY DOE. 
NOV 86 UNITED STAlES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, C.C. 20545 

.- . 
. COPY NO. ;~ 

.--~-February 6, 1'169 

INFORMATION MEETING 87 5 

~= 30 '0. ::1., T'hur sdav, Fcbruarv 6, 1969, Chairman• s Conference Room, D. C. 

, -' - .- ' • ' /1 ., 1 = .... 0 . . I . •· .-...:..~wo J."i:J. .... - r..ug.1cs rgam.zat1on norury 

7'h~ Ge:-.eral Manager's recommendation is approved. (f-GM-AGY..MA) 

., ,-..- 1"8"/3' - t' D .. f C E .... • .... ..:..~wo ... ... "'r- .::..xccu 10n a .. a or ypress vent 

Ap?:'Oved .. · (AGMMA) 

3. :\75 Even:s (See General Giller's February 4 Memorandum) 

:'\oted. (AGMMA} 

.Z. A::::enda !or the Week of February 10, 1969 

5. 5:.:..!! Pape:-s on Saie:y Rules 

M:-. Brown said these should be issued shortly. (AG:M-SECY) 

o. AEC 4 7 I o 1 - Pro'Oosed PNR Contract with Babcock and Wilcox for 
·')\aval aeactors Cores 

.Ap?roved. (DC) 
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7. A~C 292/S - Nominc~s for Appointme:"\~ to Advisory Committee ·for 
BioloC!y and M.:::dicinc 

Approved. (BM-Rubin) 

8. .-\EC 719/73 - Evaluation o£ Potential £or Radiation Pasteuri'zation of 
Fresh Red Meat 

The Joint Committee will be provided the evaluation without a letter 
oi transmittal. (ID-Congr.) 

9. AEC SS0/289 - AEC Contingency Stockpile 

The Joint Committee may be provided a staff analysi~ derived from 
the content oi AEC 580/289. -(AGMP&P) 

10. ).~r. H.:1r:-i~' Februa:-y 4 Memorandum re Material for Use in Ccr:.g:-essicr~a.l 
Reco:-C. (See also Mr. Ha:-ris 1 January 28 Memorandum re Recent C:-itica.l 
• .;.:-tide~ on AEC) 

NoteC.. (Pl- Congr.} 

ll. Pe:-..C.ir:.g Contractual Matters Report No. 295 

:-;oted. (PAR) 

l2. Possible Leak of t'n!ormation 

A &ta.if check is requested. (INS) 

w~ B. McCool 
Secr~tary 

5:15p.m. 
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?RESENT: 

C0~1:\HSSIONERS: 

Chairman Sea.bor g 
Commission.er Ramey 
Com.--nissioner Tape . 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Coatagllola 

lliiAttendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth· 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. l:{ennessey 
Mr. Rubin:, 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Gen. Gillerllil 
Mr. Miller, NVOO* 
Mr. Quinn* 
Mr. ·Voigt* 

- 3 -

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Ciener~l Manager 
General Counsel 
Secr.eta'i·y 
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Morgan drove us to the office of the Governor of Puerto Rico in La Fortaleza 
in old San Juan. Frank Irizarry, Technical Aide to the Governor, and 
Professor Charles H. Stevens of the Sloan School of International Studies and 
Business of MIT, who is on leave from MIT to be Chairman of the Governor•s 
Steering Committee for the Development of Government Programs, met us in the 
waiting room where we conversed briefly. 

About 4:45 p.m. Helen and I, and Dr. Morgan, Mr. Irizarry and Professor 
Stevens were escorted into Governor Ferre•s office. After introducing 
Professor Stevens, the Governor explained that he, as a member of the 
corporation of MIT, had been hearing for some time about the studies that were 
being conducted by the Sloan School of Management on the development of 
government programs. When he was elected governor, he said, the first thing 
he did was to contact the president of MIT and request his assistance in 
putting the studies into practice. The Committee•s work will be divided into 
four task forces: (1) economic strategy, (2) public management, (3) human 
resources, and (4) environmental development. The Nuclear Energy Center work 
will fall within the realm of the Environmental Development task force. 

The Governor told me that he had received my letter (January 31, copy 
·attached) but has not had a chance to answer it. He spoke of how interested 
he is in the Energy Center Study. I stated that the AEC is also interested in 
Puerto Rico•s installing a nuclear power plant and in assisting to assure that 
the project goes smoothly. The Governor replied that this is something that 
also interests him very much. Puerto Rico, however, is isolated and they have 
to be concerned about the possibility of losing the services of a large 
generating plant. He mentioned that he had suggested in his meeting with 
Commissioner Ramey on Jan·uary 31, 1969, that perhaps if they built the 560 MW 
nuclear plant they should also build a 200 MW fossil plant to provide 
back-up. It was brought out that the 560 MW plant in 1975 would follow three 
(fossil fueled) 460 MW units already planned for 1972, 1973 and 1974; so it 
would not represent a large step-up in size. The Governor said he recognized 
this. I suggested that with the three preceding large fossil units the 
Authority would already have the back-up they desire for the nuclear unit. 

I also mentioned that I understood that the PRWRA study showed that building 
nuclear plants beginning in 1975 was the most economical route to follow. The 
Governor replied that he is aware that this is the case. He then stated that 
he would like to see a nuclear plant built, for he wants Puerto Rico to be a 
leader in the application of new technology. The decision, however, would be 
left to the Water Resources Authority. It appeared from this that he will not 
interfere with them and will abide by whatever decision the Authority and its 
Governing Board make. I emphasized the reliability of such a nuclear power 
plant in view of the hundred or more nuclear power plants that would be in 
operation in the United States by that time, and said the U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission would stand ready to cooperate in every way. 

I was favorably impressed with Governor Ferre. He has a technical background 
and is a graduate of MIT. 

After our conference in the Governor•s office, which he had sandwiched in 
between appointments, Governor Ferre guided us on a personal tour of La 
.Fortaleza (Palacio de Santa Catalina). He showed us the rooms, dating from 
the earliest period of construction, from 1533 to 1540. Many of the rooms are 
still standing and in good condition. We saw the two towers, which are the 
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UNITED S'(ATES 

ATOMIC Er-.!Ef{GY COrvir,.-; ISSION 
WACIIINGTC•N. D.C. 2051.5 

llonoro:thlc Luis Ferre 
Governor of Puerto Rico 
La Fortnleza 
S<m .Junn, Puerto Rico 

Dear Governor Ferre: 

UNCL. BY DOl 
NOVae 

The Commission hns foJ.lO\·:ecl Hi th deep interest the 
con.siclere1tion which your Authority is giving to possible 
i11sU!J.l<ltion of a coJ:mercial nuclear i)OW<:r plant in 
Puerto Rico. My colleagues and I would'~ike to take 
this opportunity to coinment on the iniportance \\hich \vC 

attach to this project both as to the contribution it 
should make to Puc rto Rico itself and to the cor11p lemcnt ary 
rele1tionship ,~·hic.h such a commercial nuclear pO\vcr station 
\·:ou] cl have \-.'i th the Puerto Rico Nuclear Center. Commissioners 
Ramey and Johnson, \~ho arc following this matter closely, 
have also suggested that \ve give you the C01.mniss:i.on's viet·! 
on certain questions \vhich they understand have been 
raised in the Authority. These relate to AEC licensing 
cond.derations and the time required for construction· of 
a commercial nuc~ear facility. 

Puerto Rico's needs for electrical pO\vcr have, as is 
common throur.hout the U.S., two all-impo1.·tant requirements: 
1·eli.ability' of supply and minimization of cost. In order 
to provide the foundation upon ,._,.hich American industry . 
can supply nuclear installations for commercial purposes, 
to meet . .th~se rcqui rements, the Commission has expend~d 
some $2 billion in research and development. This effort 
has included projects giving a wide range of results, 
~ncl has provided us with a solid experimental basis for 
our cor.unercial nuclear po\vcr technology. \'{c arc gratified 
by the success of the program thus far, a measure of t\hich 
is the purchase of commercial nuclear type fac.ili tics by 
American customers no~·/ totaling over .70 million kiloh'O.tts. 
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The total number of plants includes a substantial number 
of plants of the size under consideration for installation 
in Pu~rto Rico as well as many plants of_similar type but 
even larger size. 1'\\'0 plants of ap·pi·o:dm~tcly sao ~·It'! 
rating rire already in routine and successful dpe%ation in 
the United States. Therefore, the body of actual experience 
\'lhich \'lill exist by the time that a nuclear facility \·tould 
be opcrati~g under your time schedule would make your plant 
one of the best understood operations in modern tecl1nology, 
a meaningful assurance to utility management. In 19.7 5, · .:· 
when your reactor is scheduled for completion, ~lmost 
100 reactor units will already have been placed in service 
in the U.S. 

We also see a close relationship between 41e installation 
of a nuclear power plant in Puerto Rico arid the energy 
center study on \-:hi ch \·!e arc pleased to be cooperating 
\d th you. The in traduction of nuclear pm~er in to Puerto 
Rico \'.'ould pave the \'lay for the subsequent application 
of nuclear energy in industrial complexes of the type 
which will be considered in our cooperative energy center 
study. Finally, we believe the early installation of a 

. nuclear power plant in Puerto Rico would serve to take 
advantftge of the cxtens i ve experience \'lhi ch your Wa tcr 
Resources Authority has already gained through the 
operation of the Bonus plant and, particularly, to tal~e 
advantage of the highly ·competent operating personnel 
who ha~e been trained during the Bonus operation. The 
dispersion of these skilled people to non-nuclear activities 
would represent an unfortunate loss of experience that 
would take some time and effort to replace. 

At the celebration of the Tenth Anniversary of the Puerto 
Rico Nuclear Center last year there was broad emphasis on 
the role of: atomic energy in solving Latin American problems 
in tl1e areas of food and nutrition, public health and medicine 
and energy resources. In our vie\'1, the work \\'hich AEC is 
pleased· to support at the Center would be strongly 
complemented by an independent decision of: the-Authority to 
utilize the latest and best in American technology, which 
is inherent in nuclear power facilities offered by U.S. 
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indust1·y. I must add that conversely, if a nuclear 
pol.,rer project in Puerto Rico meets the tests of economic 
compcti tion, and is not adopted, we \·Jou1d feel that 
U.S. efforts ~o bri~1g its benefits of U.s·. t'ccl~}1ology to 
Latin American countries would also be visibly set back. 

With respect to the time required for construction and 
initial operation of a nuclear pm.,rer plant, including 
appropriate allowances for regulatory approval and · 
licensing, we would like to reflect our recent experience. 
This should be a guide to the situation prevailing over 
the time period of importance to you.. We \'IOUld expect 
that, with sound project management on the part of the 
reactor O\vner and supplier and choice of:a proven type 
nuclear facility, the average period for· 1·regulatory 
revie\v and issuance of a construction permit \·Jould 
approximate 12 months. On the matter of the total time 

··required for regulatory revic\·1, licensing, construction 
and initial operation of a U.S. commercial nuclear power 
plant, \ve \·:ould anticipate that a 72 month overall schedule 
\tJould be more than adequate to bring the nuclear plant 
on the line. · . 

I am asking Commissioner Ramey to ~clivcr this letter 
to you pei·sonally and to p1·ovide you l'li th any further 
information you might wish on ~1e reasoning underlying 
our conviction th~t early application of riuclear power 
in Puerto Rico merits special consideration. 

We are pleased to take this opportunity to acquaint you 
\vi th our viel'o'S and ldsh to offer to you and the Authority 
any further information or ·se~vice \ihich \ve can appropriately 
supply. . 
.. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman 
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distinctive characteristic of La Fortaleza, the bed in which Senator John F. 
Kennedy slept during his visit in the 1950's, the State Dining Room, the 
Governor's living quarters, the hall of mirrors, and the clock showing the 
time of 4:30--the hour when the last Spanish Governor left La Fortaleza. We 
then said goodbye to the Governor, whom we are to see again this evening at 
the N.E.T. dinner. 

Professor Stevens showed us the beautiful garden, which apparently also dates 
back to the earliest days and then showed us the headquarters to be occupied 
by the Steering Committee. He advised us that the Committee will include 
Santiago Vasquez, Secretary of Public Works, and the only government official 
of that level on the task force; Frank Irizarry, Technical Aide to the 
Governor and member of the University of Puerto Rico faculty; Antonio Ferre, 
the Governor's son and a former Chairman of the Puerto Rico Council of Higher 
Education under which the University of Puerto Rico operates; plus additional 
government officials, making a total of 8 or 9 people. It was emphasized that 
this Committee will not compete with the planning of the various Commonwealth 
Departments and Authorities. Professor Stevens said that Professor Charles 
Miller of MIT, who is President Nixon's advisor on urban transportation, will 
be in charge of the Environmental Development task force. 

On our way out Helen and I were introduced to Antonio Luis Ferre. The 
Governor's son is a very impressive young man. In addition to being Chairman 
of the Council of Higher Education, he has been head of Ferre Enterprises, 
which include among others the Puerto Rico Cement Company and the Puerto Rico 
Iron Works. 

Following our visit to La Fortaleza, which was concluded about 5:45 p.m., Dr. 
Morgan drove us to the Puerto Rico Nuclear Center (PRNC), where we were met by 
Dr. Henry Gomberg, Director of PRNC; Dr. Amador Cobas, the Deputy Director; 
and Mr. Fred Rushford, Technical Assistant to the Director. In the short time 
available, Dr. Gomberg reviewed the program and relationship of the Nuclear 
Center with the University and the Medical School. We had an overview of the 
addition being constructed to the PRNC, and we were shown the building plans, 
which were described to us in some detail. 

Following this, Dr. Morgan drove Helen and me to the Flamboyan Hotel where we 
checked in and prepared for the reception and dinner of N.E.T. 

At the reception I met and was interviewed by Ralph Ober of El Mundo on the 
Puerto Rico nuclear energy study and on my conversation with Governor Ferre 
regarding the possible construction in Puerto Rico of a 560 MW nuclear power 
station, to be operational by 1975. 

At the dinner Helen and I sat at a table with President and Mrs. Kingman 
Brewster of Yale University and Roger Baldwin (former and long-time head of 
the American Civil Liberties Union). Jack Delano (head of the Educational 
television station WIPR, Channel 6, in San Juan) presided at the dinner. 
There were short remarks by Governor Ferre, by a gentleman who heads the 
Puerto Rico Department of Education, and by Everett Case (Chairman of N.E.T. 
Board of Directors). 

Helen and I spent the night at the Flamboyan Hotel. 

Dianne flew to Boston today to spend the weekend in Cambridge with Lynne and 
Bill. 
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Saturday, February 8, 1969 - San Juan 

Helen and I had breakfast in our room. I then joined the others to go to 
Station WIPR-ETV, Hostas Avenue, Hato Rey, for the meeting of the N.E.T. Board 
of Directors. 

Present at the meeting were Everett N. Case, Kingman Brewster, Jr., Norman 
Cousins, Richard E. Cross, Patricia Roberts Harris, Sidney P. Marland, Jr., 
Burke Marshall, Peter C. Peterson, Edward A. Scrader, William Schuman, Herman 
B. Wells, John F. White (President), and key staff of N.E.T. 

Before lunch I took a little walk with Patricia Harris around the neighborhood 
of Station WIPR. At lunch I sat at a table with Harris, Cousins, Horton, 
Brewster, Bowen, Marshall and Kobin. 

During the afternoon session there was considerable discussion of the demands 
by John W. Reavis, Jr., that N.E.T. programming be more liberal, and the 
demands by a Mr. Pietrie that the programming be more conservative. It was 
agreed that members of the program Committee would meet individually and 
informally with Mr. Reavis, who had come to Puerto Rico from New York to be 
present during the Board of Directors meeting and whose presence was very 
evident in the lobby of the Flamboyan Hotel. I talked with him briefly and 
assured him we would study his suggestions. 

During the day Helen participated in the Ladies' Program. They did some 
sightseeing in the morning, had lunch at El Convento, and visited old San Juan , 
in the afternoon. 

After the meeting of the Board we went by bus to the home of Jack Delano, 
where we met the ladies. There was a very informal reception, followed by a 
buffet supper, with the guests sitting at small tables in the garden. Jaime 
Benitez (Chancellor of the University of Puerto Rico) and Dr. and Mrs. Everett 
Case sat at a table with Helen and I. I thanked Benitez for the financial 
help he had arranged for the students from South America who spend some time 
at the Puerto Rico Nuclear Center. 

We returned to the Flamboyan Hotel by bus. Helen and I took a walk through 
the resort hotel area before retiring. 

Sunday, February 9, 1969 - San Juan, D.C. 

Helen and I had breakfast in our room. We then accompanied many other members 
of the group on a bus tour, which included a visit to the El Yunque Rain 
Forest and Luquillo Beach. We then went to the El Conquistador Hotel at 
Fajardo for lunch. Dr. and Mrs. Gomberg met us there. They had been sailing 
in their sailboat and came by to help arrange our transportation back to the 
airport. 

Helen and I rode to the airport with one of the PRNC drivers. She flew back 
on Pan American Flight No. 216, leaving San Juan about 5:15 p.m. and arriving 
in Baltimore about 8:00 p.m. I flew back on Pan American Flight No. 248, 
leaving San Juan about 5:15 p.m. and arriving at Dulles about 8:45 p.m. All 
flights were somewhat late due to the heavy snowstorm that had hit the Eastern 
section of the U.S. Saturday night and Sunday. Our greatest relief, however, 
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was that our planes had not been hijacked to Cuba. (An Eastern flight, from 
San Juan to Miami, was hijacked the following morning--Monday, February 10.) 

Dianne was prevented by the snowstorm from leaving Boston as planned. 

Monday, February 10~ 1969 - Germantown 

Elliot Richardson, Under Secretary of State, called me from Brookline, 
Massachusetts, where he was snowed in. He said he met last Friday with Gerard 
Smith, Adrian Fisher and Bill Macomber who are concerned that unless Senator 
Aiken•s worries in connection with the NPT are met, ratification of the treaty 
may be jeopardized. If Aiken is not satisfied, he can very well influence ten 
or eleven senators. He read me two paragraphs from a communication they were 
preparing to send to me in the hope I would be able to reassure the Senator in 
some appropriate form, perhaps by letter. I said I would consult my staff. I 
told him one of the problems is that this will be read by the other side; so 
we have to be careful not to discourage those who are on the fence. 

I said I am very much aware of Aiken•s concern about the treaty and mentioned 
some remarks he (Aiken) made at a dinner we attended last week to the effect 
that there would not be an NPT if his concerns were not satisfied. We 
discussed the reimbursement issue in connection with Article V (concerning 
peaceful nuclear explosives), and I explained that we are to exclude R&D costs 
and be reimbursed by the countries on the cost of materials and fabrication. 
He said that Aiken must be afraid that in order to provide these nuclear 
explosive devices more cheaply, substantially all the costs would be 
classified as R&D and the u.s. would end up paying the bill for them. He said 
the function of the language he mentioned is to let them know we mean what we 
say and that is that they will pay the full cost of manufacturing. I said we 
would have to be careful not to scare off countries like Brazil, India, etc. 
He said the NPT hearings are scheduled for February 18th and that I would 
probably be asked to testify. 

I met with Howard Brown, Bill Slaton, C. Manley and Jack Burchard to go over 
the material that we are going to use in my briefing of President Nixon during 
his forthcoming visit to AEC headquarters at Germantown. 

Around noon I called John Wheeler to ask him confidentially whether he would 
entertain an offer to be a member of the Commission if it were offered to 
him. He said he was honored that we would even consider it. He had to 
consider the same question some years ago, however, and at that time he 
decided in the negative because he felt he was engaged in other things at the 
Palmer Physical Laboratory in Princeton which were so exciting that he just 
didn•t wish to leave. He said he still feels the same and therefore there 
would be no point in keeping me in suspense for, say, three days, because he 
would still come to the same conclusion. I accepted this but said that, if he 
should have second thoughts within the next three days, I would appreciate his 
letting me know. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with John Vinciguerra, Julie Rubin and Justin 
Bloom. Vinciguerra described to us the study he has been making, at the 
request of the Bureau of the Budget, on changes in the operating procedure and 
organization in the National Science Foundation. 
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I sent a letter to Budget Director Mayo (copy attached) in response to his 
letter of January 23 asking for revisions to our FY 1970 budget. This is as 
previously agreed by the Commission. 

After lunch I met with former Commissioner Loren K. Olson and Charles 
Mandeville of Michigan Technological University (Houghton) at the request of 
Mr. Olson. Mr. Olson first noted that his brother Bob works with Dr. 
Mandeville in the Physics Department at MTU. Bob Olson talked to Drs. 
McDaniel and Kolstad last December about a proposal submitted to the Division 
of Research by MTU which was designed to help build up the Physics Department 
there. Apparently the proposal was rejected. Dr. Mandeville reminded me that 
MTU is 87 miles from Ishpeming, Michigan, my birthplace. It now has 4,500 
students and is coeducational. I mentioned that Melvin Calvin was a graduate 
of MTU. Mandeville stated that he has been at MTU since the fall of 1967 as 
head of the Physics Department. He has 14 Ph.o.•s and 8 M.s.•s in his 
department. No outside contracts have been obtained, except two grants for 
$15,000 and $40,000 from NSF in the field of geophysics. AEC does support one 
or two people in chemistry, however (Dr. Leifer). 

The University has given Mandeville $80,000 for equipment to be used in low 
energy physics experiments. In addition, about five years ago the University 
received an equipment grant in the form of a neutron generator, which is now 
being used to study residual activities in lower atomic number elements after 
(n,2n), (n,p), and (n,He ) reactions. The Physics Department also has a 
laboratory for the application of vacuum ultraviolet irradiation to surface 
state and solid state physics. Besides Mandeville, there are two other low 
energy nuclear physicists, Dr. Potinis, Associate Professor (originally from 
the University of Kansas with Dr. Mandeville) and Gary Agin, Assistant 
Professor, a specialist in electronics and computer technology. Dr. 
Mandeville is planning to add two more staff members, one a specialist in 
theoretical solid state physics and the other a geophysicist. The President 
of MTU is Dr. Raymond L. Smith, a Ph.D. metallurgist. The University has four 
Ph.D. programs in metallurgy, geology, engineering mechanics, and chemistry, 
but no present doctoral program in physics. I asked if the University is 
state supported and the response was that it is as part of the state 
university system. 

In turning to the issue of the proposal submitted to the AEC, Mandeville 
stated that he had requested funds in the amount of $38,000. Olson commented 
that he is under the impression, from my public remarks, that the AEC desires 
to build up technical competence in smaller schools but that MTU has met with 
a 11 Stone wal1 11 in talking with McDaniel and Kolstad. I commented that 
essentially no new research projects are being undertaken because of the 
budgetary limitations under which the AEC has to operate. Mandeville noted 
that the MTU professors are paid in 11 hard money .. (i.e., state funds) during 
the nine-month school year and thus do not rely on outside contractual 
support. There are presently 140 physics majors in the undergraduate school. 
I did not give any strong indication that I would be able to reverse the 
previous position taken by the Division of Research in respect to the MTU 
propos a 1. 

I called Walt Rostow at the University of Texas to alert him to the fact that 
there is an error in President Johnson•s ar~icle in the February, 1969 issue 
of Reader•s Digest. The article states, 11 The United States today has a 
nuclear firepower that works out to the equivalent of about 30,000 tons of TNT 
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UNCL. BY DO& 
MOV 86 

UNiTS;:) ST/\·n::s l'l.-. ~ 
ATCMlC ENE:,GY COMMiSSfC 

WASHil':GiON, C.C. ZOS-4:1 

fEi3 1 o 1959 . 

~~vnvr~!)le Rvbert P. ~.ayo 

Jir~c:or, Bu=cau of the Buclget 

:his is in response to your letter of January 23, 1969, r~quasting 
.;: rcvict-t o£ t!:lc fisc.:ll year 1969 supplcncr.tal appropriation r-::qu.::sts 
~nd :~c 1970 budget proposals placed before the Congress by t~e 
o~:~oin~ Administration. Your letter also requested our views with 
~cs?c~t :o ~he personnel appointillcnt limitation required by Section 
201 o~ ?u!)lic L~w 90-364. With respect to the latter request, we 
1-:.avc already transU~ittcu our views to you. 

:n ~ccping with your request, the Co~ission undertook a co~?rchen
sivc thoroc.gh-going rcviet.; of our program activities and asscciateC. 
cvllar rcquircncnts planned £or fiscal year ·1970. The budge: ~odi
=ica:ivns resulting fron that review arc set forth in the cnc:osura 
in the fo~: prescribed by your letter. In su:=~ry, we arc s~b~it
:i~g budget esti:ates for increases in New Obligational Authority 
as ;:O)j,lows: 

(In Thousc:.•.ds) 

~~gh Ta~para:ure Gas R~~c:o~ D~velophlant ••••. 
~:o:i..tc:-. S.:llt Breeder Reactor Develop:ent ••••• • 
Associc:.:cd Increc:.ses in Goods and 

Sarvicas on Order ..•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Y~difica:io~ to Heavy Ion Linear 

Accelerator at 3erkeley •••••••••• ~ ••••••••• 

$ 2,000 
3,000 

1,700 

2,650 

Total increases (N~\) •••••••••••••••••••••• $ 9,350 
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-
H~n~~~bl~ Robort F. ~yo •2· 

The proposed increases are more than offset by program d~creas~s 
~s follows: 

(In '!housar.ds) · 

Speci~l :\ucle~r Materials.................... $ 2~·400 
Associ~tad Reduc:i~ns in Goods 

and Ser~ices on Order •••••••••••••••••••• ·• • 800 
Ta:-minata ~l!v1)........... •• ••• . • ••• • . . . . . . . . . . 13,800 
Reduce Funding for 200 Bev................... 6,000 

Total decreases (NOA)...................... $23,000* 

* The Co~~ission is also studying the possibility of 
terminating the M~libu ?roject. If this can be sue• 
cessfully accomplished, an additional NOA reduction 
of $8.0 million would be effected. 

!n addition, because ·of incre~sed weapons fabrication 
costs~ we are submitting an estimate to increase weapons 
production by $30.4 million in New Obligational Authority. 
We ate proposing this increase outside the context of the 
~eview called for in yo~r letter of January 23, 1969, 
since to identify decreases to offset this ite~ wo~ld 
raqui~e u~desiraQle reductions in other po;tions of the 
wa~pons proaram and would aho fettUifl'l aueh a iiaViU'ta :. · 
curtail=ent of our civilian activities as to be, in our 
j~d~~nt~ inconsistent with the objectives of this 
Administration in fostering the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. 

!n order to place the above proposed amendments ~o the FY 1970 budciat 
c~rrer.tly before Congress in the proper context~ several ganeral 
observations must be made. Our current FY 1970 budget is in eve~y 
se:r:.se of the ~~ord e:<tremely tight. It tvas formulated in the ecor:.o=.ic 
~nviro~.ent about which you are rightfully concerned, with f~l1 recog
nition of the need to exercise extreme fiscal restraint ir:. viet.; c:.: 
:~e inflatio:J.ary economic outlool<... It is also important to realize 
that the progr~~ and activities financed by our FY 1970 bucse: a~e 
essentially national in objectives and scope, e.g., develop~er.t ar:.ci 
production activities in support of national defense, develop~er:.t 
of :he peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and supper~ of basic rasea~cn 
in :he physical and lifa sciances. 
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t~~ 'tvuuld als.:> lik~ to brin~ to your p.:rrcicul<:~r att:cnt:ion .;:: nu::-.b~r of 
:;>ulicy is:>ucs which should be resolved .:~nd which wo4ld have an i::1pac: 
.:>n :b.~ 'FY 1970 bud:;~c for the A:cmic Ene:-gy Commission.· 

l. T:1~ i!'! !970 budgtilC: for ::he product:ion of plut:oniur:l and c::h;;:::
p:-.:>.:ru.:ts o.f nuclear production reactors assuocs. the shu::do<~n of 
o~~~ ::..::ac:or (C rcaccor) at: Richl:1nd. and the altornatin.:; opor~::ior. 
of two oth2r reactors (K reactors) at that sit~. rc was ~sr~.::d, 
ho\v~v~r, in order not to foreclose review by the present Ad:ni::-.is
:r~tion, acti.:>n to effect: th~se shutdowns would be deferre~ until 
ti1~ present Aclministr.:~tion h.::d .::n opport:unity t:o s:udy this 
~tt~r and reach its own conclusions. To effect the m.::~~icudc 
.:>f rcduc::ions contemplated by the current FY 1970 budget it will 
;,.;: :1-lccssary to initiate these rc.;;ct:or shutdowns by :nici-l-:arch 
::his year. t~hile we believe a reasonable case can be m.sdc for 
m.::in:aining full opcrat:ion of these reactors, we arc par::icul~rly 
c.:>~cerned with being forced into sequential operation of ::~c K 
reactors. Since they are our most efficient plu:oniu::l ?reducers, 
curtailment could leave us in a somewhat marginal posicion to 
meet c.:>n:in~en: or currently unan:icipated needs. Further, a 
collateral problem w.:>uld be the effect on :he Richland co=:~nity. 
'l'hrough c.;;."reful planning and extraordinary effort, we h.sve :;,e;;::. 
successful :o date in an orderly transition of the com::~ni:y from 
o~~ .:o::1pletaly dependent on Governcent-suppo::-ted o~eracic~s co 
o;:: . .l t.ri::h an ever-increasing priv~:e investment eccnowic :,Jose. As 
you ;~::.ow, the reaction in t:he community is that the proposec 
=~~c:or cutback is too abrupc and extensive, and thus this action 
h~s s~riously undermined the confid~nce of ~oth the resid~n:s ~ncl 

?::'ivate industry to the point that the success of our diversifi
c~:ion effort might be in jeopardy. The full operation of both 
the :\. :-a<Jc ::ors would require an increase to our budget of $12. 2 
~i:lion including $1.5 million for additional tank ca?acity ::o 
sco::e reactor waste products. We urge that pro:npt and favora;,le 
consideration be given to such an increase. 

2. Another policy issue concerns the character of t:ha progr~~ for 
readiness to conduct full-scale we<Jpons tests in the envirort~ents 
(~t:osphere, high altitude, and wa:er) currently [JrOhibit~d by 
the lL~itcd test ban treaty. Thc.national nuclear ::cs: r~aciness 
?rogrwm, a joint AEC-DOD undertaking, is part o: the saf;gu~rcs 
?rogrwm assured to the U. S. Senate in connection with :he ::~:i
fic~tion of the limited test ban treaty. This joint readiness 
progra: was rev~ewed, r~orientcd, and approved during ::he sw_~er 
of 1968. Due to the current e:phasis on :issile warfare, 
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csp~ci~lly l\ID!, c:hc review rccog:lizcd t:he prir:1a irnport~r.ca cf 
C..;::v~lvjling a C-'ljlabilit:y to test: nuclear warheads in .:1 high c:.lti
::u.i.i .;::twi:.·on:n~nt ~s '"ell .As r.oaint<lininz an air drop, test 
.~~~~bility in order for the test program to be resptinsiYc ::o the 
r.~~l~a:.- t~st b.·:m safeguards and ch.:1nging tcchr.ology. Ncce;ssar-; 
.fur...-is tverc included in. the AEC 1 s !?Y 1970 budget co r.o~~t ::his 
r~'iuir~r.1~nc of attaining th~ new c~p01oility by Janu~ry lS7.2. '!'he 
~r::~vious Aci.r.1inis tration deleted the funds on the basis ;hat: our 
:.-cadincss ::est posture was a major policy issue to be deciccd by 
t~1~ i~'..~oming Administration. tva underst~nd the DOD h.As cor.
tinu~d to fund for the reoriented readiness prograQ. The AEC 
r~quir~s a budget increase of $21.7 million in FY 1970 to r.oain
tain th.a approved joint program and meet the readiness d~tc of 
J~nuary 1, 1972. We strongly urge this ·increase be approved. 

3. B~cwuse of the severe budget stringency conditions which dic::a::ed 
t~lc contents of our FY 1970 budget, we were forced to cur::c:il our 
?::.otV".share progr.:~m, a development program to exploit r.uclaar 
explosives for peaceful purposes. As a consequence the b~cgc: 
docs not provide for the excavation experiments which would be 
ncc~ssary tv evaluate the feasibility of this technology for the 
construction of a transisthmus· c~nal in time to be incor?cra:cd 
by ::~'.e presen:ly plan."'led reportir.g date of the Interocear.ic Canal 
Study Co~ission. The absence of these experiments also effec
tively forecloses the possibility of conducting the harbor 
excavation tvith nuclear explosives recently proposed by the 
Aus~ralian Government. We believe that we should conduct .suffi
cie~t develop~ent work for this technology to be considered by 
:he Interoceanic Canal Study Com=ission, which would also ~u: us 
in a ~osi:ion to conduct the Australian Harbor Excava:io~. A."'l 
additional $20.2 cillion would be required in FY 1970. 

4. F~nally, we understand that the DOD is conside=ing the incorpor-
a :ion of prescribed action linl's on the Mark-61 bo.:.b co be 
f~brica:ed in FY 1970 ($7.5 million). It is also considering an 
e=ergency capability for the WALLEYE Missile ($7.5 cillion). 
Since our budget makes no provision for such production loacl.s, in 
t~e event either or both of these i~ems results in a fi~ requira- · 
Q~~t. our budget would have to be am~nded accordi~gly. 

1;!~ should also note that the budget notv before ::he Congress ~·.-.,:~c~~s a 
?rogr~m of cooperation with the Israelis in the devclopnent of ~ech
r.ology for the desalting of water. ~1ile no determinations have as 
yet been ~da with respect to the energy sources to be used in :he 
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ANALYSIS OF BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS 
(In Thousands of Dollars) 

u. s. ATOMIC ENERGY CO}~ISSION 

1968 1969 1970 Increas<:: or 
Account and functional code Enacted Estimate ·Estimate Decrease (-) 

FEDERAL FtrnDS 

General and sEecial funds: 
Operating Expenses •• 058 NOA 2,139,992 2,109,270 2,037,500 -71,770 

Revised NOA 2,057,600 -51,670 

Exp.2,136,222 2,075,000 . 2,088,000 13,000 
Revised Exp. 2,110,400 35.400 

Plant and Capital 
Equipment ••.•••• • os·s NOA 369,133 461,574 400,635 -60,939 

Revised NOA 397,285 -64,289 

Exp. 328,488 376,400 483,000 106,600 
Revised Exp. 483,500 107 J 100 

Intragovern~ental funds: 
Advances and reicburse-

ments •..•..•••••• 058 Exp. 1,879 

Subtotal Federal funds NOA 2,509,125 2,570,844 2,438,135 -132, i09 
Revised NOA 2,454,885 -115.959 

. Exp .• 2,466 ,589 2,451,400 2,571,000 119,6CO 
Revised Exp. 2,593,900 142,500 
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Summary - 1970 Budget Revisions 
Operating Expenses, AEC 

Analysis of Obligations and Budget Authority 

(In Thousands of Dolla~s) 

Budget Recommended 
Program b:t activities: Estimate Change •' 

Special nuclear materials •••••••••• $ 319,260 $ -2,400 
Weapons • •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 828,700 22,800 
Reactor development •••••••••••••••• 462,Q95 2,000 
Other programs unchanged ••••••••••• 624 1 192 

Total program costs ••••••• ~······ 2,234,247 22,400 

Change in selected resources ••••••• . 13 z 378 -2 1 300 

Total obligations •••••••••••.•••• 2,247,625 20,100 .. 
Financing of obligations ••••••••••• -210 1 125 

Budget Authority-NOA ••••••••••••• S2,0JZ,500 $ 20,100 

Relation of Obligations to Outl<iys 

Obligations incurred, net .. ... .- ..... 2,093,940 20,100. 
O~ligated balan6:e, start of year ••• 1,004,231 
Obligated balance, end of year (-). -1 1010 1 171 2 1 300 

Outlays -Expenditures ••••••• ~ ••• S2,0B8,000 ~ 22,400 

Plant and Capital Equipment 
Analysis of Obligations and Budget Authority 

Facilities and equipment for -
Physical Research •••••••••••••••• 
Items not changed •••••••••••••••• 

141,180 
259,455 

Total obligations and budget 
authority-NOA •••••••••••••••• $ 400.6~ $ 

Relation of Obligations to Outlays 

O~ligations incurred, net •••••••••• 
Obligated balance, start of year~ •• 
Obligated balance, end of yea.r (-). 

400,635 
603,170 

-520,805 

Outlays -Expenditures ••••••••••• $ 483,000 ·S 

-3,350 

-3 I 350 

-3,350 

3,850 

500 

Amended 
Estimate 

$ 316,860 
851,500 
464,095 
6241192 

2,256,647 

11 1 078 

2,267,725 

-210 1 125 

~ .... 057' 600 

2,114,040 
1,004,231 

-1 1007 1871 

$2,110,400 

137,830 
259 1 455 

s 397.f.85 

397,285 
603,170 

-516.955 

S 483,5CO 
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for every human being alive ... I pointed out that the figure is off by more 
than a factor of 1,000; in fact, it would actually be less than 30 tons, but 
to pinpoint it closer would involve classified information. Rostow said he 
was grateful to be alerted to this; if queried, they might just say that it 
was a misprint. I said that would be fine, and that maybe they could say it 
should have been about 30 tons. He suggested that it might have been 
misprinted as tons instead of pounds--that it should have been 30,000 
pounds--and I agreed that this was a reasonable interpretation. 

Jim Webb called me to say that a friend of his is interested in possibly 
acquiring some of the McKinney interests in Santa Fe, because McKinney is 
rumored to be ready to make a change. He asked if I knew of anyone who might 
help him approach McKinney in this connection, and I mentioned the name of 
John Graham. 

Dianne is still stranded in Cambridge with Lynne and Bill because of the 
snowstorm. 

Tuesday, February 11, 1969 -.Germantown 

I met with New York Representative Howard Robison, House Committee on 
Appropriations, and Eugene B. Wilhelm, staff member of the House Committee on 
Appropriations, preparatory to their spending the day with us for staff 
briefings on th~ AEC program. Ed Bloch, John Abbadessa, Vic Corso and Julie 
Rubin participated in this preliminary session. 

At 10:15 a.m. I visited the meeting of the Chemistry Division Directors of the 
national laboratories during which I discussed informally our budget 
problems. Don Ferguson presented to me the californium sample which I am to 
present to President Nixon during his forthcoming visit to Germantown. Among 
the Chemistry Division Directors, or their equivalent, present were: Iz 
Perlman, Winston Manning, Milton Burton, Max Matheson, Don Ferguson, Arthur 
Rupp and Richard Grove. 

I had a call from Stephen Dunn of the National Coal Association asking me 
whether we might have an opening for a very qualified employee of theirs 
whose job they are forced to eliminate. The man has an engineering 
background. I told Dunn to send his resume over and we would take a look at 
it. 

I went to lunch in the cafeteria with Representative Robison, Wilhelm and 
George Urian, another staff member of the House Committee on Appropriations, 
who had joined the briefing session. Bloch, Abbadessa and Rubin were also 
present. After this, I joined the nearby table where Perlman, Manning, Burton 
and Matheson were having lunch. 

Around 5 p.m., as a follow-up from yesterday•s call from Richardson, I called 
Senator Aiken at his residence in Vermont about the concern he has with 
Article V of the NPT, and which he mentioned at our AEC-JCAE dinner on 
February 5. I said I have talked with the people in State and believe we can 
assure him that we will be able to work it out to his satisfaction. He said 
he wants a ceiling--a stopping point somewhere. He wants this put into the 
report of the Committee and the Senate. I asked whether he would like a 
letter on this; he said yes, but he thought it should be worked out before 
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Secretary Rogers leaves on his trip abroad. I said I will work out with 
Rogers a letter that treats this point regarding the peaceful use of nuclear 
explosives and will send it to him. He asked that it be sent to his office 
here in Washington. I said I will spell it out clearly how we propose that 
the treaty would apply to peaceful nuclear explosives • The treaty would be 
concerned with developed applications on a commercial basis where full cost 
recovery would apply. I will also make it clear that we would not be 
obligated to carry out any R&D. Senator Aiken said that sounds good. He also 
said he wants to know specifically how far we will let the international body 
go with inspection of everything atomic in this country. 

Dianne finally returned from Cambridge this afternoon after the airport at 
Boston was opened following recovery from the snowstorm. 

Wednesday, February 12, 1969 - D.C. 

I had an interview with Derek Gill, Senior Editor of Pace Magazine, Los 
Angeles, for a forthcoming article in Pace. Staffan Wennberg, a photographer 
who accompanied him, took pictures dur~the interview. The subject of the 
interview centered on such items as the nuplex concept, my inspiration from my 
high school teacher as a motivation to become a scientist, the problems of 
motivating young people to recognize the degree to which science and 
technology are shaping their lives, the need for the understanding of a broad 
philosophy in science by the general public. 

At 11:00 a.m. Gerard Smith, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, came over to get acquainted and discuss some mutual areas of 
interest. He opened the discussion by referring to Senator Aiken's position 
on the NPT. I reported on my telephone discussion with Senator Aiken and a 
follow-on letter with Bill Roger's concurrence that is being sent to help 
answer his concerns. Smith mentioned Senator Aiken's questioning him about 
the extent of facilities in the U.S. that would be under safeguards. I 
expressed awareness of this question and would have an answer available. 

Smith indicated Secretary Rogers is expecting me to appear with him next 
Tuesday, February 18, 1969, when he testifies on the NPT ratification. I 
stated I have not been requested to appear but ~auld be willing and hope that 
I would have sufficient notice to prepare some remarks. Smith suggested I be 
prepared to talk about safeguards and their cost while Rogers would cover the 
political questions. 

I noted that he is planning on attending the forthcoming disarmament 
conference (the ENDC) and indicated that the AEC has in the past been invited 
to send a representative to these conferences. I expressed some concern on 
the limited use of our representative in the past and his need for full access 
to information. Smith stated he would certainly welcome assistance from the 
Commission and would see that our representative was requested and treated as 
a full member of the team during the conferences. -

I noted a continuing problem in interpretation of the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
and related the background of differences in viewpoint with certain elements 
of ACDA on whether a violation of the treaty occurs when any ~ebris can be 
detected outside a country versus the AEC preferred position of using 
international guidelines when radioactive material is "not present." Smith 
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expressed some knowledge of this problem and stated he is certainly favorable 
toward a ••rule of reason" interpretation of the treaty. I stated that the 
Soviets appear to be a lot more relaxed in their interpretation of the treaty 
than we have been. 

Smith stated some of his people have expressed concern over the problem of 
underwater detonation for the Australian project. I stated a personal view 
that it could be done within the treaty but agreed the matter should be 
studied before a definite conclusion is reached. Following the study it would 
probably be desirable to talk to the Soviets and others about the proper 
interpretation. I advised Smith that President Nixon had personally expressed 
considerable enthusiasm about the Plowshare program and even went so far as to 
identify Plowshare activities as something about which he was particularly 
keen. 

In returning to interpretation of the treaty, I informed Smith of my 
statements at the time of the ratification hearings in which I assured senior 
Senators such as Anderson and Jackson that Plowshare excavation experiments 
could be conducted within the framework of the treaty. It is my view that 
these assurances resulted in their support and the close final vote indicates 
the treaty would not have passed without support of such influential Senators. 

I called another problem to Smith•s attention, the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. I briefly reviewed the need for continued testing for several years 
to develop our ABM warhead and agreed with Smith that the Soviets may have 
need for conducting similar tests. I noted that some sources think the 
Soviets may have successfully tested warheads critical to an ABM system in 
their last series of atmospheric tests and could be ahead of us in this area. 
The significance of x-rays was briefly explained. I indicated the dilemma 
facing Smith's predecessor in seeking a comprehensive treaty with the above 
knowledg~ and also the added problem of an adequate inspection system to 
enforce a comprehensive treaty. 

Smith referred to the NPT as not being very effective in the absence of 
something like the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty or some arms limitation 
cutoff. I suggested there is more benefit from the NPT than implied by Smith 
and stated that limiting nuclear weapons countries to the present five would 
still be very desirable and particularly shutting off this capability for 
countries such as India and Israel would be well worthwhile. 

I suggested that Smith might try to arrange meetings of the Committee of 
Principals to resolve key issues on missile and nuclear weapons cut-backs. 
Smith responded by stating Henry Kissinger may have knocked out the Principals 
in his operational plan. I stated there would be a need for the same senior 
people to get together on key issues no matter what you called it. Smith 
stated the President appears to want issues brought to him without a decision 
locked in and with all the alternatives open. I noted this was certainly the 
way the Principals had handled matters in the past. 

Smith stated he would try and find out Kissinger's plans with regard to the 
Principals and would urge that both he and Secretary Rogers plan on using this 
group. The discussion was concluded by Smith stating he is looking forward to 
working with me and would be calling on me for help in developing the 
necessary machinery to carry out his job in an effective manner. 
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I had lunch at the Roger Smith Hotel with Myron Kratzer and Julie Rubin. We 
discussed the developing relations with the new office of ACDA in the 
Department of State and agreed that in many ways they were even better than 
they had been with the previous administration. We also discussed my 
forthcoming testimony on the NPT. Following lunch we took a walk around 
Lafayette Park. 

At 4 p.m. I called Ted Sherburne to discuss the progress of the Science 
Service Committee on Development. 

I sent a telegram to Vikram Sarabhai, Chairman of the Indian Atomic Energy 
Commission, congratulating him on the criticality of the Tarapur reactor. 

Thursday, February 13, 1969 - Germantown 

Commissioners Ramey, Tape, Johnson, and Costagliola and I met at 10 a.m. in 
exetutive session with General Manager Hollingsworth in a ••stock-take" 
session. Rubin also attended. Hollingsworth went over in detail the 
strengths and weaknesses of the assistant general managers, the division 
directors, etc. at the administrative level and told us about his plans for 
strengthening the weak areas. All in all, he felt that things were in pretty 
good shape. He did feel that we can use some more people at the 
administrative level, and, in particular, we need more manpower in order to 
carry out the increasingly complex audit function properly. 

McCool then joined us and we continued the discussion by identifying a number 
of policy issues. These are problems that we will face and will face us in 
the near future and upon which decisions need to be made. 

We discussed the matter of balance in the breeder program. There was some 
feeling· that more effort should go into the molten salt breeder and the gas 
cooled breeder because of the possibility that it may be more difficult than 
anticipated to develop an economical fast breeder. We discussed the question 
of safety of fast breeders and recognized that the solution to this problem 
can result in a higher cost which will effect the economics of nuclear power 
from this source. We decided that we would seek an outside, independent 
evaluation of the safety and economics problem after we have had a discussion 
of it with our staff. 

We discussed the interface of the AEC-DOD effort in the production of the 
nuclear warhead as a part of the complete re-entry vehicle. It is possible 
that the AEC should take over more responsibility in the complete integration 
of the re-entry vehicle, and we concluded that this is a matter that we will 
need to investigate with the DOD. 

At 12:30 p.m. I had a call from Herman Pollack who said they are shooting for 
Monday for me to brief the Secretary of State; however, the Secretary has not 
yet given his formal approval. Pollack said he would have a definite answer 
for me by the end of the day. He is recommending that this briefing on 
nuclear energy matters be held in the Operations Center and that Alexis 
Johnson, Elliot Richardson, and some of the key assistant secretaries attend. 
As soon as the Secretary confirms the time and date, Pollack will send me· a 
letter he is preparing, so I may have the benefit of his thinking on the other 
points. He suggested our getting together ahead of time which we agreed to do. 
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Deleted 

Pol lack said he had not yet seen it, but remarked that they're setting 
impossible deadlines and added "this place is smothered with these things." 
He said that the Secretary told them to ·let him know if and when they're 
getting to the point where they're receiving impossible requests. 

The above-mentioned study is to be prepared by a steering committee, under the 
chairmanship of the Director of ACDA, of representatives of the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the Chairman of the AEC, the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, the 
Assistant to the President for Nationa·l Security Affairs and President's 
Science Advisor. 

1 had lunch with Julie ~ubin and Justin Bloom in my small conference room. 

At 2:45 p.m. we continued the stock-take meeting with the same group to 
further discuss the future of the gaseous diffusion plants and decided that 
the Commission should establish a definite policy that could be expressed in 
written form. We also recognized that it would be necessary to establish a 
policy with respect to our attitude concerning cooperation or lack of 
cooperation with any uranium· enrichment endeavors that might be undertaken 
overseas. 

Deleted 

We discussed the question of our policy for furnishing enriched uranium 
overseas, the possible drain on our supply of uranium, and whether the 5-year 
cancellation clause on our toll enrichment contracts might not be too lenient. 

We discussed the recent request from the Netherlands that the U.S. collaborate 
with them on their program to develop naval nuclear propulsion and the 
relationship of this request to the adamant, negative attitude of the 
Congress. We identified the problem of the source of funding for the 
application of domestic safeguards, i.e., should this cost be borne by the 
Government or should it be borne by the industry as suggested by the BO~. ln 
this connection, we also identified the problem of safeguarding the products 
of tol I enriching of foreign uranium and de~ided that we would develop a 
domestic supply of nickel powder for use in the barriers in our gaseous 
diffusion p·lants. 

We decided to increase the maximum fee for our consultants from $100 to $150 
per day. 

I presided over Information Meeting 876 at 3:30p.m. (notes attached). We 
discussed Kissinger's memo (copy attached). 

At 6:05p.m. I received a telephone ca·l I from Lee DuBridge who said that the 
President asked him to let me know that, because of his imminent trip to 
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THE WHlT:: HOUSS: 

WASH:'oi:3TON 
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February 12, 1969 

. ~atior ... · s~c;J.rity Study :rvtclnOl"ilndum. 20 
UNCL BY DOE' 

1988 

TO: TI1e S~cr~tary of State 
The S~c1·~tary of Dcicnsc 
:·~~ Chairn1.an, Joint Chiefs of Staf! 
T~:~ Director, Arn1s Contr.ol and Disarmament Ag~ncy 
The ~!rector o! Central Intelligence 

· ---7 7~~ Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
Th.a President's Science Adviser 

SUBJECT: Rcsun1ption of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Comm::::-::·~ 

T.·.c E~:;n~ecn-Nation Disarmament Co:nn1ittee (ENDC) is s::heci.i.. ~e·: 
.;.:> r~o:. ::.e in Geneva. on ~fa.:ch 6, 1969. '!he,Presidcnt has di=ectec 
::·.at ... ;;.~i;.:; be prepared on the !1lll rG.ngc o! issues and ?ropo~ als ir:.
•::ilvec! ... :."-Us meeting. '!he study should present alternativ~ ::. S. pc~> 
:~ons :i:-:. :: .. ay issues and possible initiativca although agreed rccom:n..:.~c:.
;ions :na.y be submitted. 

The study should be prepared by a. steering committee · .. : .. ::·.i.;;;r the 
~:..ai::":lanship of the ~irector of the Arms Control and Disa..:4:"".:...:nent 
.;...~ency, with representatives of the following: Secretary of State; 
SecrE;ta.=y of De!ense; Chairman, Join: Chie!s o! Staff; Chairman, .;..:.::·r.nic 
Ene:g:· Cv:nrnission; Director of Central Intelligence; Assistant to the 
?res~~e::.; for National Security Affairs; and the President' a Science 
.~dviscr. 

The s:Udy should be forwarded to the National Security CoWlcil Re· 
view Croup by February 2.4, 1969. 

) .A. ,L_ ___ _ 
HenryiA~ Kissinger 
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_tJNC1.. sv 00~ 
'.__ ,NOV __ 86 

UN!7:::.:::::l SIAT~S 

ATOMIC ENZRGY COfv:MISS!O:~ 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

COPY NO. ; ... -

_-::----:-
February 13, 1969 

INFO!LV1ATION MEETING 876 

3:30 '.). :::1"'..., Thu::.-scav, February 13, 1969, Room A-410, Germantown Headquarte~ 

1. A-oril ll AEC. c:tation Ceremony, Savz..nnah River (See Secretary's 
?c~rua::.-v 10 Me::norand~.:.:n) 

The Chairman and Commissioner Costagliola will participate. (SECY) 

2. A?::.-il 29 Dedication Ceremony of SEFOR Reactor, Fayetteville, Arka:-.sas 

Co:-:::1:::-nissioner Johnson will consider attending. 
o£ Cha.i~·man Chet Holifield 1 s, JCAE, attending. 

I will check the possibility 
(SECY) 

3.. AEC 979/75 - U.S. Visit by P:-esident of the Portuguese Junta de E:-... e:-gia 
?\~.:deal" 

A :uncheon and meeting will be scheduled on March 27, 1969. {AG:MIA- SE:CYI 

~. )·.ZC 1299/4 - Review of Previous AEC Legislative Recommencia.-:ion 
5-..:~r..:.:::ed to :he BOB 

AEC 1170/8 Pcrso!l.nel Reduction at Battelle - Northwest 

App:-oved. (AGMO-Congr.) 

6. A:SC 1021/23 - Dutch In:e:-est in ?\uclea.::.- Prouulsion Techr.ology 

S:a.f£ is to l-<eep the Commissioners informed and assu:-e that the 
is p:-ovided a. balanced briefing paper. (AGML.;.) 

.· 

Pres iC.~:::: 
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7. .February 12 National Security Council Memorandum re U.S. Policy 
in the ENDC 

The Chairman noted comments are requested by February 24, 1969. 
(SAD-AGMIA) 

·r: 

8. 5:-atement of Proposed Policy regarding the Future Means of Providing 
Uranium Enrichment Services to the Nuclear Power Industry 
(Cumr.:lissioner Johnson• s January 10 Draft) 

Tne Commissioners will provide their comments to Commissioner Jc,!lnsc.:l 
(Helirich-SECY) 

COM~.1ISSIO~ERS: 

c::.a.irman s~aborg 
Co~"':'lis sioner Ramey 
Co:r..rnissioner Tape 
Co:m..""nissicner Johnson 
Commis.:;ioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. McCool 

- 2 -

4:15p.m. 

DISTRIB U'7TO:\:': 

Com."'nl:S s rcr-~ ::· 6 

General Ma:::age:: 
General Cou=..se:l 
Secretary 
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Europe, he would not be able to visit the AEC until after his return. He very 
much wants to make the visit, but he will have to postpone it until after the 
Europe trip. He asked whether anyone from the President's office had 
contacted me to see whether we have any atomic energy matters that impinge on 
foreign policy that I think the President might or should discuss in Europe. 
I said I had not heard from anyone in exactly those terms; there are two or 
three sensitive matters, however, and we are involved in the preparation of 
the President's briefing papers. OuBridge said that he has a memo from 
Haldeman saying he hoped that Dr. Seaborg might identify international nuclear 
energy matters that might be raised in Europe. DuBridge asked me to send him 
a note on this, which he will clear with Ellsworth and get to Kissinger, who 
is preparing the material for the trip. DuBridge said he doesn't think this 
should be a long document, just a listing of the items with brief notes. 
These would include matters pertaining to NATO, IAEA, Euratom, France, and the 
other countries. 

Friday, February 14, 1969 - Germantown 

At 9:55 a.m. I presided over Regulatory Information Meeting 329 and at 10:20 
a.m. Information Meeting 877 (notes attached). We decided to increase the AEC 
use charge for the lease of enriched uranium fuel from 5 l/2 percent to 6 l/2 
percent effective April 1, 1969. 

The other Commissioners and I met at 11:45 a.m. with Or. Robert Wilson, 
Professor Edwin L. Goldwasser and Donald Getz of the National Accelerator 
Laboratory staff, Dr. Norman Ramsey, President of URA, and K. D. Brooks of the 
AEC's site office at NAL. Others present were the General Manager, Paul 
McDaniel, John Abbadessa and Justin Bloom. Also, other staff members of the 
AEC were present. 

The purpose of the meeting was to acquaint the Commission with the need for 
additional obligational authority in FY 1969 to cover the following critical 
construction items: (1) copper clad steel ($100,000 needed); (2) copper for 
drift tubes ($42,000 needed); (3) construction of a prototype for 
manufacturing preformed concrete shapes ($150,000 needed); {4) installation of 
drainage system to remove standing water ($70,000 needed); (5) moving 
one-third of the DUSAF staff to the accelerator site and refurbishing 
temporary quarters for them ($150,000 needed); and (6) installation of a 
gravel staging area for the Linac, booster, and cross gallery($28,000 needed). 

Wilson also noted that the deferral of FY 1969 obligations would result in the 
need for an additional $12 million obligational authority in the first quarter 
of 1970. He mentioned that at the present time his expenditures are 
approximately two percent over the estimates for the items that have been 
procured so far. I questioned him as to his assessment of the overall cost of 
the project as compared with the original cost estimate of $241 million, and 
he replied that such an estimate is now being made and it will be checked by 
Bill Brobeck. He stated that he feels secure that the accelerator can be 
built within the original cost estimate. I then asked Wilson if he could 
foresee any problems arising from placement of foundations, the source of 
cooling water, and the provision of electrical power. Again Wilson responded 
that he is examining such factors but can see no real problem developing. (My 
reason for inquiring about these matters was because I had heard from other 
sources that the costs rna~ be increasing to the point where the original 
estimate may be exceeded.) · 101 



ijMC:L.. SY llOI 
NOV .. e& 

UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20541 

February 14, 1969 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 329 

9:55 a.m. , Friday, February 14, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. AEC-R 8/34- Comments on Change on Exposure Reporting RequiremE:nts 
(See also Mr. Price's February 13 Memorandum re Additional Comments
Rule Change on Exposure Reporting Requirements) 

Staff may proceed. (ADRA) 

2. Dr. Beck's February 12 Memorandum re Procurement of Reactor 
Components from Foreign Manufacturers 

Staff may proceed. (DDR-ADRA) 

3. Members for the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (See 
January 14 and February 11 Memoranda from Mr. Fraley to Mr. Rubin, 
February 12 Memorandum from Dr. Beck, and Associated Material) 

The Chairman will call the prospective nominees and follow-up action 
by the General Counsel is requested. (Rubin-GC-SECY) -= 

4. AEC 783/106 - Proposed Letter to Senator Muskie Commenting on S. 7 
"Water Quality Improvement Act of 1969" 

Commissioner Ramey requested a copy of the transcript of testimony 
by Mr. Gerdes, EEl. A letter to the BOB may be dispatched. (GC) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

10~20 a.m. 
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PRESENT: 

.. 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Partial Attendance 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr. Beck 
Mr. Henderson 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Wells 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Eason* 
Mr. Biles* 

- 2 -

,DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Dir IRe gulatiou 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20545 

INFORMATION MEETING 877 

tJMCl.. BY DO& 
NOV 86 

COPY NO. .·v 

February 14, 1969 

10:20 a.m., Friday, February 14, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. AEC 783/106 - Proposed Letter to Senator Muskie Commenting on S. 7 
''Water Quality Improvement Act of 1969'' 

Commissioner Ramey requested a copy of the transcript of testimony 
by Mr. Gerdes, EEI. A letter to the BOB may be dispatched. (GC) 

2. Briefing Memorandum for the President re AEC International Affairs 
Re soons ibilities 

The Chairman said Dr. DuBridge had called to request the memorandum 
by Monday, February 17. (AGM) 

3. February 3 Letter from R. F. Gilkeson, President, Philadelphia Electric 
re Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station's Operations and Desire to Meet 
with AEC Staff at an Early Date 

An early meeting will be scheduled. (AGMR-SECY) 

4. Mr. Wells' Februar 13 Memorandum re Board Members for Future Hearincrs 

Approved. (Chm. AS&LBP) 

::>. Agenda for the Week of February 17, 19o9 

Approved. (SECY} 
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6. AEC 610/155 - Draft Talking Paper on UK Participation in Tripartite 
Venture (See also AEC 610/156- Supplement to AEC 610/155) 

Approved a.s a. background paper for use in the Commi~,sioners• forthcoming 
discussion with JCAE members. (AGMIA) 

7. AEC 610/157 - Report of European Uranium Enrichment Working Group of 
Fora.tom 

Ncted. (AGMIA) 

8. AEC 610/158- P:-opcsed Brie.fing Material for President's Conversations 
with UK Prime Minister 

Approved -Mth a. suggestion. (AGMIA) 

9. AEC 94 6/7 - Technical Exchange Arrangement Involving NS Savannah 
and First Nuclear Ship of Japan 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

10. A:SC 1179/ll- HTGR Cooperative Arrangement with PSG and GGA 

Staff may proceed. (GC-AGMR) 

11. AEC ll9l/69 - Prc..posed Subcontract fer Fuel Pellets 

Appx·cved with a request. (DC) 

ll. AEC 568/lll- Documents Compromised by Nahti Imre 

St<.if may procet: d. (C) 

13. AEC 901/411 - Proposed Visit and Employment of East German Nati,:,r..al 

Apprc·ved. (AG.MIA) 

14. AEC 720/200 - Revision of Use Charge 

Ap'f-!"'Cved as revised. (OC) 

- 2 -
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15. AEC 1083/134- IAEA Symposium on the Physics and Chemistry of 
Fission, Vienna, July 28 - August 1, 1969 

Noted. (TI) 

16. AEC 1230/17- ACNMS Resignations 

N otea. (SMM- Rubin) 

17. AEC 459/63 - Meeting with BOB on Discount Rates in U-235 Studies 

Noted. (P) 

18. The President's Query re Nuclear Weapons 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissio!ler Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by T opie ( s) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Abbadessa 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Wells* 
Mr. Quinn* 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr. Benge1sdorf* 
Mr. Kavanagh* 
Mr. Vinciguerra* 
Mr. Riley* 
Mr. Parks* 
Mr. Marshall* 

- 3 -

11:35 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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Wilson was complimentary about the assistance of the AEC local staff and the 
General Manager, and the Controller. I assured Wilson that every effort will 
be made to obtain the funds that he needs, but that serious problems lie ahead 
with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and the House Appropriations 
Committee in obtaining new obligational authority for FY 1969, and also that 
there is little likelihood that FY 1970 funds will be appropriated early in 
the fiscal year. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with Norman Ramsey, Robert Wilson, Edwin 
McMillan, Edwin Goldwasser, Donald Getz and one or two from the Division of 
Research. 

After lunch I met with Norman Ramsey to explore with him whether he would be 
interested in accepting a commissionership on the Atomic Energy Commission. 
He indicated some interest but said that his present research program is so 
interesting and his duties as President of URA so important that he is 
somewhat doubtful that he will accept. He said he will let me know very soon. 

At 2:15 p.m. I received a phone call from John Sheffey of the Atlantic-Pacific 
Interoceanic Canal Study Commission. He said Robert Anderson called him from 
New York and asked him to ask me whether, in my judgment, the U.S. is likely 
to allow the importation of foreign uranium ores, and if so, when. My answer 
was: Yes, but it will be a number of years from now. We have set 1972 or 
thereabouts as a sort of tentative date, but this is something we are 
reevaluating all the time. I said the date could also be earlier than 1972. 
It's a matter of watching and balancing the health of the domestic uranium 
mining industry against the health of our electrical utility industry; we are 
trying to strike a balance of a maximum degree of fairness to both. Colonel 
Sheffey said he appreciated my frank answer very much, particularly since he 
wasn't even sure that I would wish to comment on the subject. Sheffey said 
that Dr. Milton Eisenhower had him (Sheffey) brief Robert F. Ellsworth 
(Assistant to the President) yesterday on the canal project. Sheffey said he 
worked in the effect that the Australian harbor project would have on the 
canal project. Sheffey said he thinks we have a great supporter in Ellsworth 
who is very enthusiastic about the project. 

I called Dr. Jack A. Kyger (AFCO Space Systems, Wilmington, Massachusetts) to 
inquire whether he would be interested in serving on the ACRS. He said he had 
not been at all close to reactor work for over ten years. I said that would 
not matter since we want someone who is not in any possible conflict of 
interest. He asked how much time he would be required to spend with the 
Committee and who was on it at the present time. I explained about the 
monthly meetings and gave him the names of several members. When he said he 
might contact some of them, I told him that his name had not yet been put 
before the Committee. He said he would think over the offer and call me back 
in a few days. 

At 4:30 p.m. I had a call from Art Campbell who had a call this morning from 
UNESCO asking him to check with me whether I had been approached by the State 
Department about attending the Mendeleev Conference in Paris; they have heard 
nothing thus far. And if I couldn't attend, would I suggest someone--possibly 
someone who might already be in Europe, say, at CERN, because UNESCO does not 
have funds to pay travel expenses. I said I told the State Department weeks 
ago that I could not attend, and I had suggested Burris Cunningham, although I 
don't know that he would be able to attend, either. He said that the 
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Russians, French and English are sending people at the Academy level; UNESCO 
feels it is most unfortunate that the Americans aren•t doing the same. I said 
it•s just a question of timing; they asked me much too late. I said I didn•t 
know any high-level American scientists who are currently in Europe. People 
such as the following would be excellent, if they could make it: Earl Hyde, 
Paul Fields, Bob Penneman and 0. Lewin Keller. 

Right after that I received a call from Secretary Rogers saying he is going to 
be briefed tomorrow (presumably on the NPT) and asked me to come to his office 
at 11 a.m. He said I should probably be available to go with him when he 
9ives his testimony. I said that I would be prepared as I have had 
1ndications that I might be asked to do this. I told him I had placed a call 
to him earlier in the day to discuss the Senator Aiken matter. I told him 
that, when I called Aiken telling him I would be sending him a letter 
containing assurances in connection with the NPT, Aiken asked that it be 
cleared with him (Rogers). I said I understood the letter was on his desk now 
and didn•t think he would have any problem with it; it has been cleared with 
his staff. I said Aiken•s office is asking to have the letter sent up. 
Rogers said I might as well send it right away. 

My letter to Senator Aiken, giving him the assurances concerning cost recovery 
for furnishing of nuclear explosives to foreign countries that he feels are 
required in order to support the NPT, was dispatched right after my 
conversation with Rogers. 

Around 5 p.m. I talked to ·Budget Director Mayo in regard to the response we 
made to his letter of January 23rd and to ask whether he and I, and others, 
should get together to discuss it. He said his schedule was giving him 
problems. He said I had probably heard he wasn•t too happy with our letter 
because we ended up with more increases. He said this would be a problem for 
the President. He has a letter to me on his desk ready for his signature, and 
he thought it would be a good idea to send me an unsigned copy so I could see 
what is bothering him. I told him if we cut parts of the weapons program we 
would be in trouble with DOD and Congress. The only other way of doing it is 
to cut out some basic research or the peaceful uses to make room for weapons. 
The latter could get the President in trouble. He said he couldn•t help us 
with our basic problem; we would have to figure out where we could cut in 
order to suffer the least damage. I said I would appreciate receiving a copy 
of his letter on an informal basis; that we would look at it again. I also 
said I hoped somehow we could get together for a few minutes. 

Saturday, ·February 15, 1969 - D.C. 

This morning I received the unsigned letter that Budget Director Mayo referred 
to in our telephone conversation of yesterday afternoon. The gist of it is 
that we are to try to find offsetting cuts, even to the extent of finding 
matching cuts to offset the policy items. I have the impression that Mayo 
hasn•t focused on our budget and understood the implications of this. His 
letter indicated difficulties in finding time to meet with us; it appears to 
me, however, that it will be necessary to have such a meeting in order to 
clarify the issues. 

I sent a letter to Lee DuBridge (copy with security deletions attached) 
describing a list of items in the field of nuclear energy which might arise 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COM~-~iSSlCN 
WASHINGT0:-..1, D.C. 205•15 

Dr. Le~ DuBrid3c 
Science Advisor to the President 
ZxGcu:iva Of£ice Eu!ldin3 
~Tashin~ton, D. C. 20501 

De:~r Lee: 

~··-. 

; ·-'. t • ~ •• .... ....... 

UHC\... BV DOE 
NOV 66 . 

i·?:1:Llc \-Je ~r~ dicappointcd to learn that· the President ~-Till be unnble to . 
visit tb~ Cm:~iosion bcfo:-c ·hi:> departure for EuropE:, uc fully underct::l~-:.:'i 
the ncces:o:ity for this conclusion and ~re pleased to have this opportunity 
to p::ovic!c, as you rcqt!oste;cl, a list of itc:::Js i:1 t~1e field of nuclc.::r 
energy ,,:·.ich taizht arise ch.t::::ing the Prc!:;ide:nt 's t::ip: 

T~1c fore3oiang is ~11 cx~7nple of a gcncrnl treru~ in Eu:-ope c:r::.d 
clse:~7hcrc tc develop inc!cpcn:lc.-~t c~pnbility to produce cn:::i~:1cd 

ur:!nil!ll •. Uthcu::;h enrichinz pl.:>.n~s c:dst in the u.s., U.K., 
Fra-.:ce, USSR, ead Co:-.:.··:n;.r~ist China, the U.£. is esscnti<llly th~ 
sole sup?lic:: of e::-:richcd fuel fo::- frc-~ uo::ld po~·;.::r rene tors. 
Thc::e i.s if1c::cc."'i~:; rcluct.::~cc :!broad to be d~)c~·:Jc~t o-..1. the U.S. 
a3 tr.c ~ol~ su~~li~r. To h~lp cve:rcGrr:.e tJ::l~ cv~.ccrn, t·l-3 h~\"'~ 

~g=~cc! co lon3-t:crr;.1 ~oll er!ric!1..-ri.C:~l.t cont:-~-::t co:--_r;.it:-:~c:~tr;, 5-yc~r 

f .... , l.·'"'v"·.-.•·o·~"~"s ~u,.,-~.,n·-,_,..,. .. 7 lc··r- .. ,.-rl.:r:.<';r p-ic-> (u,_,,..,,_,~~c·; .,.c.'' 
'-~- •• \,; .. ·.L.. • -- 7 y """'•~ ""~-......_ \ '-C.:• • .. o...~ •- "- ...... w'""'- w• ._w \J.J ' 
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and assured cap~bility for cxpnn~io~ of U.S. facilities as necessary. 
D~spit~ these st~po there is active inter~st in Europe, J~pan n~d 
Aust~alia in developing independent enricr~ent capabilities • 

. ,: 

The l:uropean Cow:cuni ty ncmbers, particularly Ger.:tany, have long been 
conc~rncd t-lith the possibility that the safe:;;uards requirements of 
the ~iPT uould hav~ ~n aclv::.rsc effect on the independent rcr;ional 
safceua.rds system of Euratof,l. The compromise rceched during the 
ne3otiation of the N~T provides for the negotiation of a Qutunlly 
satinf:actory safer,cards arrange:.:1e:nt betto1een tl1e IAE..<\.· and Euratom 
un::Ier which the L-'\EA l-Tould verify Euratom safeeuards. The Cor:mm~i ty 
mel.o.1bers t·71lo have sizned the ~\PI have publicly announced thct their 
ratification >-Till be dependent on the successful co:1clus~on of this 
a~reCJ.aent. The United States haa offered its. goo..i offices tm·mrd 
the conclusion of such au azreement and this offer mizht be 
reiterated if the question is rnised. 

4. ..9JJ.£;: __ to _!_lac;_~ U.S. P~aceful !{l!,cle_ar Fc:.cilit_ie_s Under I.AE...t\. ('U:TC) 
Sa(.c_s~_<},E'CS_ 

This offer l·las made ~ftcr cz.r~rul consideration and in the conv:tctic~. 
that it t-ras lil~cly to be a dcterminin3 factor in German aC:!.cl:'c'!"lce to 
the 1\"PT. The Ger"1ans have been concerned that this offel" :."!.:'!Y he · 
recousiderad and it is i.r.:porta••t thct they be reassured th.:~t au;.: 
offer still stands. 

The French have on several occasions sought assistance fror~. us for· 
their nuclear t-Teapons pro~~r.mt. ~·1e have consistently refused to 
coop\!rate in this area. Despite our inability to ccopernte v7ith 
France in military aspects of· nucle~r encr~~y ~nd our suppo.:-t for 
Euratom, cooperation in pcelceful uses has rcwaincd c:.n ~~~ort~nt 
bri~ht spot in U3-Frcnch relations. A co:::prchensive US-Fl"<:nch 
bilateral t:cclmical e-::ch.l:r.~e too!~ pl.?.ce lete last yc~r ru~ci tl1e 
head (Aclnunistrator Genercl) of the French Ato:::ic Energy Co:::n.:!.ssion, 
Mr. Robert l-1ir~ch, is visitin3 we in Hnshington next: ::1o~th. Rc
affir.n<ltion of our continued desire for ~ood r<?.lations lri.th France 
on peaceful uses lvould be useful. 

The U::1.ited States su~port for the Internatioaal Atomic E~cr:;y A;;c:~cy 
as 3 pr:i!::sry channel of cccp~rctio;:~ in pc~ceful usc::; of nuclc;:r ;:;;;:~::::;:·, 
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vrl.thout ceroeation of om: interest ~md cooperation lvith Eur~tor.l <J.nd 
its Hc.1;:ber States, should be rMffinr.ed. 

The Unitecl States h2s stron~ly supported r:urator.l es a step tou~rds 
Europc.:m intcgr.:ltion and is discour.;.g.:::!d by indications of Euratom's 
dcclinin~ role in br:i.n:1ing about an integrated Eurcpe.;.n progr~m on 
peaceful nuclc.:lr e::lcr~y r.!cvclo~:n2nt. Ue intend to cooperct:c -with 
Euratora ~Tilcrc~rar it is effective, p.:.;:ticularly in com'lection with 
its supply role for the Cor..ti1U:.:dty 1-fember S:ates. 

Mcu~~r States are concerned by the possible effect of Article III 
(safe~u<!rds article) of the ~~PT on the continued ability of tl1e 
Unit~d States to supply enriched uranium nuclear fuel. Our response 
has been t!-.:J.t we are co1~idcnt that auy proble:ns will be avoided by 
the successful conclusion of a safeguards a~reement between Euratom 
and the IA};t ... 

'l'here is worlC:~.;ic!e i11tcrest in the proposej Plm.;Ghare project: in 
Australia. ~!c should stress that v1hile we hc:.ve a :.ec:.l inte;:cst 
in this project, .no decision •.1ill be made on whet'hcr it l·lill be 
unclcrtal~~n u:1til completion of a detailed f.a.:lGibility stu<!y. \-!e 
chould also advise ~rcstcrn leac!ers that lll'C. '·till probebly hold 
technical talk~ t·lith the Soviets 011 Plo{·ishare in the n~~r futu!"o 
so thc:it they 111ill not be taken by !:U::-prise by· these discussions 
if they closely follow the President's visit. 

Construction of the accelerator fer CElU1 is of great scicn~ific 
intc::-es t and t·rould insure that Europe re::tain in t1lc forefront of 
e:q>erimcnt:al hi~h enersy physics. Altho;.1~h the U.K. ha.e declined 
to support the project at this tine, CER:{ h~s so structu~cd the 
project so as to enable t:1em to go fo~.;ard. In the r:eanti1.1e, 
Yhile. in 410 w~y a zubstitutc for their o~m project, ~·rc ~hould 

assure European sci~ntific lc~clers of t~e greatest possible 
access to the United States 200 ~~V ~cceler.ator. 

ll. U_S/L:K_Jfutual Defense An;r.a_C£~nJ:. (SECRi'1T) 
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12. 1\:':sist.:mce in li~v~l ~\uclcar PronuJ.sion Pr:)"'rC"'-3 (SECRE'i') -· .. -· -·· --- -· ·- --·· .. -· -----------·-- __ ,._ ---· -·---·-· -----~--- . 

13. 

~!e ~.;ill b~ :Jl!ld to supply additionsl infor.:-_-:ttion o•~ these it22s t,;hO\;ld 
you ~o ci~sir.:!, nnci t.ra look for;.;a:."d to the privilege of ';;,riefi::g t:h~ 

Prc:;idcnt on our cnti::e prozrc:'.l ~ftcr his ret~rn .• 

Corc!ially, 

-.. ·..,~ __ _ 
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during President Nixon•s forthcoming trip to Europe; this was in response to 
his request of February 13. 

I met from 11 a.m. to 1 p.m. in Secretary of State Rogers• office with 
Secretary Rogers, Adrian Fisher, Gerard Smith and William Macomber. The 
purpose of the meeting was to brief Rogers on the NPT in preparation for his 
testimony before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations next Tuesday 
morning. We went through the text of the NPT, article by article, and 
described the background content and import of each article. Macomber 
indicated that my phone call to Senator Aiken seems to have satisfied him 
regarding his concerns about the role of Plowshare, as covered in Article v of 
the NPT. 

We discussed the interpretation of the Limited Test Ban Treaty concerning the 
possibility of violation through the detection of radioactive debris beyond 
the borders of a country conducting a nuclear excavation experiment, and I 
emphasized my difference on interpretation as compared with that of Meeker. I 
described in some detail the role of safeguards, as covered in Article III of 
the NPT. 

It was agreed that I would appear with Rogers at the Senate hearing next 
Tuesday, giving a short prepared statement following his prepared statement; 
then we would both entertain questions from the Committee. 

At about 2:30 p.m. Derek Gill and Staffan Wennberg came to our home and took a 
number of pictures in connection with the article for Pace magazine (a sort of 
interview article) t_hat Gill is preparing about me •. Asthe last part of his 
interview and picture taking session, Gill and Wennberg accompanied Eric, 
Dianne, Suki and me on a hike in Rock Creek Park. We went by the Joaquin 
Miller cabin and Fort DeRussey. This hike offered Wennberg an additional 
opportunity to take some pictures in an informal situation. (See picture next 
page.) 

In the evening Helen and I went to dinner at the Tapes. This dinner was in 
honor of Dr. and Mrs. Lee DuBridge and was also attended by Commissioner and 
Mrs. Bill Johnson, Commissioner and Mrs. Frank Costagliola and Estelle Ramey 
(Jim is on a trip to Rome). This offered an opportunity for the Commissioners 
and their wives to get better acquainted with Lee and Doris DuBridge. At the 
end of the evening we discussed some business items. Lee had been convinced 
by some members of his staff that the SCHOONER shot had violated the test ban 
treaty, so Jerry and I explained to him the matter of needing to define what 
is meant by radioactive debris being present beyond the borders. We 
emphasized strongly that we didn•t think the SCHOONER shot violated the test 
ban treaty and that a few radioactive atoms shouldn•t be regarded as a matter 
of violating the test ban treaty. 

I also described to Lee the problems we are having with Mayo and the Bureau of 
the Budget in connection with our response to Mayo•s letter of January 23, 
which required compensating cuts for budget additions. I explained that we 
don•t see how we can meet the increased costs of weapons requirements by 
making compensating cuts in basic research and the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy. Lee suggested that rather than cut basic research or civilian 
programs to meet the increased weapons costs we should suggest reductions in 
the weapons program. I also mentioned that John Wheeler h~d declined a 
commissionership, and that I had subsequently asked Norman Ramsey if he would 
consider such an appointment; I suggested that Lee call Ramsey in order to 
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Glenn T. Seaborg with daughter Dianne, son Eric, and dog Suki hiking in Rock 
Creek Park, February 16, 1969. 

help convince him. We discussed the possibility of approaching such people as 
George Pake, Dale Corson, Bryce Crawford and Charles Townes. 

Sunday, February 16, 1969 

I read AEC papers and background material for my forthcoming testimony on the 
NPl before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

In the afternoon Dianne, Eric, Suki and I took a very long hike in Rock Creek 
~ark, starting at Devil•s Drop rock on Broad Branch Road and making a big 
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circle including Fort OeRussey and a number of cross trails as well as the 
White Horse and Black Horse trai Is. 

Monday, .. ebruary 17. 1969 - Germantown 

1 presided over Information Meeting 878 at 9:50a.m. (notes attached). lhe 
main item for discussion was the informal response from Budget Director Mayo 
to our letter of February 10, which we had sent in response to his letter of 
January 23, in connection with possible amendments to the FY 1970 budget. We 
considered the poss i bi.lity that in order to match new obligational authority 
(NOA) of $30 million, we would identify some possible drastic actions, such as 
cuts in or stretch-out of the Poseidon or ABM programs. We wil I make a 
request for the $20 mill ion NOA for the Plowshare program. ln the case of the 
Hanford reactors and the high altitude test readiness program, we wi 11 not 
request the extra money on the basis of cutting an equal amount of our program 
but wi 11 again identify the issues. ln the case of the other $15 mi I lion 
weapons increase for DOD, we wil I just identify it as an issue without any 
recommendation. 

At 11:30 a.m. I met with Helio Bittencourt, a special emissary of CNEN 
Chairman Costa Ribeiro (Brazi 1). Myron Kratzer, Allan Dalton and Julie Rubin 
were also present. Mr. Bittencourt explained the purpose of his visit was as 
an official representative of his Government to inform us of their desire to 
nominate Professor Cintra do Prado as a candidate for Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. I indicated Professor Prado is well known 
and inquired of his present age. The response was not specific but he was 
thought to be about 62. 

B1ttencourt stated his Government's argument for supporting new candidates for 
the director generalship of the IAlA is principally that two terms covering 
eight years for any international civil servant is considered sufficient. 1 
indicated some understanding that there is a mandatory retirement age of 60 in 
the IAI:.A and offered as an example the recent retirement of Seligman even 
though he wanted to stay on. Bittencourt indicated he did not think this is 
an accepted policy throughout the UN operations. Kratzer noted that Ek.lund is 
presently about 58 years of age and has expressed an intention of retiring 
upon completion of his term after he became 60. 

Bittencourt stated he made the above representation as an official 
representative of his Government. Privately he wanted to inform me that his 
previous association as an assistant to Professor Prado clearly indicated 
Professor Prado's views on the NPl were not the same as the official position 
of his Government which opposes it. 

Bittencourt indicated he is proceeding to Paris to talk to Go.ldschmidt and 
then on to Vienna to review this same matter with other delegates. He 
indicated his Government would not want to go ahead without being aware of the 
u.s. position on Eklund's redesignation. 

I indicated I would let him know the U.S. position on Brazil's proposal of 
Prado for this position. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with General Giller, Colonel Tesche, Julie Rubin 
and Justin Bloom. We discussed problems pertinent to the Division of Military 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20545 

aJNCL. BY 01 
NOV 86 

•. 
COPY NO. ---February 17, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 878 

9:50 a.m., Monday, February 17, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 1 

1. AEC 1253/52- Functional Classification of AEC Budget 

Staff discussion with the BoB is requested. (OC) 

2. Fiscal Year 1969 Supplemental and Fiscal Year 1970 Budget (See AEC' s 
February 10, 1969, Letter to Mr. Mayo, Director, BoB) 

Scheduled for discussion on Thursday, February 20, 1969. (OC-SECY) 

3. AEC 374/202 - Amchitka Calibration Event 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

4. AEC 460/107 - Unclassified Conference at Sensitive Installations 

Noted. (AGMA) 

5. 1969 Lawrence Award Ceremony Arrangements 

To be scheduled. (SECY) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

11:15 a.m. 
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Application. 

At 2:20 p.m. I called Roger Coe (Vice President, Yankee Atomic Electric 
Company) to inquire whether he would be willing to serve on the ACRS. He said 
he is still with Yankee part time and has two outside consulting arrangements 
(NUS and another small firm) which would raise problems. I asked how he would 
feel about it if the problems were resolved reasonably. He said that depended 
on how it would be resolved; he would not want to sever his connections with 
Yankee and the other firms. I said I would have Joe Hennessey call him. 
(Hennessey did this a few days later, and we found that Coe's conflict of 
interest problems made the appointment impossible.) 

At 3:05 to 4:05 p.m. I gave a talk, "New Outlook for the Transactinide 
Elements" to a full house in the Auditorium. The talk was followed by a 
question and answer period. 

Tuesday, February 18, 1969 - D.C. 

Today I testified, with Secretary of State Rogers, before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee on the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Before leaving for the 
Hill, I met briefly with Myron Kratzer, Allan M. Labowitz and Julius Rubin to 
go over some last minute questions. I met Secretary Rogers as we entered the 
New Senate Office Building, and we proceeded to the Hearing Room. Rogers, 
Adrian Fisher and I went into the smaller room adjoining the Hearing Room to 
confer briefly with Senators Fulbright and Mansfield preparatory to the 
hearing. Senator Fulbright then brought us back into the Hearing Room; a few 
pictures were taken, and the hearing opened on schedule with Senators William 
Fulbright, George Aiken, John Sparkman, Jacob Javits, Karl Mundt, Mike 
Mansfield, and John Sherman Cooper present. Late arrivals included Senators 
Thomas Dodd, Clifford Case, Gale McGee and Albert Gore. 

After a brief opening statement by Senator Fulbright, a prepared statement was 
read by Secretary Rogers, and this was followed by my own prepared statement. 

The question period following the reading of the prepared statements included 
a question from Chairman Fulbright to me concerning the question of whether 
the Australian Cape Keraudren project could be carried out without violating 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Most of the questions were friendly and to a 
large extent anticipated. My letter of February 14, 1969, to Senator Aiken 
was read into the record, and he indicated it had gone a long way toward 
satisfying his questions about the NPT. Senator Aiken and later Senator Mundt 
stated they would vote in the Committee for reporting the NPT out to the full 
Senate for complete discussion without this being an indication of what their 
final Senate vote might be. 

During Senator Aiken's questioning, I agreed at his request to submit for the 
record two items: (1) the history, estimate cost and cost sharing arrangement 
for the Cape Keraudren Plowshare project, and (2) an identification of 
possible U.S. facilities that might be offered for inspection in line with the 
offer by President Johnson in connection with the NPT. 

One significant result of a question to Secretary Rogers by Senator Mansfield 
was a commitment by Rogers that the AEC and Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency as well as the State Department would participate in the review of the 
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decision on deployment of the ABM. I reminded Jerry Smith following the 
hearing of this commitment and he said he would follow up with Secretary 
Rogers on this item. 

As a general observation there were a considerable number of inquiries about 
the Cape Keraudren Plowshare project in Australia and particularly whether 
this project could be conducted within the Limited Test Ban Treaty and, 
separately, the implications of our conducting this work in Australia in view 
of their not having signed the NPT to date. Another line of questions 
resulted in my making a personal observation that Israel and West Germany 
might eventually sign the NPT. 

Following the hearing I proceeded directly to the Roger Smith Hotel and had a 
quick lunch with Kratzer, Labowitz and Rubin. 

Later in the afternoon I discussed with Howard Brown and Julie Rubin the 
growing concern in the CIA and the State Department that an officer of a 
certain industrial nuclear facility may have diverted appreciable amounts of 
enriched uranium-235 to Israel over the last several years. This possibility 
has apparently been brought to the attention of the President. 

I received an invitation to attend hearings before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services on the military implications of the NPT tentatively scheduled 
for Thursday, February 27. There is a sort of jurisdictional dispute 
developing here between this Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, and I hope that this doesn•t lead to any problems in obtaining 
Senate approval of the NPT. · 

I received a memorandum from President Nixon, dated February 17, addressed to 
Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, asking us to give our personal 
attention to the matter of ensuring that civilian employment in the executive 
branch is kept at the minimum compatible with efficient conduct of operations 
(copy attached). 

Wednesday, February 19, 1969 - D.C. 

I arrived at the Foreign Service Institute, 1400 Key Boulevard, Rosslyn, 
Virginia, at 9:00 a.m. in order to be the first speaker at their "AEC Day" in 
the Senior Seminar in Foreign Policy. 

Stan Schneider and I chatted with Ambassador Lewis Jones in his office. The 
Ambassador•s title is "Coordinator, Senior Seminar in Foreign Policy" and he 
plans the briefings. I was introduced to the Seminar by Mr. Sherman R. 
Abrahamson, Seminar Chairman. The seminar was attended by about 25 
participants--mainly foreign service officers, a few military officers and a 
few G-16s from other government agencies. 

I spoke on "The AEC and the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy" using some of the 
preliminary flip charts prepared for the forthcoming briefing of President 
Nixon. I covered the general administrative structure of the AEC, the 
responsibilities of the Regulatory branch, nuclear power, controlled fusion, 
nuclear ships, nuclear power for space, radioisotopes and basic research with 
special mention of the work in progress to reach the "island of stability" in 
the discovery of new very heavy elements. 
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THE: Wr!IT::: HOUSi:: 

WASHINGTON· 

February 17, 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE 

UNCL· BY oqa 
NOV86 

HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

Employment statistics. reaching my desk have strengthened my 
conviction that Federal Government employment is considerably 
higher than it should be. There appears to be overstaffing in 
many activities and excessive overhead organization in almost 
all agencies and departments. 

We have a responsibility to the American taxpayer to ensure 
that civilian employment in the executive branch is kept at the 
minimum compatible with efficient conduct of operations. To 
this end, I have asked the Budget Director and Dr. Burns to 
keep me informed of developments. I have also asked the 
Budget Director to issue instructions designed to review 
civilian employment levels. 

Resultant reductions of employment will be carried out through 
an orderly process of attrition. This policy will apply to all 
executive departments and agencies and will include activities 
now exempted from the employment limitations of the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968. It should receive your 
personal attention. 

.I . 
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Following my presentation I was asked several questions, some of which 
concerned: the need for continued weapons development and testing; the 
Atoms-for-Peace program; the gap between scientists and government; the 
relative progress of the U.S. and the USSR in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy; how I managed to accomplish so much both administratively and 
creatively; and some clarification of the process of controlled fusion. 

At 11 a.m. I met with Hollingsworth, Corso, Schoenhaut and Rubin to discuss 
further the response to Mayo's January 23, 1969 letter. 

At 11:30 a.m. Herman Pollack (Director, Office of International Scientific and 
Technological Affairs, Department of State) came over to review with me a 
policy he plans to submit to the Secretary of State on exchange of scientific 
information with other countries which we do not recognize, such as Cuba, 
Albania, East Germany, Mainland China, North Korea, and North Vietnam, and 
would like to indicate agreement by all concerned government agencies. I 
informed Herm that I have read the policy statement he sent to Rubin and am 
familiar with the subject. Herm stated the only opposition encountered was by 
Brunenkant and this appeared to be in two areas: (1) some disagreement with 
the basic policy and (2) concern of the JCAE reaction. He continued that the 
intended purpose is to have U.S. policy not discourage scientist to scientist 
exchanges even with these countries. He feels the policy as presented gives 
each agency sufficient leeway to work in this area to the extent they desire. 

Herm indicated he plans to talk to the other Commissioners on this subject and 
hopes that if it comes to the attention of the Commission for a policy 
decision that it would be favorably received. 

On a separate matter I inquired of Herm about State Department activities in 
science and he stated it appears good. Plans are under way to appoint an 
assistant secretary for science and the present recruiting for a candidate 
seems to have centered on Frank Long. I agreed he would be a good choice. 

I had lunch with Justin Bloom at the Roger Smith Hotel. 

At 2:30p.m. I met with Commissioner Johnson, Jerry Helfrich (his assistant), 
Julie Rubin and Justin Bloom to discuss the growing concern regarding the 
balance between safety and economics in the program for the development of the 
liquid metal cooled fast breeder reactor; we must be careful that the AEC and 
the industrial program to develop the fast breeder reactor do not trade a 
design of maximum safety for a less safe design with greater economic 
potential. 

Later on I viewed a State University of New York film of a seminar discussion 
on "Political and Social Problems of High Energy Physics," with Viki 
Weisskopf, Maurice Goldhaber, John Toll and Myron Good, filmed at the recent 
New York meeting of the American Physical Society. 

Thursday, February 20, 1969 - D.C. 

At 9:50 a.m. I met in Executive Session with Commissioners Tape, Johnson and 
Costagl_iola (Ramey was out of town) along with Bill Riley, Frank Parks, Bob 
Hollingsworth, Ed Bloch, Howard Brown and Julie Rubin to discuss the sensitive 
matter concerning alleged diversion to Israel of enriched uranium-235 by a 
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senior officer of a fuel fabrication concern. J. Edgar Hoover has written to 
Riley suggesting rather stringent Commission action. 1n our opinion, however, 
the evidence is far from proving that the alleged diversion took place. 

1 presided at 9:50 a.m. over Information Meeting 879 (notes attached) at which 
such items as our position on the cut-off of nuclear materials (one of the 
possible proposals in connection with the forthcoming ENDC meeting) were 
discussed. We also discussed our input into the response to Kissinger's memo 
of February 12, 1969 (NSSM 20) asking that a new review group consisting of 
representatives of the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chairman, AEC; the Director, CIA; the 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; and the President's 
Science Advisor, under the chairmanship of the Director of the Arms Control 
and Ui sarmament Agency. study and forward suggestions for a fu 11 range of 
issues and proposals that might be presented to the forthcoming ENDC. 

We received a follow-up memo from Budget Director Mayo dated February 18, 1969 
(copy attached) addressed to Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, 
describing in further detail the requirements for further reduction in Federal 
employment. lhis was a follow-up to President Nixon's memorandum of February 
n, 1969 on this subject. 

l received my first communication from Vice President Spiro T. Agnew today in 
a memorandum dated February 19, 1969. He wrote, "As Chairman of the National 
Counci I on Marine Resources and Engineering Development, 1 am pleased to 
invite you to th~ first meeting of the Council under this Administration which 
wi 11 be held from 9:30 to 11:30 a.m. on February 26 in the Cabinet Room, White 
House." He also sent a memo of the same date enclosing the report of the 
Commission on Marine Science Engineering and Resources (chaired by Julius A. 
Stratton) stating that the President has requested that the National Council 
on Marine Resources and Engineering Development, as the first order of 
business, review this document. 

I read a February 18, 1969 letter from Charles Robbins, AIF, regarding 
reduction of deliveries of uranium and our planned increase of our nuclear 
fuel lease charge (copy attached). 

We received a call from Robert H. Flemming, who is in charge of personnel 
procurement in the White House, asking that I proceed to procure Governor 
Breathitt's resignation as the Federal Representative to the Southern 
Interstate Nuclear Board. I called Breathitt later in the afternoon to tell 
him the White House wants him to submit his resignation and he said he would 
send it to me today, making it effective immediately. I then cal led Flemming 
to pass this information to him. I asked whether they have another candidate 
lined up for the appointment, and he said alI he knew was that the Vice 
President asked him to see that Breathitt was removed. He asked what my 
thoughts are on the position and whether it is a political appointment. I 
said it doesn't have to be. I said Breathitt was chosen by President Johnson 
from a list of 2 or 3 names, but it didn't give me the impression of being 
high·ly political at the time. Flenming said he wanted to get my thoughts on 
how they might proceed. I suggested that we give it some thought at the AEC 
and come up with recommendations, which they can use, or not, as they wish. 
He said that would be fine. 

I had lunch with Bill Perkins and Stan Schneider in the dining room. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMJC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. %0545 UNCL. BY co& 

NOV B6 

COPY.NO_ _ 2 
February 20, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 879 

9:50 a.m., Thursday, February 20, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Executive Session Item 

. 2. White House Request re Federal Representative to the SINB 

(Rubin-SECY) --
3. Chairman's Testimony Before the Senate Armed Services Committee, 

Thursday, February 27, 1969 (Non-proliferation Treaty} 

A draft is requested. Commissioner Tape will accompany the Chairman. 
(AGM-AGMMA} 

4. Chairman's February 18 Testimony Before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee (Non-proliferation Treaty) 

5. Invitation to the Commissioners to Attend the National Coal Policy 
Conference, Inc., Luncheon and Dinner, March 11, 1969 

Commissioners Johnson and Costagliola will plan to attend. (IP-SECY) 

6. Commissioners• Meeting with the AIF, May 23, 1969 
.. 

The Chairman noted he bas a calendar conflict. {~-SECY) 
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1. AIF Executive Conference, March 12 and 13, 1969, Palm Springs, 
California 

Commissioner Johnson plans to attend. (SECY) 

8. Marine Resources Council Meeting, 9:30a.m., Wednesday, February 26, 1969 

The Chairman and Commissioner Tape plan to attend. (SECY) 

9. Commissioner Costagliola's Report on His February 18 Trip to Dresden 
Nuclear Power Plant and February 19 Trip to Babcock and Wilcox 
Facilities 

10. February 17 Memorandum from President Nixon re Overstaffing 'Within 
Government Agencies and BOB Director Mayo's February 18 Letter to 
the Chairman 

The General Manager plans a presentation to the Commission. {EAGM} 

11. AEC 459 I 64 - Solicitation of Industry Comments on Uranium Enric:!unent 
Activities 

Distributed today for consideration on Wednesday, February 26, 1969. 
(SECY) 

12. Agenda for the Week of February 24, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

13. AEC 1283/43- FY 1970 Budget Amendments 

I 

A revised letter is requested for signature and transmittal today. 
{OC-Rubin) - .. ----

14. AEC 580/296 - Effect of Fissionable Materials Production Cutoff on 
Weapons Stockpile {See also AEC 580/297- Supplement to AEC 580/296) 

Noted for distribution to the Working Group Members. (SAD} 

15. AEC 1282/36- Execution Data for a Portion of BOWLINE III Events 

Approved. The question of test level will be discussed with Mr. Mike May 
next week •. (AGMMA-SECY) 

- 2-
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16. AEC 1043/12 - AECL Request for Assistance with Glace Bay Plant 

Approved·. The Joint Committee is to be informed. (AGMIA-Congr.) 
The General Manager reported Mr. Lorne Gray, President of AECL, 
has agreed to Canadian :payment fer D20 prior to June 30, 1969. 

17. AEC 1251 I 6 - International Nuclear Information System (INIS) 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

18. AEC 946/S - Joint USAEC-JAEC Meeting 

Commissioner Costagliola will inform the Japanese of the possibility of 
Commissioner attendance at a joint meeting. 
(AGMIA-Griffin-SECY) 

19. Diversification at Richland -Proposed Letter to Battelle 

Approved. (AGMO) 

20 •. AEC 901/412 -Proposed Letter to Director, NBS, on Soviet Delegation 
Visit to ORNL 

Noted. (AGM!A) 

21. AEC 780/41 -William A. Jump Memorial Award- 1969 

Noted. (PER) 

22. Pending Contractual Matters· Report No. 296 

Noted. (PAR) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

- 3 -

12:40 p.m. 

125 



PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Coxn."'l'lissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic {s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Parks 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. Ryan 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Schoenhaut* 
Mr. Corso* 
Gen. Giller* 
Mr. Tesche>:: 
Mr. Labowitz* 
Mr. Clark>:: 
Mr. Bloom>:: 
Mr. Friedman".c 
Mr. Brunenkant* 
Mr. Erlewine* 

- 4-

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 

126 



EXECUTIVS OF:=ICE: 0(=' THZ ?RESIDENT 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 
VMCL· av t 
.. ..av a& 

WASHINGTON, O.C. ZOS03 

February 18, 1969 

Y.Z.V.J::\A:;Du~ FOR THE EEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMEr--"TS A1"'D AGENCIES 

?~suant to the President's m~~orandum·of FebruarJ 17, 1969, I am 
issuing these instructions concerning the orderly reduction of 
unnecessary civilian employment in the executive branch of the 
Govern:r.ent. 

:'l":e e=.ploy::.ent l:L""'.i tat ions of section 201 of the Revenue and 
~~?enditure Control Act (?~blic Law 90-364) do not apply to certain 
act:l:vi ties of so.~e agencies, but the need to reduce ·1excessi ve ei:l"Rloy
=ent applies to all. 

The head o~ each agency must ensure that he handles his available 
personnel vacancies in such a way as to increase his agency's pro
~uctiVity. To this ·end, he must reassign his work force fran low 
priority activities to those of a higher priority. In such reassign
~ent, ~pl":asis should be placed on meeting needs involving health, 
s~ety, and hu:an lives. 

~eductions will be acc~plished in an orderly fashion through attri
tion, rather than through the use of reduction-in-force techni~ues. 

:or the next three months, each agency head should have the objective 
to: 

~educe full-t~e percanent employment fr~ month to month, 
and 

Reduce part-time and temporary employment when compared to 
the sa~e :onth of 1968. 

_ ~ ccr~~ident our joint efforts will be successful in reducing 
perscr-~el w~thout involVing an arbitrary formula more restrictive 
than the present law. 

E=?~o~ent reductions obtained through fixed for:ulas are often in
efficient. I w~nt to do ever;thir4 possible to avoid such a syst~, 
~hich can unjustly penalize good manag~ent practices, inhibit proper 
recruiting, ar~ cause employment to be reduced in the wror.g places--
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:.:::::~~~..:;sc:.:-i.J..y c~~-:i::c ::o~e ?U~lic ser"V:.ces. Yet a restricti ·.;e :'c:-::-.~la. 

~??~o~ch ~y b~ necessary if our efforts do not produce satisfying 
:::-i:!sul~s. 

~~e S?~ci~l Re?o~~s o~ E=~lo~cnt furnished unde~ E~e~u of ~~e 3~dze~ 
3ul~e~~n ~o. 63-15 ~~ll be usee to ~or.'tor the t~end of eact azency 1 s 
:~·.:.ll-~::.::.~ ?e~:-~c::-.t C.:::?lo~e::-.t--w'h.:. the:: covered by sec~ion 20l e:~plo:r
=-~::~ li::..:!. ta.~io::~ o:- no~. T'ne exte:1t to vt.lich this report sho~ .. :;; a g::ea "ter 
::ecuction in actual e=~lo~ent than ::equi::ed by the law Will ?::cvide a 
y~::.:.s~ick to :::.easure agency pez-formo.nce. 

?roceC.ures 
~~~c~.v~~t t~e inte~t o~ ~hese reductior.s, ~ic~ is to =z~age o·~ =a~
?O'.:e:: ::esot:..rces =o:.·e effectively, to ::educe overhead, to -;=:ase C.ov.":l or 
eli=in~te lo~ prio::ity p::ogr?-s, anc.·to reC.uce the size of staffs a~ 
~:.e s~a~ of voverr~ent, at regional and other field offices, anC. overseas. 

·:::-.e ?~ovisions of :Surea.u of the Budget Bulletin Ko. 68-15 re:=.a.in ir. 
e:. .... :'ect. 
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The Honorable Glenn T. Seaberg 
Chairman 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 2.0545 

Dear Dr. Seaberg: 

February 18, 1969 

The Atomic Energy Commission recently announced that 
it would permit uranium producers under contract to supply the 
Commission with uranium to reduce the quantities they have 
agreed to deliver over the next two years. One incentive to re
ducing deliveries would be that it might provide one or more pro
ducers to sell the uranium to other buyers at a better price than 
that available under the AEC contract. 

Because most private sales for delivery in 1969 and 1970 
already have been made, the most likely incremental market 
over and above existing commitments would be to replace leased 
ft:.el via the in situ option available to utility operators of nuclea·r 
power :-eactors after December 31, 1970 • 

. c· 

We understand that the Commission is considering increas
ing its fuel lease charge beyond 5-1/2.%. ·If this change is imminent, 
and could be announced at an early date, it would perhaps encourage 
the exercise of the in situ option by the utility operator. If it is to 
prove of maximum help to the uranium supplier who is considering 
submitting a bid for a reduction in his uranium deliveries to the 
AEC, he should have the information as far in advance as possible 
of March 17, the deadline set by the AEC :for the submission of 
delivery reduction bids. 

I would appreciate your consideration of this suggestion. 

Sin?_el~ 

Q~rfo&C:~ 
CR:MB Charles Robbins 

UNCL. BY DOl 
NOV 86 
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The Commissioners and staff worked on the follow--up response, supplementary to 
the response of ~ebruary 10, to Budget Director Mayo's Jetter of January 23, 
requesting our supplementary FY 1970 budget proposals. The letter (copy 
attached}, which I sent today, put the $20 mil lion for the additional 
Plowshare effort in as a definite amendment to the FY 1970 budget, and was 
partially offset by a recommended reduction of $13 million in the weapons 
testing budget. Otherwise, the policy items identified in our letter of 
February ·10 were mentioned as desirable additions but not of high enough 
priority to warrant compensating cuts. We also pointed out the possibility 
that, if there is a slippage in the time for the ABM program in view of the 
current Administration's review, this might lead to a saving of as much as $33 
mi 1 lion in new obligational authority. 

1 sent a letter (copy attached} to President Nixon forwarding the proposed 
amendment to the Agreement for Cooperation between the Government of the 
United States and the Government of Iran Concerning Civi I Uses of Atomic 
Energy. I also sent a simi Jar letter to Mr. El Jsworth in connection with my 
submission of the above mentioned Jetter to the President. Both letters 
described in some detai I the whole background of our bilateral agreements and 
the steps involved in their negotiation, approval and execution. This was 
done in order to acquaint the new Administration with the history and 
procedures involved in this rather complex field. 

1 sent a memo to Dr. Kissinger in response to National Security Decision 
Memorandum (NSDM} 5 dated February 3, 1969, suggesting the restoration of a 
number of National Security Action memoranda to the list of those remaining in 
effect; these had been dropped from the list given in NSDM 5 in an attempt to 
remove those no longer necessary. The ones I identified are stilI of 
importance and should remain in effect. ·rhe new Administration has changed 
the name of the National Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) to National 
Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM). 

Norman Ramsey cal led me to say he has decided to turn down the offer of a 
commissionership. He suggested J. c. Street, Bob Bacher and Charles Stichter 
as possibilities. 

Friday, February_lL .1969 - (HOLIDAY) 

1 spent the morning working at home largely in order to give my office staff a 
day off. I read a number of AEC papers and studied with especial care the 
staff paper that wi 11 form the basis for the solicitation of industry comments 
on uranium enrichment activities (AEC 459/64). Charles Robbins of the Atomic 
Industrial forum returned my call of yesterday at 9:15 a.m. I told him that 1 
had developed a conflict that would make it impossible for me to attend the 
meeting scheduled between members of the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Board of Directors of the Atomic Industrial Forum at Airlie House on May 23. 
I suggested that perhaps he would want to go ahead with the meeting anyway, 
but he immediately said he would prefer to change the date so that I could 
attend. He indicated that a date a week or two in either direction would be 
all right and that it wouldn't necessarily have to be on a Monday or Friday. 
I said that I would talk to my fellow Commissioners and we would try to set a 
date very soon. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20545 

FEB 2 0 1969 

:-:.:>:1.:>::.1ble Rob~rt P. Mayo 
Ji::~c~or, Bureau of the Budget 

lJIICL. BY DO& 
KOV Bl 

On F~bruary 10, 1969, the Co~mission transmitted to you proposed 
d~2ndments to its FY 1970 budget, in response to your letter of January 23, 
1969. Ho~o1ever, \ole have been giving further consideration to our progra::1 
.:;::d budget outlook for FY 1970, with particular focus on how the policy 
i~~~s ~entioned in our letter fit into our formal budget pattern. You 
~•ill r~c.1ll that in addition to the budget amendments set forth in the 
~~~~l.J.r ~.J.t~rial attached to our letter, the Commission identified four 
i~2~s of a policy nature which, in the event of affirmative decisions, 
~-'""'ld ho.ve a sizeable impact on our FY 1970 budget. Three of these 
:t~~s related to military progra~s and one, the plowshare excavation 
p::.:>gra~, r~lated to the civilian activities of the Co~~ission. 

With r~spect to the plowshare program, we believe that the increased 
=u::ding £or this ite~ should be handled as a budget amendment. Treated in 
~his £ashion, our proposed increases to the FY 1970 budget, including those 
~isted in our letter of February 10, affiount to $59,950,000 in NOA and 
S~3,450,000 in expenditures. Our letter of February 10 identified par
~::.a:ly offsetting decreases amounting to $23,000,000 in NOA and $5,400,000 
i:: e~~enditures. We are proposing a further decrease associated with the 
"':~:apons supplet:1ental test site program amounting to $13,300,000 in NOA 
and $10,000,000 in eA~enditures. The proposed budget.amen~~ents are set 
forth in an enclosure to this letter. 

Of the three policy items of a military nature, one was of a con
ti::gc::t character, in that it related to weapons production (WALLSY~ 
e~~=g~ncy capability and prescribed action links for the ~~ 61 Boob) 
a~.:i ~.;ould have a budgetary impact only in the event we received firn 
::.:::quire~ents fran the Department of Defense. The other two items, i.e., 
=uil operation of both K reactors at Hanford and the attainment o£ a 
high altitude weapon test readiness capability represent activities which 
the Cor:::nission believes should be undertaken. In connection with the 
high altitude weapon test readiness program, in keeping with past 
practice, the Co~ission will be communicating separately with the 
?resident. In any event the Commission does not believe further reduc
tions can be made in its budget to finance these items. 
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.:..: t!:~ ~bove policy items are approved, the Co:nmission v1culd recor:-::::enC. 
:.-:.:::: ::::~ tot~l bud:;et be incre.:1sed. However, there are pending COD C.eci.sions 
::.:::: cv:..tld h.::v.3 signific.:lnt impact on the Comrnission's activities and rc
~:::~.:: :-..:::..::ir.g. For ex.:lm?le, there \vould result a further r.eduction in the 
C.:>:::.-::i$;;io:::.';; FY 1970 budget of $33,200,000 in NOA and $25,200,000 in 
~x?~~ci::..~r~;; in th.3 ev~nt that deployment of the thin ABX system is C.e
=~=r~d by one year. 

:\·.;; would \vclco::;~ .:ln opportunity to sit down with you and disc:..~ss our 
vi.::~v;; ~ore ex?licitly. We are confident that such a meeting would be of 
:::u=~~l ben~iit. 

/'?Sincerely, f7 
)d;? ,-- ·,/ /J 
/A-~~~ 

Chairman ~ 
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Sur.'.:".:a.:-y - 1970 Eudgct Revisions 
On0r~tin~ 2xncnscs, AEC 

An~lysis oi Ob1ig~tions and Eudgct Authority 

(In Thousands of Dollnrs) 

........... -·- .... .. .. .. .... . --· .... . l.Jy .:tctivi::ic:;: 

nuc10~r =atcrials •••••••••• 
............................ 
dcv~l0?~cn:: •••••••••••••••• 

~· :-.;,~) :~.s i \"C ~ •••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

C:>.~:.- ?~ugr~.:s u;lc~1tJ.n£ed ..••••••••• 

:v:~: ?ru~~~~ cvsts .........•.... 

c~~~s~ :;1 scl~~t~d r~svurces ..••.•• 

:v:~~ o~l~gatiu~s •............... 

Budget 
Estirn<1tc 

319,260 
828,700 
462,095 

14,000 
610,192 

2,234,247 

13,378 

2,247,625 

-210.125 

$2,037,500 

Rcco:r~11cr1dcd 

Change 

$ -2,400 
12,800 

2,000 

15,150 

27,550 

-550 

.. r 27,000 

s 271000 

~ela::ion of Obli 0ations to Outlays 

J~l~;~:~ci bal~ncc, start of year ••• 
J~:~s~=~~ bal~~c~, end of year (-) • 

C~t:~ys - Expenditures 

2,093,940 
1,004,231 

-1,010.171 

$2.088.000 

27,000 

550 

s 27,550 

?lant and c~~ital Ecuin~cnt 
A~a1vsis of Obligations and Eud~et Authoritv 

?~;s~~al R~sc~rch 

::2=s not c~a~~ed 

• 7o:~: o~: ~;at ions 
.s.:..l.::-.or~:y - XOA 

and budget 
s 

141,180 
259,455 

4001635 s 

Rel~tion of Obligat~ons ::o Outlavs 

~j::~~=~C ~~~~~c~, st~~t of year ••. 
o~:i~a:~c ~alance, enc of year (-) •• 

s 

400,635 
603,170 

-520,805 

4-S3. ceo s 

-3,350 

-3~350 

-3,350 

3,850 

sco 

;.:::.cr .. cl~C 
3stir::c:lt:e: 

$ 3l6,8GO 
S4l,5CO 
464,095 

29,:..sc 
6lO,~S2 

2,26l,7S7 

12 z 8 28 

2,274,625 

-210.:25 

S:?.~00~~5C~S 

2,120,940 
~,00Lr,:2:;:. 

-2..009,62: 

S2.ll5.55G 

s 

l3i,S2C 
:?.59,::.-ss 

397.:235 

397,~85 

c:o3,l7o 
-~, ... __ 

-).:.0,~.)) 

4S3.5C'C 
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A.'\ALYSIS OF BUDGET AUTHORI7Y A~D OUTLAYS 
(In Thousands of Dollars) 

U. S. ATOXIC E~ERGY CO:Y!ISSIOX 

1968 1969 
Ace,"'~;..::~:- .......... f~::":c:i,-,:-o:.::l code Enacted Estimate 

:~~:l~'\.:\':. ?:");JS 

C\~ : ... ": · .. • ~~ :_ ....... ..J S:1(~.:::: l f::l·:cs: .... """' 

U;>~~.J:i.:1.:; 2Xp~:1S~S o .058 NOA 2,139,992 2,109,270 
Revised ~OA 

E.-.;:p. 2,136,222 2,075,000 
Revised Exp. 

~~ " . - ............. Ca;:n :.JJ.. ·? .. ~ ...... 
:: .. -.:... ~ ?:::..:::-.: . . . . . . . .058 :\OA 369,133 461,574 

R~vised NOA 

;~;·: j). no,40o 376,400 
R.:::vised Exp. 

.. ~···::-:-·2:--::.:: :~::;O::s: 
. ..: .. - ..... - 3::C. r~ :..7:".0\.::-se-.-.~oo.. ....... - ..... .:;:, 

:--.·.,.:; .: : .::i . . . . . . . 05S Exp. 1,879 

:);..~:.:>:.,:. ?~~.a:-al fu::.ds :.\OA 2,509,125 2,570,844 
Revised :\0.-\ 

Exp. 2,466,589 2,451,400 
Revised Exp. 

1970 !::c:-c.:~s~ ~ 
~ 

Esti-:r.atc DC!cr.::.::se; 

2,037,5CO -71,7/C 
2,064,500 -44, 77C 

2,088,000 1 '7> r..r,,.., 
~...,~,vvv 

2,115,550 40,550 

400,635 -c,:,, s~; 
397,225 -6~' 2~~9 

4dJ,(.;CJ0 lCL., r~:).·.) 

483,500 107,:~::, 

2,438, 1.35 
.. ...,... _,... .-

-~..,:;~' / •..j';j 

2,461, 785 -lV9,S.5S 

2' 571' 000 
1 - ~ .. ~ -
...,.:.,.;t,Uv......-

2,599,050 147,650 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMiSSION 

The President 
:-::e h'hi te House 

D0ar Mr. President: 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20545 

~nowing of your deep interest in furthering the n~aceful 
uses of nuclear energy, I am pleased to enclose for your 
consid0ration a proposed amend:nent to the "Agreement for 
Cooper3tion Between the Government of the Uriited States 
of America and the Government of Iran Concerning Civil 
l.Ises of Atomic Energy." · 

!~ sub~itting to you for the first time an action relating 

IJNCL. BY DC 
NOV 85 

to our program of Agreements for Cooperation, I should like 
~o no:e that other such submissions wi~l be forwarded to you~ 
~=om time to time pursuant to Section 123a of the Atomic· ·-
~~ergy Act of 1954 .. Some, as in the case of the agreement 
~ith Iran, will pertain to cooperation in the research aspec:s 
of nuclear energy; others .will include not only research bu: 
power applications as well and will provide for the supply of 
uraniu~ enriched in U-235 to fuel nower reactors over oeriocis 
of up to thirty years. ·The purpos~ of these agreement; will 
be to extend and develop, on a peaceful basis, the humani
:~rian ~nd economic benefits of scientific and technological 
a~vances in nuclear energy. They will also serve to help 
~eep the United States in the forefront of international 
~aveloo~ents of both an economic and scientific nature in 
the peaceful applications of atomic energy. 

The Atomic Energy Commission recommends that you approve 
the proposed amencl1nent to the "Agreement for Cooperation 
3e:wean the Government of the United States of America and 
:he Govern~ent of Iran Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic 
:::;nergy," determine that its periormance will pror.;ote and 
~ill net constitute an unreasonable risk to the common 
defense and security, and authorize its execution. The De
partment of State supports the Comr.;ission's reco~~endation. 

135 



- 2 -

Th~ urouose~ ~ccnd~ent has been ne~otiated by the Dcp~rt
:::~llt. o( State and the Ator.;ic Energy Cor.u::ission p1;rsuant to 
:::~ .-\.to;::i.c E:1crgy Act of 1954, as ar::encled .. It i·:ould revise 
;:::..: extend the Agreement for Cooperation bet\vcen the li::.i ted 
S:~tcs of America and Iran which w~s signed at Washington 
-:-:: ;-:a::..:h 5, 19 57, as amended by the agreement signed on 
~ ~~ :1 c s , 19 6 4 . 

~:::c present agreement is scheduled to expire on Apri:. 26, 
l069. Accordingly, the main p1;r?ose of the amend~ent is 
to extend the agreement; an additional period of ten years 
~oulci be established pursuant to proposed Article VI. 

:n extending the agreement, the O?portunity has been taken 
to ~ri~g other ~spects of the agreement up ~o date. As 
~~;ul~r:y reilecteci in other recent amendments and agrec
::.c:::s, c:~~nges };,ave been occasioned by the 1964 "pr:.'.-a:c 
.:· .. ::-.c:::s>.i:_;" legislation. Pursu~nt to proposed Article :;:: , 
:::c:·e:·ore, z.uthorized persons ir.. either the United Sta tcs 
o~ Ir~n ~auld be permitted to make arrangements directly 
~it~ ~u:hori:ed persons in the other country to trans~er 
s~~ci~l nuclear ~aterial; such transactions would also be 
?~r=itteci between either government and authorized persons 
u::~cr the j1;risdiction of the other. 

:::c ot> .. er articles of the amendment woulC: update the 
~spec:s of the current agreement as noted below. 

~r:iclc ! of the amendment would modify the fuel article, 
-~rticlc IV of the agreement, to (a) permit f1;eling o£ 
~2ac:cr experiments in ~ddition to research reactors; 
~j) di.scontinue the obso!cte requirement that title to 
e~r:c~eci ~raniu~, p~rchased fro~ the Commission, be 
.~~:ai::ed oy the GoverTh~ent of Ir~n until such :i~e as 
~r:~~:e ~sers in the United States arc permitted to 
~c~~ire title to such ~aterial; and (c) discontin~c the 
~~~se~: op:io~ oi the United States to retain special 
~u~lear ~aterial produced i~ U.S.-ori~in leased ~aterial, 
~~llo~i~g reprocessing, and to purchase special n~clear 
~~terial produced in U.S.-origin materi~l which Ir~~ 
~c~uired ~y ~eans other than lease. The United States, 
·- ro •• ,,.,_ '·o··· -1 'n~\'e -he r~ -t.t to "'n",..ove -ran·-=,rs o-= .......... ;;·\,;· •• ·' .... ~ ...... co. - ... .-._:;-. --:~· ~ I.. • .::..-.<.;; -
···-.., ..,.,."' ... ·ce.., spec1al nuc 1 "a- ,...,., ... er1al ,. ..... om T.,...~ .. •o ., .. v ~ - .. "'-•• ~. v .._~ lt..i. ., \,; · ~ "'•~ L.. ,...,... : • .a ..L • C.J.. .. J. "- ......... ., 

~:~cr nat1on or group of nat1ons. ihe tormula:1on gov
er~i~g the q~antity of material, which may be tra~sierred 
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~~~cr Article IV of the current agreement, would be rctai~c~ 
~::1-.ler the amended. article. Also, ti1e authority to p-roviG.e: 
:::is :::a tcri al enriched to grea tcr than 20% in the iso :one 
~-235 ~o~ld be continued, subject to a finding of technlcal 
or econo~1c justification for such enrichment. 

Ar:icl~ !II would bring the present comprehensive safc
;~~r~s article, Article VIII, into conformity with the 
si~ilar provision in current agreements and incorporate 
c::;.::-.:;cs ir:. cross-references necessitated by the ne;.; ::-.;.el 
;.:r:icl~. At Iran's request, proposed Article III would 
;.:lso a:-::cnd the safeguards article to make the present U.S. 
right to consult with Iran on health and safety matters a 
:~:~ t~.:::1l right . 

.-'.·:·::.c lc IV i\Ould expressly extend I ran's "'peaceful uses" 
;~ar;.:~tcc in the present Article IX to cover special ~~.:clear 
~~teri~l produced through the use of material, equip~ent a~G. 
~cvices transferred under the agreement. 

~r:icle V would undate the article nroviding for the :rans
:~~ c: s~ieguarcs.responsibilitics to the Internationa~ 
A:o~:c =~crgy Agency [Article IX(A)] to reflect that such 
~ :r~~sicr has been accomnlished under a trilateral safe
;~ar~s agree~er:.t signed in 1964 and to provide for the 
c~r:.tir:.~cG. application of safeguards by the Agency. 

~o:lc~ing your approval, ~etermination, and authorization, 
:::-. .:: pro?osed <:mendment will be for~ally executed by ap~Ho
;ria:c a~thorities of the Government of the United States 
of A~erica and the Government of Iran. In compliance with 
Section l23c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as acended, 
the a~enci~ent will be placed· before the Joint Committee on 
·'- .... ....,1· ~ >=,.... ergy • .""'\ "'"v .. a. \,.. .-.. . • 

,Respectfully yours, 

Chairman 

~~clcs\Are: 
?rc?os~c Ar..end~ent to Agreement 

=or Coojeration Between the 
Gover~~cnt of the United States o= Ar.:erica and the Govern.::1ent of 
Irar. .(3) 
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Robbins then went on to talk about the forthcoming appearance of She.ldon 
Novick on the Today show next Thursday, february 27, to discuss his book, The 
Careless Atom, and wondered whether l could suggest someone who might appear 
with him, or on a subsequent show, in order to counterbalance what wil I 
obviously be a biased report. I mentioned to him the review of Novick's book 
that had been written by Clark Goodman for the Houston Post and suggested that 
this might be used for distribution as an answer to Novick and that Goodman 
might be the man to appear on the loday show as a balancing influence to 
Novick's appearance. ~obbins said he would get in touch with Goodman. 
(Actually Novick appeared on the show on Monday, February 24, so it wasn't 
possible to arrange an appearance of another person; Novick's statements were 
not too devastating although he said the fast breeder reactors offered the 
potential for explosions.) 

I mentioned to Robbins that l had read his letter of February 18, 1969, in 
which he suggested that, as an incentive to reducing deliveries to the AlC of 
uranium (as we are suggesting in connection with our FY 1970 budget), we might 
make an early announcement of our increase of fuel lease charge (if it is our 
intention to increase it). lf we do this, the utilities might be encouraged 
to replace leased fuel with uranium via the in situ option, thus encouraging 
mine operators to sell their uranium to the utilities. I said that we woul~ 
let him know as soon as we make a decision to increase our lease charge. 

Immediately after ~obbins' ca·ll I had a call from Dayton l. Carritt of Nova 
University advising me that Nova is considering acquiring a research reactor 
in order to interest Glen Gordon in accepting a position with them. 1 told 
him that the Government no longer has a program·for assisting in the 
acquisition of such reactors by universities but that he might cal I Paul 
McDaniel in order to ascertain the best places for them to be purchased. He 
said that Glen Gordon is also considering accepting offers at the University 
of Rhode Island and the University of Maryland. 

At 4:35p.m. I had a call from Earl Ewald, President of the Northern States 
Power Company. He said he had just returned from a luncheon meeting with the 
Mayors of Minneapolis and St. Paul who are quite excited as a result of the 
charges by a group of the University of Minnesota faculty that the discharges 
from their Monticello nuclear power plant wi 11 result in unsafe levels of 
tritium in the Mississippi ~iver. Two of the accusers are Dean Abramson, an 
assistant professor of anatomy, and Charles W. Huver, an associate professor 
of zoology. (lhe reactor at Monticello is a General Electric boiling water 
with a power level of 500 MW.) 

"lhe Abramson-Huver group would like a large mass meeting to discuss this 
so-called problem. Ewald is trying to counter this by arranging a quiet 
meeting next Wednesday evening at St. Thomas College at which the two mayors, 
four members of the Abramson-Huver group and Ewald and four of his people 
would participate. He would like to include one representative of the Atomic 
lnergy Commission to defend its point of view. I said that l would get in 
touch with him with a response to this request as soon as possible. (Later we 
learned the meeting was postponed.) 

ln the afternoon 1 took a long hike in Rock Creek Park with Eric and Suki. We 
explored a number of new trails such as cross trai Is 8 and 9 or the brid.le 
paths and a number of footpaths that we hadn't found before. 
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In the evening Helen and 1 went to dinner at the Ted Sherburnes, 3110 
Hawthorne Street, N.W. Another couple was present, Mr. and Mrs. David 
Challinor. He is the Director of the Office of International Activities at 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

Saturday, february 22, 1969 - D.C. 

1 received NSSM, dated February 20, 1969, from Dr. Kissinger (copy attached) 
directing that a study be prepared on the relationship of the Cape Keraudren 
project to the Limited Test Ban Treaty and the various options by which we 
might proceed with the project. The study is to be prepared by an ad hoc NSC 
group under the chairmanship of a representative of the Secretary of State, 
with representatives of the Secretary of Defense, Chairman of the Atomic 
lnergy Commission, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
Director of Central Intelligence, Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs, and the President•s Science Adviser, and should be forwarded 
to the NSC Review Group by March 17, 1969. 

1 sent a letter to Johnny Foster informing him that the AEC has decided that 
the backup work for the Spartan nuclear warhead at Los Alamos is no longer 
required due to the excellent progress of the main.line effort at the Livermore 
Laboratory. 

I received a memo from Dwight Chapin, the President•s Appointments Secretary, 
advising us that President Nixon would probably visit at Germantown 
Headquarters on March 13. 

1 called Gerard Smith (Director, ACDA) to make an informal suggestion 
regarding the forthcoming ENDC meeting which, if he thought well of, he might 
utilize as a suggestion originating from his agency, and, if he didn•t like 
it, he could forget it. The suggestion was that rather than again going into 
a protracted and largely barren exercise in oratory concerning past proposals, 
some of which may have become infeasible with the passage of time, they should 
recognize that the new Administration has the first opportunity in many years 
to break that pattern. They might take the public position at the opening of 
the forthcoming session of the ENDC that it will not be our intent at each 
ENDC to restate previous proposals made by the U.S., but we intend to address 
only those previous U.S. proposals, and those by others, which we 
realistically believe are right for serious negotiation in the ENDC. We would 
make it clear that our failure to address any specific proposal of our own or 
of others is not intended to convey a lack of interest in that proposal and 
should not be so interpreted. Our intention would rather be portrayed as an 
indication of our desire to reduce the necessity to indulge in rhetorical 
mutual recriminations resulting from the ritualistic introduction by one party 
of proposals concerning which another party has made clear that there is not a 
sufficient area of agreement or interest. At the same time that the foregoing 
attitude is expressed, the U.S. representative can give some indication that 
U.S.-USSR bilateral talks could play a role in resolving issues which have 
stood in the way of previous proposals aimed indirectly at the objective to 
which the bilateral talks are directly aimed. Smith said this proposal was 
worth considering, and I said that I would write it up and give it to him for 
informal use in whatever manner he wished. 

Julie and I went over to the Pot-o•-Gold for lunch. 
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NATIONAL. SECURITY COUNCIL. 
WASHINGTON, J),C. 20506 

February 20, 1969 

25 
·~BYDOE 

National Security Study Memorandum l988; 

TO: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary o£ D~cfense 

vThc Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 

·ll;> ~ 

..:.}z." }6~ 

I 
4t>IZ.1-

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmame~t Agency 
The Director of Central Intelligence 
The President's Science Adviser 

SUB.JECT: Cape Keraudren Nuclear Excavationj·Project 
and the Limited Test Ban Treaty .,. · 

The President has directed that a study be prepa;ed on the 
relationship o£ the Cape Ke-raudren nuclear excavation p:-oject to th.e 
Limited Test Ban Treaty and the various options by which we might 
proceed with the project. 

The study should ;>e prepared by an ad hoc NSC group under t."le 
chairmanship of a representative o£ the Secretary of State, with 
:-epresentatives of the Secretary o£ Defense, Chairman of t.~e Ato::'l~C 
Energy Commission, Director of the Arms Control' and Disa.-:na:ne:A.t 
Agency, Director of Central Intelligence, Assistant to ·the President 
£or National. Security Affairs, and the P.resident1 s Science Adviser. 

The study should be forwarded ·to the National Security Council 
Review Group by .March 17, 1969. · 

!
. . . ~ . ~./· 

. ----, j; .· J:'';;:-. ---
Henry' A. Kissinger / 



After I returned to the office I had a ca·ll from John Rasmussen who said the 
f"AS would like to have me, Robert McNamara and possibly Senator Ted Kennedy 
(or Senator George McGovern) talk generally at a symposium (mentioned in his 
letter to me of February 13) on the prospects for closing the gaps between the 
rich and the poor areas of the world in response to Charles Snow and in 
support of Sakharov's statement. They are thinking of having the symposium at 
the time of the American Physical Society meeting in New York in April. He 
said the best night would be Monday, April 28, the alternative being Sunday, 
April 21. He said FAS people in the Boston area could contact Senator · 
Kennedy, and we decided that 1 would call McNamara in the next two or three 
days and then Rasmussen could follow that up with a call to McNamara at the 
end of the week. 

I told him it might not be easy to get McNamara on such short notice, and in 
fact it is very short notice for me, and I am not sure I could work something 
up of which 1 could be proud on that time scale. I said, if we don't get 
McNamara now, we might get him for a later date. He said it might be possible 
to hold the symposium in conjunction with the AAAS fall meeting in Boston. He 
said it would be their hope that these talks could be included with a series 
of articles that Jack Hollander is putting together for the Bulletin of Atomic 
Scientists along the general theme of responding to the ideas raised in the 
Sakharov document. 

Rasmussen told me that he has decided to leave Berkeley and will stay on at 
Yale. This is a great loss to Berkeley. 

In the afternoon Helen and I attended a song recital given by Dianne's Girl 
Scout Troop #1971 in the auditorium of the Blessed Sacrament School; Dianne 
participated in the recital. 

1 then took a hike in Rock Creek Park with Eric and Suki. We started at the 
corner of Oregon and Nebraska Avenues and hiked along the White Horse Trail, 
Cross Trail No. 2, the Black Horse Trail and then back to our starting point.· 

I worked on my talk "The Atom's Expanding Role in the Medical World" to be 
given at livermore laboratory on March 6. 

Sunday, February 23, 1969 

A great deal of my day was spent working on various speeches I win be 
giving--"The Heritage of Albert A. Michelson" at the Naval Academy on May 10; 
"Nuclear Power -A New Overview" at the meeting of the Southeastern Electric 
Exchange in Boca Raton, Florida, on March 25; my remarks for the Science 
Talent Search Banquet on March 3; "Science Teachers in a Changing World" at 
the science building dedication at Indiana State University on April lb. 1 
also worked on my article, "The Potential of Science Now and in the 21st 
Century" to be published in Rehovoth Magazine. I started work on a possible 
speech, "A Scientist in Washington" that might be available for an appropriate 
occasion. 

Monday, February 24. 1969 - Germantown 

1 presided at 9:55 a.m. at Information Meeting 880 (notes attached) and 
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A TOM IC EN C:~GY COMMISSION L.,;,::.:,:..:_::::.:===== 

WASHINGTON. O.C:. ZOUS 

INFORMATION MEETING 880 

, •. 
" 

COPY NO.---
February 24, 1969 

9:55a.m., M,.,nd<~.y, February 24, 1969, Room A-458, ·Germantown Headoua.:-ters 

1. ~ident Nixon's Visit to AEC Headquarters, Germantown 

The Chairman said the visit is tentativ"cly scheduled for March 13, 1969. 
(R.\lbin-AGM-SECY) 
---.......--~· 

2. Commissioners' Meetin~ with General Electric: Officials to Disc-v s ~ Pla.ns 
~--------------~--~~~--------------------~--------~--------------!or the Fast Breeder Program, 10:00 a.m., March 27, 1969 

S\:heduled. The Commissioners requested sta!! rec:ommendatiorJ.s en 
criteria for siting o! breeder demonstration pl:$nts. (Rubin-AGlV.R- ADRA-SEC 

~'"" 

3. Commissioners' May 1969 All Day Meeting with the Atomic: Industrial 
Forum 

The Chairman said he had mentioned his calendar conflict to :\~r. Robbins 
who sugg,;sted an alternative date. We will reschedule after disc:ussio:1 
with him. @.~~~;SECY) 

.!!.E.ocaranc:c of ~r. Sheldon Novick, Author of "The Careless Atorr." on the 
Today Show, Thursday, February 27, 1969 

The Ch•~rman saiu M:. Charles Robbins, AIF, had called to ask i! we could 
• suggest someone to res?ond to Mr. Novick's expected statel-ner.ts. The 

Commissior.ers suggested Messrs. Clark Goodman, Carroll Zabel, and 
Congressman Chet Holifield as possibilities. ~~!_n_-SECY) 
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5. Tel(.>phonc Call from Mr. Ear1 Ewald, NorthP.1·n States Power Compa:-q, 
re ~1arc:h 5 Meeting at St. Thomas College to Discu!i s Monticello Plant 
Dischar~es 

The Chairman noted Mr. Ewald's request !or an AEC t"epresentative to 
be present and the Commissioners agreed the request should be 
acco1nmodated. (ADRA) 

6. February 3 Letter.to the Chairman !rom Dr. Ernest J. Sternglass and 
the Chairman's Febr'l.:ary 20 Response re "Infant and Fetal Mortality 
Increase in the U.S.: Evidence for Correlation with Nuclear Weauons 
Test" 

Circulated !or the Commissioners' information. (SECY) 

7. Commi-ssioner Ramey's Februarr 17 Meeting with Professor Carlos' 
Salvetti in Rome · 

Commissioner Ramey reported the following items were discussed: 

a. Fuel !or the Italian Nuclear Ship 

b. Request !or a Commissioner to attend the March 20-21 Meeting 
in Rome 
(Commissioner Costagliola will plan to attend.) 

(Ryan-Grif!in-SECY) 

8. March 20, 1969, Dedication o! the General Electric Fuel Fabrication 
Plant, Wilmington, North Carolina 

Commissioner Johnson will plan to attend. (Hel!rich-SECY) 

9. Discussions with the UK re Cas Centrifuge 

Commissioner Tape reported plans are underway !or him and staff to open 
the discussions in London on March 2-3, 1969. (ACM-Rosen-SECY} 

10. US- CK Exchange o! Materials 

Commis~ioner Tape will discuss with the British in London. {Rosen) 

-. 2-
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11. USSR InlC!r~st in Plowshare Technical Discussions 

Commissioner Tape reported Mr. I. D. Morokhov, Deputy Chairman 
of the State Committee on Atomic Energy, had raised this matter in 
Vienna. 

12. Me~ting wit-h Chairman Chet Holifield to Discuss UK Gas Centrifuge 
Interests, 4:00 p.m. , Tuesday, February 25, 1969 

The Chairman, Commissioners Ramey, Tape, and Johnson and Mr. 
Hollingsworth and:Mr. Brown will attend. (AGM) 

13. February 20, 1969, National Security Study Memorandum 25 re Cape 
Keraudren Nuclear Excavation Project and the Lirrdted Test Ban Treaty 

Commissioner Tape will represent the Commission. (Rosen-AGMIA-PNE) 

14. F<.>bruary 12, 1969, National Sec~rity Study Memorandum re U.S. Policy 
in the ENDC 

The Chairman noted relaxation of the deadline for receipt of the Study/?; 

15. February 10 Memorandum re Uranium Mining Requirements and Uranium 
and Thorium Costs !or Advanced 30 Year Life 1000 MWe PWR and LWBR 
Plants 

Circulated by Commissioner Johnson. (SECY) 

16. February 18 Letter from Charles Robbins, AIF, rc Pricing of Uranium 

The Press Release on the Fuel Lease Charge will be issued today wi_th 
advance notice to the Joint Committee. (Pl-Congr. -SECY) 

17. AEC 1130/52 - Draft Letter to the President reTest Readiness Program 

Approved with revisions. (AGMMA-Rubi~} ..-

18. AEC 1044/23 - NTS Visitor Policy 

Approved with revisions. (AGMMA-PI) 

.. 3 -

144 



OFFICE DIARY 

GLENN T. SEABORG 
Chr USAEC, 19J1-72 

FOLUER-PAGE 9 ~ 14 2 

19. Joint AEC-MLC Conference 

An April 21, 1969, Meeting is suggested. {SECY} 

20. Ceremony at Weston, Illinois 

The May 5, 1969, date is to be checkc~. (!.}.!illi.Q.) 

21. AEC 1285/4- Agreement for Cooperation with Finland· 

Approved. {AGMIA) 

22. AEC 194 /7J - National Lead Reduction in Force 

Staff m~y proceed. {P} 

· 23. AEC 544/95 - Radiation Standards for Uranium Miners 

Approved. {RM) 

24. AEC 471/8 -:Possible Leak of Official Information 

An additional check is requested. {L'!\lS) 

25. NTS Events (See- G£;neral Gille-r's February 20 Memorandum) 

Noted. (AGMMA) 

26. F~bruary 28, 1969, Apollo 9 Launch 

The- Commissioners will not be able to attend. I will check the 
~pollo 11 launch window. (SECY} 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

11:40 a.m. 

- 4: -
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announced that President Nixon is tentatively scheduled to visit Germantown 
Headquarters on March 13, 1969. 

~allowing the Information Meeting I went with the other Commissioners down to 
the Commission meeting room to see the special display of models and pictures 
of nuclear weapons. lhis is the display that will be shown Secretary of 
Defense Melvin Laird and some of his assistants at the Pentagon tomorrow; they 
wi·l 1 also possibly be shown to President Nixon during his forthcoming visit. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with Justin Bloom and Julie Rubin. 

I signed my first letter to Robert Finch in his capacity as Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare asking that the AEC be joined in 
Department conducted administration proceedings required by the Civil Rights 
Act to enable the AlC to make a final decision as to the eligibility of 
certain school systems for Title VI assistance from The AEC. This involves 
three school systems in Arkansas which are suspected of non-compliance and for 
which hearings will be conducted. 

1 received a letter from Robert Ellsworth, Assistant to the President, asking 
that I send routinely to his office all significant press releases and advance 
notices of important events in order that he wi 11 be informed of the 
activities of this agency (copy attached). 

Tuesday, february 25, 1969 - Hethesda and D.C. 

I presided at 9:35 a.m. over Regulatory Information Meeting 330 at the 
Bethesda headquarters (~otes attached). One of the policy items discussed was 
the matter of providing that backfitting of production and utilization 
facilities will be imposed only when the Regulatory staff can meet the burden 
bf showing that the backfitting will provide appreciable, additional 
protection which is required for the public health and safety or the common 
defense and security. This policy will be announced in the Federal Register 
as 10 CFR Parts 2 and 50. We decided that the Director of Regulation and the 
General Manager should get together in order to provide a suggested policy 
regarding the use of AEC people as advisers in public and private meetings 
involving disputed cases concerning power reactor siting, etc. We decided we 
would suggest to the ACRS the names of Jack A. Kyger and Hibbert M. Hi 11 as 
candidates for membership on the Committee. 

1 also presided at 10:30 a.m. over the Regulatory Meeting 272 (action summary 
attached) at Hethesda. We were briefed by Peter Morris of the Division of 
Reactor Licensing on the status of reactor licensing, by Dave Low and Bob 
Engelken on the problems that have been encountered by the Division of 
Compliance in the course of reactor construction and by Ed Case on the status 
of development of criteria standards and codes. We were so impressed by the 
many examples of problems for which the Division of Compliance has been forced 
to request remedial measures to be put in effect by the suppliers of the 
reactors, the architect-engineers and the utilities, that we decided these 
groups should also receive the same briefing we did. 

1 sent copies of my letters of February 10 and 20 to Hudget Oirector·Mayo to 
Lee DuHridge so he would be informed of our budget problems. 

147 



THE WHITE HOUSE UNCL. BY DOli 
NOV 81 

WASHINqTON 

February 19, 1969 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

One important factor in keeping my office informed 
of the activities of your agency is the press 
releases from your Public Information Office or 
its equivalent. 

Would you please send routinely all significant 
releases as well as advance notices of important 
events to my office. Copies should also be sent 
to Mr. DuBridge. 

Mr. Herbert G. Klein, Director of Communications 
for the Executive Branch, may already have con
tacted your agency about keeping his office 
independently informed of public releases. If 
he has not, you should contact him to make 
appropriate arrangements. 

Sincerely, 

~Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman , 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. c. 20545 
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WA3HINGTON. D.C . .2~;;!,~ !AHCL. BY DOe: 
NOV 86 

February 2 5, 1969 

REGULA TORY INFORMATI0-1~ MEETING 330 

9:35a.m., Tuesday, February 25, 1969, Room P-422, Bethesda 

1. AE_~.::- R 2/71 :: __ Propo:~ed Amendn:-ents .to Pa~ts 2 and 50 - nackf_itting of 
F'acilitiP.s; Ei ln:.ination of Provisional Construction Permits and 
Provision<d Operating Licenses 

Mr. Price reported briefly on his discussions with the ACRS and said a 
revised p"-per will be is sued for early Con1mis s ion cons idc.ration. 
(ADRA- SECY) 

2. Seismic Criteria 

A staff paper is in preparation for early issuance. (ADRA-SBCY} 

A staff paper is in p""rep<:>~rati0n for early issuance. (-~DRA-SECY) 

4. M!...:.--.!:'..Eice's Oral Report on the Jersey Ceatl:~_!:_~o~a!!-d Lighi;_ 
Compo.ny (O_p:ter Cr_cek l), Docket No:. 50:..?_19 

6. ! . .fr. Price's Fel?_ruary 12 Memon:.nchun re Exter.._s_iE~J Expirati?~Da!~ 
of Provisional C_p_~_:rating LicenBc, Power Rcacto_~_pc:e-lopme:nt Cornp_:-:_:2L!.,_ 
DPR- 9 (Docket ~o. 50- 16) 

App1·ovcd. (DP.L) 

·1. Liquid Effluent Dic;charzes from the Mo~ticc_~~ Pla.:nt 

8. _!tc:gulato.!.Y_?tc.ff Part_!:_cipation in Public H_earin~thc _ _!Iarr~pton Falls, 
Nev_: Hamp~1hire BoC~.rd of Selectmen 

9. _g!_ou~B:_U:J ~:; on AEC Staff P;:_E_tici_~E-tion in 1-.,,.lLlk Meetings re th·~ Lice_:1si_~~
and _9pc~.io.::'1 of Nucle_<:,r Reactor~ 

149 



10. Agenda for Commissioners' Meeting with ·the Advisory Committee on 
Reactor Safeguards, 3:00 p.m., Thursday, March 6, 1969 

.,: 

Approved. (SECY) 

11. Chairman's Comment on Mr. Sheldon Novick's Appearance on the Today 
Sho\v, February 24, 1969 

12. Nominees for the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 

Approved. (SECY) 

13. Tritium Spill from the Savannah River Plant 

To be checked. (P) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaberg 
Cornrnissioner Ramey 
Com1nissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Comn•issioner. Costagliola 

*Attendance by topic ( s) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr, Beck 
Mr. Henderson 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Ryan 
Mr. Rosen 
Mr. Helfrich 
Mr. Yore 

·Mr. Mann 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Doan* 
Mr. Morris* 
Mr. Case>:• 

- 2 -

10:25 a.m. 

DIST RIB UT ION: 

Commissioners 
Dir/Regulation 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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.,.-·· 

UNii"l:::D STATES 

ATOi.;lC EN:::J~GY COMMISSIOi'J 
WASlilNGTON. O.C. 20545 

February 26, 1969 
Approved ____________ _ 

B. L. Price, Director of Regulation HLP 
Date __________ ~------

.~CTION SmiHARY OF REGULATORY MEETING 272, TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1969, 
10:30 A. H., ROOH P-118, BETHESDA, MARYLAND 

SECY:JFB 

C0mmission Business 

1. Briefing on Reactor Licensing Problems 

2. Briefing on Identification of Problems During Reactor Construction 

The Commission requested consideration be given to briefing 
representatives of the nuclear industry, including utilities, 
architect-engineers, and·componcnt manufacturers concerning 
problems identified during construction of nuclear power 
facilities. (ADRA) 

3. Briefing on Status of Development of Criteria Standards and Codes 

.. , 
,i~~-· ... 

·' 
/ 

cc: 
Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Co~~issioner Costagliola 

· .• ·· .... 
\.. ,!_ .. - ·--···. -... · 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

aJNCL. BY c0a 
NOV 81 
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I sent a letter to President Nixon calling his attention to the need for 
additional funds in the FY 1970 budget in order to implement our program of 
readiness to conduct atmospheric testing in the event the Soviets decide to 
violate the nuclear test ban treaty; these funds were not included in 
President Johnson•s budget and the readiness to test issue was left as a major 
policy issue to be decided by the incoming administration. 

Rubin and I arrived at the River Road entrance to the Pentagon about 12:45 
p.m. going directly from Bethesda. We had lunch in the car and also reviewed 
some of the morning•s mail. We proceeded to Secretary Melvin Laird•s office 
with Carl Walske as an escort where we met the Secretary and Deputy Secretary 
of Defense David Packard. We then proceeded to Room 3C925 where we viewed the 
same display of nuclear weapons that we saw at Germantown yesterday. John 
Foster, Ed Giller and Colonel Robert Hixon, Laird•s assistant, were also 
present. 

We returned to Secretary Laird•s office after the tour of the exhibit and, 
with just Laird, Packard, Rubin, Hixon, and me present, discussed a few 
important issues of current mutual interest. These included the matter of 
shutdown of the Hanford reactors, our underground test program, and the need 
for a policy decision whether to proceed with development and manufacture of 
small tactical nuclear weapons. 

With regard to the Hanford plutonium reactors, I emphasized the need for an 
early decision. I said that we have a responsibility to the Richland 
community, and, therefore, the shutdown of two reactors now, which would leave 
only two operating, might have too drastic an effect. I reviewed the history 
of shutting down reactors from the original 9 at Hanford and 5 at Savannah 
River to the present status of 4 operating at Hanford and 3 at Savannah 
River. I said that there is a difference of opinion as to whether the 
plutonium is needed for weapons but that in any case the plutonium production 
would not be wasted as it could be produced at a cost (on an out-of-pocket 
cost basis) not very different from that for the production of plutonium in 
civilian power reactors for use eventually in the breeder reactor program. In 
answer to a question from Packard, I stated that it would cost $10-12 million 
to keep one of the two reactors going and $16 million to keep them both 
going. I suggested the best solution might be to shut down only the C reactor 
at this time and decide between now and next year whether the K reactor should 
be shut down. 

On the underground test question, I reviewed the problem which has arisen as a 
result of the complaints concerning the high yield tests at the Nevada Test 
Site. These complaints were from the Hughes organization and from scientific 
and public groups. They have to do with the direct seismic effects, the 
delayed small seismic effects, the possibility of ground water contamination, 
and the venting of radioactivity. I mentioned that some of these problems 
will be surfaced soon when the Pitzer Panel report is released. I emphasized 
that these problems are so severe that they might lead to curtailment of the 
high yield tests in the future. In order to minimize the possible adverse 
effects, we are developing a test site in central Nevada and on Amchitka 
Island in the Aleutian chain in addition to that at Pahute Mesa. In answer to 
a specific question, I noted that an absolute minimum of four high yield tests 
are required to prove out the Spartan warhead, but we should be conducting as 
many as ten to fifteen high yield tests if the job were done properly. 
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The need for a policy decision on development of small nuclear tactical 
weapons appeared to be clearly understood by Laird and Packard and did not 
require any further elaboration. At this point, Secretary Laird raised a 
question about a story he heard up on the Hill about our losses of nuclear 
materials. I briefly reviewed the matter of the alleged diversion of enriched 
uranium to Israel by the executive of a nuclear fuel fabrication plant. 
Laird's reaction was that we should make every attempt to squelch this story 
and not have it result in any Congressional Report. 

Rubin and I left the Pentagon at about 2:30 p.m. aAd returned immediately to 
the 11 H11 Street office where I reviewed a few items in the current mail before 
leaving again for my 3:30p.m. appointment with Attorney General Mitchell. 

I saw John Lawrence and Cornelius Tobias in the lobby for a moment as I was 
leaving for my meeting with the Attorney General. They told me that they had 
seen John Totter, Paul McDaniel, and Congressman Craig Hosmer to describe 
their hope that $100,000 be added to the FY 1970 budget in order to continue 
design work on the synchrotron that would be added to the improved HILAC to 
make it applicable for their medical experiments. 

Howard Brown accompanied me to my meeting with the Attorney General. I 
informed Mr. Mitchell about the background of the case concerning alleged 
diversion to Israel of enriched uranium by an officer of a nuclear fuel 
fabrication corporation. Mitchell commented that he was aware of the case 
because President Nixon had telephoned him and FBI Directer J. Edgar Hoover 
had also discussed the case with him. I described the complete background for 
the case and said that an alternate explanation that would account for the 
missing material is that the fuel fabrication corporation had passed along its 
losses from one job contract to the next in order to avoid paying for the 
losses as they occurred; thus, at a certain point, our inspectors caught up 
with them when a rather substantial amount of material was missing. I said 
that there is no proof that the material has been diverted to Israel and that 
it would be a mistake to prosecute and on the assumption that an adequate case 
could be made. I also asked permission, which must be granted by the Attorney 
General, to pass on the latest information (that is, the Presidential and FBI 
interest in the case) to the Joint Committee. Mitchell said that he would let 
us know whether the Department of Justice planned to prosecute and whether we 
might inform the Joint Committee of the turn of events. 

On the way out of the Attorney General's office, I saw Robert Finch, Secretary 
of Health, Education and welfare. We talked briefly about the magnitude of 
his problems as Secretary and about the difficult situation with regard to 
student strikes at the University of California. He commented that he was 
rather glad that one of his last acts as a Regent was to cast the deciding 
vote for the appointment of Philip Lee as Chancellor of the San Francisco 
campus of the University of California. There had been much opposition to him 
from medical societies, etc. 

Howard and I then went to the Hill to join Commissioners Ramey, Tape and 
Johnson and General Manager Hollingsworth at a meeting with JCAE Chairman 
Holifield, Vice Chairman Pastore, Senator Aiken, Congressman Hosmer, Ed Sauser 
and George Murphy. The meeting was held in the small meeting room just off 
the JCAE main hearing room. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the 
question of the extent to which AEC Restricted Data will be incorporated in 
the U.K. gas centrifuge design information which is to be contributed by the 
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U.K. to the impending tripartite proiect (involving the United Kingdom, West 
Germany and the Netherlands) on the development of the gas centrifuge, a 
method for the enrichment of uranium-235. Although the other members of the 
group were quite relaxed, Holifield and especially Murphy and Bauser were 
quite concerned that Restricted Data obtained by the U.K. from the U.S. during 
our period of cooperation on the gas centrifuge (1961-1965) will be passed on 
by the U.K. to its tripartite partners. 

Tape and I pointed out that the U.K. probably made so much progress since that 
time that it would be difficult to identify our five-year-old contributions 
and that there were advantages in terms of the U.K.'s becoming more involved 
in European integration and in preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons 
(which is inherent in a multi-nation arrangement); therefore, we shouldn't be 
unreasonable in our demands on the U.K. It was left that during his trip to 
lngland next week to discuss this with representatives of the U.K. Tape wi II 
try to identify, with their help, the information that the U.K. will pass on 
to its tripartite partners so that we can assure ourselves that no U.S. 
Restricted Data is involved. 

The Senate foreign Relations Committee approved today the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty by a vote of 14-0 with Senator Dodd voting "present." The Committee 
reported that they wi I I consider further the question of whether under Article 
Ill the United States should give nuclear assistance in the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy to a country that did not adhere to the Treaty or would not 
place its nuclear activities under 1A£A inspection. They will also give 
further consideration to whether Article VI obligates the United States to 
enter into arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union. 

1 signed lette-rs today to Budget Director Mayo, JCAE Chairman Ho'lifie.ld and 
Secretary of State Rogers informing them that because of the large continuing 
increase in interest rates the Atomic ~nergy Commission has decided to raise 
the charge rate for special nuclear and other materials leased from the 
Commission from 5-112 percent to 6-112 percent per annum. 

Wednesday, february 26, 1969 - D.C. 

About 9:10a.m. Jerry lape and 1 went to the White House to attend a meeting 
of the National Council on Marine Resources and Engineering Development. Just 
prior to the start of the meeting Jerry and I discussed with Alexis Johnson 
and Herm Pollack the ana·lysis of the relationship of the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty to the Australian Cape Keraudren Project, which was requested by NSDM 
dated February 20, 1969. Tape and I also pointed out to Johnson that the 
Soviets want to start the bilateral discussion on the technical aspects of 
Plowshare before the U.S. and USSR could agree on the role of the IAEA 
concerning Article V (peaceful uses of nuclear explosives) on the NPT. We 
urged Johnson to get both of these matters under way as soon as possible. 

We were alI sitting in our designated places in the Cabinet Room when Vice 
President Spiro Agnew entered at 9:30 a.m. We rose to greet him. Present at 
the tab·le were Vice President Agnew, sitting in the chair usually occupied by 
the President at Cabinet meetings, Edward Wenk, Lee DuBridge, Robert Mayo, Lee 
Haworth (NSF), W1"1 "11am H. Stewart (PHS, DHEW), John A. vo·lpe (Transportation), 
Russell E. Train (Interior), John H. Chaffee (Navy), Paul W. McCracken 
(Council of Economic Advisers), Alexis Johnson (State), Thomas 0. Paine 
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(NASA), Rutherford Peats (AID), Dillon Ripley (Smithsonian), Rocco C. 
Siciliano (Commerce) and I. J. A. Stratton, Jerry Tape, Herman Pollack, Glenn 
Schweitzer, David Adams, and others were sitting in chairs around the wall. 
This was the first meeting of the Marine Council in the Nixon Administration, 
and it is interesting to note that the only continuing members (that is, heads 
of agencies) from the Johnson Administration were Paine, Haworth and I, all 
scientists. 

Vice President Agnew opened the meeting by making a reference to the fact that 
this was his first meeting of the Marine Council. He pointed out that the 
Council has a statutory life of only four more months. He said that President 
Nixon gives high priority to its work and wants to move forward deliberately 
with its program. He said the work of the Council is very important because 
no single agency has overall responsibility in this field, and he intends to 
give it the attention it deserves. 

He then called on Wenk who gave a very well organized slide talk on the 
responsibilities, scope and cognizance of the Council. He pointed out that 
the total budget in related Marine Council matters spread throughout the 
Federal Government is $528 million for FY 1970. He then went on to discuss 
the present and future big business of offshore oil drilling; the importance 
of the continental shelf (which extends out to where the depth of the ocean is 
about 600 feet and is equivalent in area to about one-fourth of the land area 
of the earth); the status of the U.S. fishing industry, which is losing its 
relative position with respect to foreign fishing activities; the ocean-borne 
trade and the diminishing role of the U.S. Merchant Fleet; the Navy's role in 
national security; the potential oceanographic observation by spacecraft, and 
the role and magnitude of the worldwide oceanographfc research fleet. 

Vice President Agnew then called on Robert Packard of the State Department who 
spoke on the international legal regime for the seabed and the role of the 
U.N. He pointed out that there is a U.N. agreement whereby countries are 
entitled to the ocean's resources extending from their shores to a point where 
the ocean has a depth of about 200 meters or, in some cases, where resources 
are recoverable extending somewhat farther. He said that a number of nations, 
such as Canada, Italy, Germany, Japan, Peru, etc. do not adhere to this U.N. 
agreement. In order to make the cognizant group more manageable, there has 
been created a U.N. Seabeds Committee consisting of 42 nations. The U.S. is 
undecided about the best definition of the marine and seabed boundaries and 
the legal regime. Vice President Agnew said these questions regarding the 
extent of the legal regime were among the most important areas requiring 
decisions by President Nixon--decisions important in the area of national 
security and defense, important because of the need to prevent escalation of 
fixed weapons on the floor of the ocean, etc.; they will require much 
attention by this Council. 

The Vice President then called on Glenn Schweitzer of the Marine Council staff 
who spoke on the international decade of ocean exploration. He said that the 
U.S. has one-third and the USSR one-third of the world's capability for the 
exploration of the oceans and that there are 100 organizations throughout the 
world, government and non-government, concerned with this activity. The Vice 
President said that the Council will need to make some recommendations to the 
President regarding the international decade, and that he will create an 
interagency task force to bring recommendations to the Council. 
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The Vice President then called on Russell Train of the Interior Department who 
spoke on the matter of oil pollution control. He said that a plan is evolving 
for Federal regional control which would provide cooperative forces of 
federal, state and local governments and private organizations to help clean 
up any oil spills. The federal participants will be the Departments of 
Interior, Transportation, Defense, Health, Education and Welfare, and the 
Office of Emergency Planning. The Vice President asked that DuBridge and Wenk 
be invited as consultants in these efforts. 

The Vice President then called on David Adams of the Marine Council staff who 
spoke on the management of coastal zone activities. 

Then the Vice President introduced Dr. Julius Stratton, the Chairman of the 
Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and Resources. Stratton said that 
his Commission has been hard at work for two years and has just issued their 
report whose contents he described. He said that one of the proposals of his 
Commission is that an interagency group be formed to handle marine matters, 
and this might have the name National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency. The 
Vice President said that he would like to have recommendations on the 
Commission's report from the agencies by March 10, which would then be 
combined into an overall commentary by March 15. This would be used as a 
basis for recommendations to the President. In commenting upon the 
Commission's recommendation for the creation of the new agency (NOAA), Volpe 
and Train expressed doubts about whether such an agency should be created 
{NOAA would include the Coast Guard, to be taken from the Department of 
Transportation, and a number of functions to be taken from the Department of 
the Interior). Vice Pr~sident Agnew recognized the problems in creating stich 
an agency and said that often the hoped for advantages could be obtained by 
assembling ad hoc groups from the different agencies to solve the individual 
problems. He said that he himself hadn't yet decided what his position would 
be on the creation of this new agency. 

The Vice President then brought the meeting to a close by making some comments 
on how the Council can carry on its statutory responsibilities. He said that 
in the near future it will operate much as it has in the past but he won't 
activate the Council committees for the time being; he will rely on task 
forces. He asked Executive Secretary Wenk to check with members and to come 
up with recommendations by the next meeting concerning methods of operation of 
the Co unci 1. 

After the meeting Jerry Tape and I discussed with Bill Stewart the forthcoming 
JCAE hearings on the limitations of radiation exposure to uranium miners. He 
said that HEW Secretary Finch will be in touch with me, possibly next week, to 
suggest that we might get together to talk over his (Finch's) testimony. He 
said that Finch realized that the issues are the lowering of the standards 
from 1 working level to 0.3 working level, and, in this connection, the need 
to establish a basis for this and the need to establish the role of the 
Federal Radiation Council. Stewart said that he (Stewart) was appalled at the 
actions of former Secretary Cohen in making his partially successful end run 
around the recommendations of the Federal Radiation Council in the final days 
of his term as the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare. 

I returned to my office and then had lunch in the dining room with Rubin, 
Bloom, Schneider and Perkins. 
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At 1:20 p.m. I presided over Information Meeting 881 (notes attached). We 
discussed the two bills concerning control of pollution, S-1 (the Muskie Bi.l I) 
and s-~44 (Department of Interior Bill) in order to arrive at an AlC 
position. This is required because Commissioner ~amey wi 11 testify before the 
Subcommittee on Air and Water Pollution of the Senate Committee on Public 
Works next Monday morning. We tended to favor S-1 at the present time. We 
decided to recommend closing out the governmental agreement with the MWD when 
the extension expires on March 31, 1969. We also discussed Hosmer's 
objections to our agreement with the Japanese concerning the exchange of 
information on fast breeder reactors. We approved the recommendation of the 
GAC for the five Lawrence Award winners (Geoffrey F. Chew, Don T. Cromer, Ely 
M. Gelbard, F. Newton Hayes, and John H. Nuckolls) and will recommend them to 
the President for approval. 

We then held an Executive Session to discuss further possible replacements for 
Jerry Tape as At.C Commissioner. We decided to explore the possibilities of 
lheos lhompson and Edwin L. Goldwasser, and we also considered the possibility 
of ~rank A. Long, Maurice Goldhaber and Alvin Weinberg. 

I then presided at 3:05 p.m. over Commission Meeting 2362 (action summary 
attached). We approved the document to be used for the solicitation of 
industry comments on the future of our uranium enrichment plants (AEC 
459/&4). We also decided that we would request a meeting with Secretary of 
Defense Laird to discuss the possibility of having more stringent applications 
of their internal approval of safety rules; that we would also discuss with 
the Secretary the rules for locking and unlocking permissive action ·link (PAL) 
devices. We discussed the JCAE hearings which will be held on the ABM 
(SENTINt.L) next Tuesday at 10 a.m. Ed Giller. Mike May and Norris Bradbury 
will testify. 

I sent a letter to Budget Director Mayo (copy attached) in response to 
President Nixon's memorandum of January 25 requesting that we examine our 
spending plans through this June to achieve all the savings that we can and 
that Mayo be kept informed of our plans. It also responded to Mayo's letter 
of February 22 regarding FY 1969 expenditures. 

At 9 p.m. I received a call at home from ~oy Heath, Director of Office of 
~esearch and Development, Board of Regents of State Universities, State of 
Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin. (Roy worked in my chemistry section at the 
Metallurgical Laboratory in Chicago during World War II.) He said that a 
review committee on higher education in the State of Wisconsin, known as the 
Kellett Committee, has recommended the creation of a coordinating council 
which would have authority over both the University of Wisconsin and the State 
College System in Wisconsin. He asked whether I would be interested in 
heading up this council, which would be the top administrative position for 
higher education in the State of Wisconsin. If I had any interest, he would 
like to propose me as a candidate. I told him I did not feel I would wish to 
be considered for such a position. 

lhursday, february 21. 19&9 - D.C. 

1 spoke with Lee DuBridge on the phone in order to explore with him such names 
as lheos Thompson and Ed Goldwasser for the position of Commissioner on the 
Atomic t.nergy Commission. I thought that we should explore the possibility of 
Thompson first, and DuBridge said that he will make some checks in order to 

157 



UNlTEO STAT~ 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C:. 10~5 

UHCL. BY pOt 
NOV II 

COPY)ffi:J.- 2 
~~~...,_-

February 26, 1969 

·INFORMATION MEETING 881 

1:20 p.m., Wednesday, February 26, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Agenda for Friday, February 28, 1969 

Revised. (SECY) 

2. February 19 Letter from Mr. Ellsworth, Assistant to the President, re 
Public Information Releases 

Appropriate staff action is requested. (AGM) 

3. AEC 783/108 - Proposed Testimony for Commissioner Ramey on "Water 
Quality Improvement Act of 1969" 

Approved with revisions and final clearance with Commissioner Ramey 
and transmittal to the BOB. (GC) 

-
4. Commissioners' Meeting with the Director of Regulation to Discuss Major 

Policy Is sues 

Rescheduled to 9:30a.m., March 11, 1969, D. C. Office. (DR-SECY) 

5. Mr. Shaw's February 26 Memorandum re Metropolitan Water District 
Contract for the Bolsa Island Project 

• 
Approved. (RDT) 

6. Commissioner Johnson's Report on Considerations for Changing Date for 
Initiation of In-Situ Toll Enrichment 
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7.. AEC 901/414- Proposed Soviet Bloc Participation in Richland AEC
Sponsored Conference and PNL Visit 

Approved. · (ACiMIA) 

8.. AEC 946/9 - Fast Breeder Reactor Cooperation with Japan 

Commissioner Johnson will discuss with Congressman Craig Hosmer. 
(ACiMIA-Congr.) • 

9. Senator Aiken's February Z4 Letter to Secretary of State re the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty 

10. AEC 78·Z/61 -Possible Amendment of US-UK Bilateral Agreement 
I 

Noted. {ACiMIA) 

11. AEC 119Z/70 - Proposed Agreement"with NAS 

Noted. {BM) 

lZ. AEC 41Z/6Z- Jones County Board of Education, Trenton, N. C. 

Noted. (Asst. to CiM) 

13. AEC 767/ZJ- 1969 Lawrence Award Nominees 

Approved with an addition. · (SECY) 

14. Dedication of SEFOR Reactor Facility, Fayetteville, Arkansas, 
Ma..y 7, 1969 

Commissioner Johnson will plan to attend. {Helfrich-SECY) 

15. Letter to Or. Lee DuBridge re Attendance at the IAEA 13th General 
Conference, September Z3, 1969, Vienna 

Requested. (AGMIA-Rubin) 
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16. Senator Edward M. Kennedy's February Z4 Letter reAgency Procedures 

Commissioner Ramey will prepare an appropriate reply. (GC-Ryan) . 
17. Draft Position Paper for the ENDC , ' 

To be circulated today. (SAD) · 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

i:35 p.m. 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 

. Com.--nissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (a) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Price* 
Mr. Schur* 
Mr. Yore* 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

February 28, 1~9 
Approved __________ __ 

UNCL.BV~ 
NOV 8& 

R. E. Hollingsworth, General Manager REH Date. ________________ _ 

ACTION SUMMARY OF MEETING 2362, WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1969, 3:05P.M., 
ROOM 1115, D. C. OFFICE 

SECY: R&'1 

Co~mission Business 

1. Minutes of Meetings 2340, 2341, 2342 and 2343 

Approved, subject to Commissioner Ramey's comments. (SECY) 

2. AEC 1147/2 - Extension of Contract with University of Rochester 

Approved. (DC) 

3. AEC 459/64 - Solicitation of Industry Comments on Uranium Enrichment Activities 

Approved, as revised. 

Commissioner Ramey requested revisions in the summary staff report, 
which will be reviewed by the Commissioners prior to issuance. · 

The Commission also: 

a. Requested the list of recipients of the staff report 
and questions be expanded; 

b. Requested informal discussion with the JCAE; 

c. Requested the list of questions submitted to the recipients 
be expanded to include'reference to'continued 'government owner• 
ship and ·operation of the enrichment facilities; and 

d. Noted Chairman Seaborg would make the staff report available 
when he presents his speech at the South~ast Electric Exchange 
on March 25, 1969. ' 

(AGMP&P) 
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R. E. Hollingsworth 
Action Summary 2362 

4. AEC 25/408 - Interim Safety Rules 

Discussed. 

February 28, 1969 

The Commission agreed to request that DMA receive interim safety rules 
from the JCS simultaneous with their receipt by the Assistant to the 
Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy. 

The Commission approved the following procedures for the review of 
safety rules aa a basis for negotiation with DOD: 

a. Interim safety rules containing policy issues will be 
submitted as ac~ion papers to tne Commission'tor concurrence; 

b. In~erim safe~y rules wnicn do no~ con~ain policy issues will 
be concurred in by DMA and the General Manager with copy for 
intormation of Commission; 

c. The AEC will continue to participate in the field review ot 
safe~y rules after promulgation ot interim rules and before 
approval ot final rules; and 

d. All final safety rures will continue to De submitted to 
Commiaaionefs for concurrence. 

(AGM/ AGMMA) 

S. AEC 25/409 - In~erim Approval and PAL Issues in Safety Rules 

Discussed. 

The Commission requested preparation of two lettera,.one on safety 
rules and the other on PAL, to the Secretary of Defense offering the· 
Secretary additional background intormation. (AGMHA) 

6. AEC 25/410 - Summary of Safety Rules Policy Issues 

Diacuaaecl. · 

The new format for action papers on safety rules is approved. (AGMMA) 

7. AEC 25/411 - Proposed Army Safety Rules 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

H. AEC 25/412 - Proposed Air Force Safety Rules 

Approved. (AGMMA) 
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R. E. Hollingsworrh 
Action Summary 2lb2 

9. AEC 25/413 • Proposed 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

10. AEC 25/414 • Proposed 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

-3· February 2~. l9b9 

Air Force Safety Rules 

Air Force Safety Rules 

11. AEC 25/415 - Proposed:Army/Navy/Marine Corps Safety Rules 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

12. AEC 25/416 - Proposed Navy Safety Rules 

Approved. (AGMMA) 

13. JCAE Hearings on Sen)inel,.Ha;ch.4, 1969 

The Assistant General Manager for Military Application reported 
on the tentative agenda. 

14. AEC 1299/3 - Extension of Patent Licensing Provisions of the Atomic 
Energy Act 

Approved. (GC) 

cc: ./ 
Chairman Seaborg~· 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnaon 
Commiaaioner Coatagliola 

\)rif;ifl.ll S•fiOO:Cl 

Y'/, E$. McCO~ 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

UHCL. 8V DOE 
HOV 86 

Honorable Robert P. Mayo 
Director. Bureau of the Budget 

Dear !-tr. Mayo: 

FEB 2 6 1969 

This is in response to President Nixon's memorandum dated January 25, 
1969. requesting that we examine our spending plans through this June 
to achieve all the savings that we can and that you be informed of 
our plans. It also responds to your letter of February 22. 1969. on 
FY 1969 expenditures. 

Under the expenditure limitation established by Public Law 90·364, 
AZC expenditure estimates were reduced by $100 million. Reductions 
in prograa activities and construction projects were made last fall 
in amounts adequate to effect this $100 million reduction. Despite 
the actions taken last fall, there was still no guarantee we could 
meet our expenditure limitation. Of particular concern were the 
large amounts of revenues anticipated and the extensive amounts of 
work done on a reichursable basis for other Government agencies 
since the tiQing of the receipts from these two activities is not 
cc~pletely within our control. Estim3ted revenues are $141 million 
~nd reiQbursable work for other Government agencies will exceed $300 
million in FY 1969. One of our concerns for example is whether we 
will be able to collect for all reimbursable expenditures made during 
the fiscal year. We are currently contacting the other Government 
ageneiea iavolved in order to obtain assurances that they will pay 
their bills to us promptly at the eud of the year and to iavestigate 
the possibility of obtaining progress payments. 

In addition. to better assure that we will avoid exceeding our ceil
ing of $2.451.4 million. we recently reduced our financial plan cost 
ceilings and instituted a series of supplemental controls on eon
tractor hiring, equipment purchases, and construction contract awards. 
Meetings with all field office managers and finance directors have 
been held in Headquarters to emphasize the objectives stated in 
President Nixon's memorandum. and currently our Controller and key 
pro~ammatie personnel are visiting our larger offices to follow up 
on action plana developed during the Headquarters meetin~a to maxi
mize to the extent feasible FY 1969 savings. 
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Hourable loberc P. Mqo 

You uy be aaaurecl tbac we will be unrelentina in our 'eft orca to 
achieve arutu ecOIIOid.ea aa.cl aavl.qa to the full extent of our 
ability. 
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get information to satisfy him. I said that I am satisfied that he would be a 
first-rate appointment. He then referred to our FY 1970 budget which he has 
studied as a result of my sending him copies of my letters of February 10 and 
20 to Mayo and said he is disturbed about the cut on the NOA for the 200 Bev 
Accelerator. I said that this small cut ($7 million out of $102 million) 
seemed to be necessary and had been explained to Bob Wilson. I said that our 
basic problem is to get Mayo to understand the policy issues that have been 
left over from the Johnson Administration; so he won•t try to make 
corresponding cuts in basic research and the civilian uses of nuclear energy 
in order to compensate for the huge sums of money involved. He said perhaps, 
since a number of these involve increased costs for nuclear weapons, he and I 
should get together with Packard and Mayo to discuss this, and I said that 
would suit me fine. 

I received a memorandum from Lee DuBridge dated February 24, 1969, attaching a 
description of a policy, approved by the President, on the Expanded Use of 
Federal Research Facilities by University Investigators and asking that we 
incorporate the substance of the policy in our instructions to laboratory 
directors. 

I received a Draft Executive Order 11 Establishing the Environmental Quality 
Council 11 from the BOB, advising us that this proposal has been presented by 
the Science Adviser to the President and asking for an expression of our views 
with respect to this matter. 

At 12 p.m. I went to the Hill to have lunch with the 40 winners of the 28th 
Annual Science Talent Search held in Room B-339 of the Rayburn House Office 
Building. Among those I met and had an opportunity to talk with were: Andrea 
Jane Yates, Austin High School, Decatur, Alabama; William Francis Ganong, III, 
Albany High School, Albany, California; Lynne Dianne Calonico, Presentation 
High School, Berkeley, California; Edward J. Jackson, III, John F. Kennedy 
High School, Richmond, California; Allan Dale Pekary, Santa Monica High 
School, Santa Monica, California; and Clarence Lapierce Wiley, Manual High 
School, Muskogee, Oklahoma. I learned that Ganong, Calonico and Jackson and 
heard my talks either at the International Science Fair in Dallas in 1967 or 
in San Francisco in 1966. 

During a telephone conversation with Bob McNamara on another matter, he said 
he would like to come over and visit with me sometime regarding my personal 
views about the outlook for peaceful uses of atomic energy in the developing 
countries. He said he is deadset against status projects. So many of these 
peaceful uses applications started as status projects, but they are now moving 
into areas of real contributions. Also, he said he has a long-run interest 
regarding water. He has the personal theory that the most undervalued 
commodity today is water and that it might move into an area of being priced 
higher in relation to other commodities, say, bread; he thinks that, in this 
way, the whole economy of the use of water would change. He would like to get 
from me an appraisal of meeting water needs by means of nuclear power in the 
next decade or two. He said that the cost may be high in relation to last 
year•s water cost, but it may not be high in relation to the stimulus that 
water gives to life. 

I received a letter dated February 25 from Secretary of Labor George P. 
Shultz, in reply to my letter of January 21, telling me that he concurs in my 
recommendation that the Atomic Energy Labor-Management Relations Panel be 
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I sent Gerard Smith (ACDA) an informal summary (copy attached) on a possible 
new attitude toward the role of the United States in the ENDC. This would be 
that as a new administration the U.S. might enunciate a new policy at the ENDC 
that will use a fresh approach and not be tied to previous U.S. proposals. 
This approach might be linked with the announcement that the U.S. will begin 
bilateral talks with the USSR, which would be aimed directly at limiting the 
quality and quantity of strategic nuclear weapons, objectives which measures 
like a comprehensive test ban or the cut of production of nuclear material aim 
at directly. · 

Russ Ward of NBC News came in around 4 p.m. to interview me for the NBC radio 
program--the so-called Second Sunday program--that will be devoted to thermal 
pollution of the environment (9:05p.m., EST, March 9). He focused on such 
matters as the present absence of guidelines to control thermal pollution, the 
role of nuclear energy in alleviating air pollution, the contributions of 
nuclear energy to thermal pollution, the drop in radioactive fallout 
concentrations in recent years, the plans of the Atomic Energy Commission for 
the underground disposal of radioactive waste, and the greatest challenge that 
lies ahead for the AEC in the thermal or atomic pollution field. In my 
responses I emphasized that we prefer the term 11 thermal effects 11 because it is 
not pollution in the normal meaning of the word, the clean nature of nuclear 
plants from the standpoint of air pollution, the need for methods of handling 
thermal effects in the future, our plans to dispose of radioactive wastes in 
insoluble form in impermeable underground disposal areas, and the hopeful role 
of the huge nuclear agro-industrial complexes in the future. 

I received a notification at home from Richard P. Stefel, Secretary of the 
Chevy Chase Club, dated February 26, 1969, saying that I have been elected as 
a resident member. 

Friday, February 28, 1969 - D.C. 

This morning I testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee executive 
hearing on the military applications of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which 
was held in room 212 of the Old Senate Office Building. Senators John 
Stennis, Stuart Symington, Harry Byrd, Margaret Chase Smith, Strom Thurmond, 
John Tower, George Murphy, Barry Goldwater, and Richard Schweiker were present 
for all or parts of the hearing. Accompanying me were Commissioner Tape, 
Allan Labowitz, Abe Friedman, and Bob o•Neill; accompanying Gerard Smith were 
Adrian Fisher, Charles Van Darn, Albert Christopher, and Lieutenant John J. 
Davis. 

I read my prepared statement, then Smith read his. This was followed by 
questions to both of us. One of the questions to me involved the history of 
the IAEA and the adequacy of its safeguards system; I gave a rather complete 
history and a description of the present and planned future capability of the 
IAEA safeguards system. I also answered a number of questions concerning: 
President Johnson•s offer of December 2, 1967, to place U.S. peaceful uses 
activities under IAEA safeguards and their identity; the role of the U.S. in 
furnishing peaceful nuclear explosives under Article V; the growth of nuclear 
power in the U.S.; the non-nuclear countries that have the capability to 
produce nuclear weapons of varying sophistication and on a varying time scale; 
the Dutch developing the gas centrifuge for the enrichment of uranium-235; and 
the state of nuclear technology in Brazil, Italy, Israel, India, and Japan. 
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In addition to examining specific individual measures, it would be 
appropriate to consider the question of the overall us approach to the 
ENDC. There are two aspect to the question: first, the opportunity 
for the new Administration to cut loose from those previous US proposals 
whose chief merit may lie in their venerability; and second, the oppor
tunity to break the schedule of sessions into which the ENDC has fallen 
over the years. 

With respect to the former, the Administration has an opportunity such 
as occurs practically only with a change in administration. Once the 
US has made a proposal at the ENDC, it is under external and internal 
pressure to reaffirm and, in fact, to embellish it at every opportunity 
thereafter, notwithstanding its current lack of utility or prospects 
for acceptance. At this time,.and quite apart from consideration of 
ir.dividual proposals, the US could enunciate a fresh approach at the 
E~DC by stating that we are not interested in using the ENDC as ~ 
propoganda forum and that we will henceforth only be prepared to dis
cuss those measures which are ripe for multilateral negotiation. We 
could be candid and note that certain measures are of direct and over
riding importance ~o the US and the USSR and that so~ indication of 
mutual acceptance by them is a prerequisite to success in broader 
negotiations. We could explain that, in limiting our discussions at 
the E~C, we would hope to avoid having it become merely a forum for 
recrimination. We would make it clear.that the failure of the US to 
repeat a previous proposal is not intended to convey a lack of interest 
on our part, but rather a realistic assessment of its prospects for 
achievement. This approach could well result in our losing oppor
tunities to score some debating points by proposing measures we know 
very well are non-negotiable. This approach would also likely offend 
some delegations who might view it as derogating the role of the ENDC. 

We could reduce the negative reaction, of course, if the situation 
permitted the US to announce, at the same time, that the bilateral 
cissile talks with the USSR are to begin. In that context, we could 
point out that those talks are aimed directly ~t limiting the quality 
and quantity of st~ategic nuclear weapons -- objectives which measures 
like a comprehens.ive test ban or a cu~off are aimed at indirectly. 
Since the indirect approach has not met with succe~a, we should give 
the direct approach a try. 

These thoughts are offered in the spirit of presenting a tactical 
alternative and not as an argument to drop all previous proposals. 
They are not intended to provide a substitute for consideration 

168 



- 2 -

within the Administration of individual proposals. In fact, the 
approach could accommodate restatement by the US of any previous 
proposal found worthy on its merits. It does present a possible 
counter to the argument that failure to restate a previous proposal 
will incur heavy diplomatic penalties and jeopardize the NPT. 

With respect to. the question of scheduling sessions, it is apparent 
t~~t the pattern of semi-annual ENDC meetings places a burden upon 
:he US in fielding a delegation for mon~hs at a time. More dis
tressing, perhaps, is the frantic negotiating among the interested 
~gencies, often without time for deliberation, in developing the 
~S posicion on the eve of the session under pressure to restate or 
e~bellish previous proposals. It may be difficult to change this 
pattern, but the approach of discussing only those measures ripe for 
=.ultilateral negotiation offers some hope that it may lead to a lower 
frequency of sessions and more deliberate preparat~ons within the 
Government. 
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Senator Strom Thurmond had a rather long list of questions many of which I 
answered on the spot; the remainder he submitted so that I might answer them 
for the record. 

After the hearing Senator Stennis told me privately that his Committee will 
hold hearings on the ABM and that he would like me to testify at that time. 

On the way back from the Hill, Friedman, Labowitz and I stopped at the Roger 
Smith Hotel for lunch. We were joined by Julie Rubin. 

During my absence this morning Justin Bloom took a call from Mr. Strelnikov, 
the Pravda correspondent in Washington, asking permission to reprint the 
artic·le I wrote on Mendeleev and the Periodic lable for Chemistry and Life 
magazine. Bloom told him I would be pleased to have my article reprinted in 
Pravda and would appreciate receiving copies when it appears. 

In the afternoon, from 2:15-3:40 p.m., Commissioners Ramey, Tape, Johnson, 
Rubin and I first met with Mike May (in the type of meeting regularly held 
with laboratory directors) to be brought up to date on his problems and 
laboratory problems, followed by a meeting in which Mike May and Carl 
Haussmann of Livermore briefed us on the five-year projected program for 
Livermore Laboratory and the suggested funding for it. 

lhis was followed by Information Meeting 882 at 3:50p.m. (notes attached). 
We discussed the summary report on the activities for assuring the safety of 
underground nuclear testing which might be issued at the same time as the 
Pitzer Panel report. We also discussed the United Kingdom request for 
permission to fly nuclear weapons over the United States to and from 
Singapore. This raises a problem with respect to Section 92 of the Atomic 
Energy Act. 

I signed a letter to Lee DuBridge forwarding a letter for submission to the 
President which-contains our recommendation of Geoffrey F. Chew, Don T. 
Cromer, Ely M. Gelbard, F. Newton Hayes, and John H. Nuckolls to receive the 
l:.rnest 0. Lawrence Awards for 1969. 

I received a call from John Whitaker, Secretary to the Cabinet, who said that 
the President has instituted a system where he will be receiving on a daily 
basis staff notes and agency and department notes, consisting of one to one 
and a half pages and containing 5 to 10 items. The ground rules are that each 
would be an item of significance or a problem that is really a nagging one but 
which has not yet found its way into the newspapers, so that the President 
doesn't get surprised. Al Toner will be responsible for this project. I 
designated Julius Rubin as the key contact for AEC and Whitaker asked that 
Julie call loner next week. 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 201 .. 5 

COPY NQ __ _ 
~-~~-

February 28, 1969· 

INFORMATION MEETING 882 

3:30p.m., Friday, February 28, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D .. C. 

1. Commissioners' Meeting with BOB Director Mayo to Discuss Fiscal Year 
69-70 Budget 

Mr. Hollingsworth reported the Director will be happy to see the 
Commissioners and the Chairman requested Mr. Mayo be. informed of 
the Chairman's availability. (EAGM-OC) 

2. Dr. Edward Teller's Statement re Fast Breeder Reactor Plants 

The Chairman will mention this to Dr. Teller when he sees him. (Rubin) 

3. February 26 Memorandum from Mr. Bryce Harlow, White House, re 
Congressional Requests for Information. 

Noted. (AGM-GC) 

4. February 25 Letter from Herman Pollack, Department of State, re AEC 
Stimulation of Australian Interest in the Cape Keraudren Project 

. 
A response is requested. (PNE) 

5. February 24 Letter from Lee A. DuBridge re Expanded Use of Federal 
Research Facilities by University Investigators 

A letter to Mr. DuBridge is requested. (AGMR&D) 
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6. E'ebruary 27 Letter from Mr. Arthur B. Focke, BOB, re Draft Executive 
Order "Establishing the Environmental Quality Council" 

The Chairman will discuss with Mr. DuBridge. (Rubin} 

7. Arthur Dean Request for AEC Testimony re Nuclear Power 

Th~ Commis:.sioners requested sta!! testimony. (GC) 

S. ~vlr. Friedman's Febr:uary 27 Memorandum re Fast Breeder Reactor 
Cooperation with Japan 

Commissioner Johnson reported he had discussed this matter with 
Congressman Craig Hosmer and his objections are now removed and that 
ecrlier Joint Committee notice of the status of the Commission 1 s negotiations 
of such agreements was requested. Commissioner Costagliola is to be 
i:'liormed, by cable to Tokyo, that formal Commission approval is 
scheduled for next week. (AGMIA-Congr. -Griffin} 

9.. Commissioner Ramey's J~nuary 22 Memorandum re Commission 
Corlsideration of Continuation of Article II of the 1958 US- UK Agreement 
:£or Cooperation for Mutual Defense Purposes, Providing for Exchange of 
Information on Military Applications 

Noted. Procedures for assuring Commission notice are requested. 
(AGMIA-SECY) 

10. Commissioner Ramey's February 28 Memorandum reViews with Respect 
to Possible Transfer of Gas Centrifuge Information by UK t~ Dutch and 
\\'est Germans 

:\oted. (AGM} 

11. Commissioner Ramey's March 3 Testimony on S. 7, The Water Quality 
Improvement Act of 1969 

To be transmitted to the Committee today and circulated to the Commissioners 
(GC} 

12. Agenda for the Week of March 3, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

2. -
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~3. C~airman Seaberg's Testimony Today re the NPT Before the Senate -~rmed 
Services Committee 

1 
,, 

':to 

A staff check is requested. (SAD) 

AEC 1-11 I 122 - Summary Report on Activities for Assuring the Safety of 
l:'nderground Nuclear Testing 

Revisions are requested and a final draft will be prepared for the Commission's 
review next week. (AGMMA) 

15. l:'K Request 

).f.::-. Brown discuss:ed briefly the UK request and said apaper will circulated 
to the Commission. (AGM) 

l o. AEC 90 l/415 - USSR Nationals Participation in AEC-Sponsored Conference and 
? acility Visit 

. .:..?proved. (AGMIA} 

•,. :\~r. E:-lewine' s February 27 Note re April 10 Luncheon to Pass 200 BEV 
Site Title to AEC 

Commissioner Ramey will plan to attend. (AGMO-Ryan) 

18. AEC 719/75- Status of the AEC Program on Radiation Preservation of Food 

;:-.;oted with a request. (ID-SECY) 

19. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 297 

Xoted. (PAR) 

20. AEC 1219/22 - Personnel and Budget Problems Associated with Richland 
Reactor Shutdown(s) 

The Joint Committee is to be informed. (P-Congr.) 

21. Exercise of Option for Purchase of TVA Power 

Reaffirmed. (AGMP&P) 

'- 3 -

173 



22. Commissioner Johnson's January 10 Memorandum re Statement of Proposed 
Policy Regarding the Future Means of Providing Uranium Enrichment 
Services to the Nuclear Power Industry 

Comments are to be sent to Commissioner Johnson and we will schedule 
an early discussion. (Helfrich-SECY) 

23. General Manager's Report on Storm at NTS 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

5:15p.m. 
PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 

':<Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. Griffin 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Tesche* 
Mr. Friedman* 
Mr. Erlewine* 

- 4 -

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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Saturday, March 1, 1969 - D.C. 

I spent a couple of hours at the office and sent notes to Peter and David 
about my coming trip to the Bay Area, when I hope to see both of them. Then I 
went to the Exhibit Hall at the Sheraton-Park Hotel to begin the judging of 
the 40 finalists of the Science Talent Search in order to determine which 
would receive the t.en top scholarship awards. The other judges were Dr. 
Harold A. Edgerton, Dr. David Axelrod, Dr. Alan W. DeSilva, Dr. James Hummel, 
Dr. Russell D. Johnson, Jr., and Dr. John Zinner, representing the 
professional fields of psychology, chemistry, biology, physics, mathematics 
and psychiatry. 

I was met there by Dr. Edgerton, Ted Sherburne and Dorothy Schriver who said 
that a problem had arisen, and, therefore, we all assembled in Suite C-240 to 

.discuss it. Apparently one of the contestants, Jeffrey L. Hawryluk of Jamaica_ 
High School, Jamaica, New York, has conducted operations on mice in his home 
without having the required supervision by a licensed sponsor as required by 
New York law. He was sponsored by his physician, but his physician is not 
licensed. He had done this without realizing that he was violating the law. 
The question was whether he should be allowed to exhibit under those 
circumstances because it might come to the attention of organizations like the 
Animal Welfare League and make trouble for the Science Talent Search and its 
Westinghouse sponsor. I recommended that he be allowed to participate with 
his exhibit in view of the fact that he didn't know that he had broken any 
law, and this hadn't yet been proved. 

We then went on to have lunch with the Science Talent Search winners in the 
Frederick Room where we were joined by Stephen, Eric and Dianne. 

After lunch I interviewed each of the 40 winners at their exhibits in the 
Exhibit Hall. In the course of going about my interviews, I was asked by Zora 
Safir of the Russian branch of the Voice of America if she could tape a short 
interview with me. I assented and spoke of the value of an affair like the 
Science Talent Search for identifying young science talent which is so 
important today in both the United States and the Soviet Union. Zora Safir 
told me that she had interviewed me at the Science Talent Search exhibit some 
five years ago and that this had established her position with the Russian 
branch of the Voice of America. Also, in the course of my interviews I saw 
Barbara Orlans of the Animal Welfare League who was giving a number of the 
winners problems with her criticism of their animal experiments. 

When the interviewing was completed the judges assembled in Suite C-240 and 
proceeded to pick the winners of the scholarships as follows: First place, 
Lane Palmer Hughston, Hillcrest High School, Dallas, Texas; second, David 
Allan Wright, Pascack Valley High School, Hillsdale, New Jersey; third, J. 
Edward Jackson III, John F. Kennedy High School, Richmond, California; 
fourth, Willy C. Shih, Niles Township High School, West Skokie, Illinois;. 
fifth, William F. Ganong III, Albany High School, Albany, California; sixth, 
Claude A. Raifaizen, Bayside High School, Bayside, New York; seventh, Jennie 
Marie Orr, Coeur D'Alene Sr. High School, Coeur D'Alene, Idaho; ei~hth, 
Clarence L. Wiley, Manual High School, Muskogee, Oklahoma; ninth,ustin Craig 
Schaffert, Springbrook High School, Silver Spring, Maryland; tenth, John D. 
Whittaker, Nova High School, Fort Lauderdale, Florida; first alternate, Allan 
Dale Pekary, Santa Monica High School, Santa Monica, California; and second 
alternate, Barbara J. Rosenberg, Bronx High School of Science, New York. 
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In the evening I corrected the transcript for my testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee on the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

Sunday, March 2, 1969 

I worked on my speech, "Development of the Periodic Table Through the 
Discovery of New Elements" to be delivered on my behalf by Dr. Jack Vanderryn 
at the UNESCO Mendeleev lOOth anniversary celebration in Paris on March 17. I 
also worked on correcting the article entitled, "Synthetic Elements IV" that 
Bloom and I submitted to Scientific American, which they returned in a 
somewhat rewritten form. I also worked on my article, "Technology as a Tool 
for Achieving Future Values" for the book, Technology and the Idea of Mankind. 

In the afternoon Steve, Eric, Suki and I walked to Rock Creek Park (because we 
couldn't get the Pontiac started) in the snow to go on a hike. 

In the evening we had a birthday dinner with Helen. We surprised her with a 
birthday cake and a number of gifts such as books, a box of candy and a key 
ring (the latter a gift from Dianne). 

Monday, March 3, 1969 - D.C. 

I signed the Certificates of Award for the winners of the 28th Annual Science 
Talent Search for the Westinghouse Science Scholarships and Awards. 

At 11 a.m. I watched Astronauts James A. McDivitt, David R. Scott, and Russell 
L. Schweickart soar into space in the Apollo-9 spacecraft for the first manned 
test of the lunar module, an earth orbital mission. 

I received a wire from Professor Jose M. Otero, President of the Spanish 
Atomic Energy Commission and permanent secretary of the Royal Academy of 
Sciences of Spain, notifying me that I have been elected a Corresponding 
Fellow of the Academy. I responded to Otero saying that I am pleased and 
honored to accept. 

Julie Rubin, Justin Bloom and I had lunch at the Pot-0'-Gold and then walked 
around Lafayette Square. 

I received a letter from George White, President of the Nuclear Exchange 
Corporation of San Jose, California, requesting the Commission to make the 
necessary policy decision to permit immediate in situ enrichment transactions 
to take place. ---

John C. Whitaker, Secretary to the Cabinet, sent me a memorandum confirming 
the fact that Julius Rubin will be the contact with Albert P. Toner of the 
White House staff for a daily reporting system to the President. The 
procedure for this was outlined in a memorandum by Whitaker dated January 25, 
1969 (copy attached). 

In the evening Helen and I attended the Reception and Banquet of the 28th 
Annual Science Talent Search held in the Ballroom of the Sheraton-Park Hotel. 
Ted Sherburne first introduced the 40 winners individually and then introduced 
Dr. William E. Shoupp, (Vice President, Research, Westinghouse Electric 
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WASHINGTON 

January 25,· 1969 

MEMORANDU,M FOR 

Cabinet Members 
U. S. ·'Representative to th.e. United Nations 
Director o£ the Bureau o£ the Budget 
Newly Appointed Agency Directors 

~ 

RE: Daily Reporting System to the President (Stafi Notes by W...r. Tor.e=l 

As requested by the President in Cabinet January 22. each Cabinet 
Member is asked to designate a key man in his Department familiar 
with the entire sweep o£ activities to work with Mr. Albert Tor.er 
to obtain news items !or a daily reporting system to the President. 

This report should consist o£ brief items not yet reported in the 
press on upcoming significant events and problems. 

The report is intended to improve communications between the 
President and Department heads. It is not a channel for reG_uesting 
Presidential action. but an excellent vehicle !or reporting on S\.O.b-. 

jects which may require future attention by the President, and ior 
following up on decisions he has already made. 

Would you or an assistant please telephone me at your earliest 
convenience (456-2526) to indicate who you wish to be your contact 
wit.i. !v'.:. Toner for this reporting system. Should you find tirr.e, 
Mr. Toner and I would be happy to meet with you a'nd your designated 
contact to insure we are all in agreement on how the reportil"l.g syste:n 
will function ..!E your Department. 

John C. Whitaker 
Cabinet Secretary 

1
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Corporation) who gave brief welcoming remarks. I followed with remarks in my 
capacity as President of Science Service, and then I introduced Dr. Philip 
Handler who gave the main address. After the address, Dr. Harold A. Edgerton, 
Chairman of the Judges, gave the report of the Judges, and as the winners were 
named (in reverse order of their winner position) they proceeded to the stage 
behind the head table for recognition. 

Following this we went across the hall to the Wilmington Room where a number 
of pictures were taken of the ten scholarship winners; some of them included 
Dr. Shoupp, Dr. Handler, Mr. Sherburne, Dr. Edgerton, and me. 

Tuesday, March 4, 1969 - D.C. 

I called Bob Haldeman regarding the President's impending visit to Germantown 
on March 13. I suggested that the President might wish to arrive at 
Germantown by helicopter. I asked whether he would be willing to have the AEC 
employees line the route to the building, and he said yes. I said we would 
then go to my office where I would present an informal briefing on the AEC 
activities, stressing current national ·policy considerations and peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy along the lines of my Bohemian Grove talk to which the 
President referred when Haldeman and I met with him. I would use a few flip 
charts and would have several models and interesting displays set up in my 
office. This group would be limited to the Commisssioners, General Manager, 
Director of Regulation and maybe one or two other key people. 

We would then go to the auditorium, where would be assembled about 400 of our 
key staff to hear the President make a few remarks. Haldeman said that was a 
good idea. I said that the President's remarks could be piped to the entire 
AEC staff, who would be assembled elsewhere. I asked about news media 
coverage, and he said that would be fine. I asked with whom we should work 
regarding detailed arrangements, and he said he would have Dwight Chapin call 
me; Chapin handles implementation of the President's schedule. 

I mentioned that during our visit the President indicated he would like to 
have the Secretary of State make the visit with him, and I suggested adding 
possibly DuBridge, Ellsworth and Kissinger. Haldeman said he thought it was 
probably a good idea to have all four of them and asked whether Secretary of 
Defense Laird should be included. I said that would be ideal; that would be 
his first day back from Vietnam, however. Haldeman's comment was, "Let me see 
about that." I asked about my accompanying the President on the helicopter 
trip, and he said fine. Haldeman said he would get all these suggestions to 
Chapin and ask him to call me. 

I asked whether there is any indication of the time of day for the visit, and 
Haldeman said that it is tentatively scheduled on the President's calendar for 
3:15 p.m. Haldeman said that, generally, it sounds like a very good plan. He 
asked whether we would plan to cover Plowshare and peaceful uses, as well as 
weapons. I said, yes, as well as a number of national policy considerations 
facing the AEC. 

I issued a statement (copy attached) on the appointment by Dr. Sigard Eklund 
of Dr. Rudolf Rometsch to the position of Inspector General of the IAEA, 
indicating that we are gratified by the appointment. 
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No. M-52 
Tel. 973-3281 

~~ 
YlSJ~;JHf!:;-e_~i ·~;(· ~E~J.·.:-: 

FOR I~1EDIATE RELEASE 
(Tuesday, March 4, 1969) 

NOTE ~0 EDITORS AND CORRESPONDENTS: 

The following statement was made today by Dr. Glenn T. 
Seaberg, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, in comment
ing upon the appointment of Dr. Rudolph Rometsch to the posi
tion of Inspector General of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency: 

"The decision by IAEA Director General Eklund in 
appointing Dr. Rudolph Rometsch to the position of Inspector 
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency is one which 
~s gratifying to the United States and to all those who look 
~pon the IAEA for leadership in the field of international 
safeguards. 

"Dr. Rometsch has wide experience in nuclear technology 
and, as managing director of the European Nuclear Energy 
Agency's Eurochernic chemical processing plant, has demonstra
ted his ability to work effectively with multi-national 
organizations. 

"He played an important role in introducing international 
safeguards in the Eurochemic plant, and I look forward to his 
doing an excellent job in his new position. 

"I know Dr. Rometsch personally and can attest to his 
competence, integrity, industry, and effectiveness. His 
acceptance of this key position should give u~ i.ncreased assur
ance that the IAEA will be able to fulfill· its important role 
in the implementation of the Non-Proliferation.Treaty." 
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There was an Executive Session briefing, which I did not attend, before the 
JCAE on the Sentinel (ABM) program. The technical aspects were covered by 
such people as May and Herbst from the Livermore Laboratory, Bradbury and 
Agnew from the Los Alamos Laboratory, and the representatives of the 
Department of Defense. 

I received a call from Kenneth E. BeLieu of the White House who said they have 
received two wires, dated March l, from Senators Richard Russell and Herman 
Talmadge of Georgia, regarding the Savannah River Plant. They state that they 
would like to meet with the appropriate officials if the review contemplates 
any change at Savannah River. I gave BeLieu the background. When President 
Johnson approved our FY 1970 budget, he did so without enough money to include 
the operation of all the Hanford reactors. There was some question whether 
this would allow us to produce enough plutonium for all the contingent 
possibilities. Closing two of the four reactors at Hanford would be quite an 
impact on the community. Washington Senators Henry Jackson and Warren 
Magnuson and Congresswoman Catherine May appealed this to President Johnson, 
and he agreed that the AEC could defer starting the shutdown of the reactors 
so that President Nixon would be able to review the decision. This is 
supposed to be under review at BOB at present, and we are supposed to receive 
an answer before the middle of March. 

In the meantime the nuclear industrial people from Hanford have come to 
Washington to talk to us and the BOB, and they are beginning to talk as though 
maybe the reactors to be shut down are the Savannah River ones. I said the 
argument against this would be that the Savannah River plants are newer, much 
more versatile, ~nd instead of producing plutonium, they have a potential for 
producing other isotopes in the future that have a number of other uses. It 
wouldn't make good sense to shut down Savannah River reactors, and certainly 
not in lieu of the Hanford ones. The Southerners have learned about this 
desire to shift the reactor shutdown to Savannah River, and somebody has them 
sending wires. The most important message I have received is from South 
Carolina's Senator Strom Thurmond, who is very excited over this possibility, 
and he.wants to be reassured that none of the reactors at Savannah River are 
shut down. I said that Savannah River is not supposed to be in this review at 
all. BeLieu said he probably should call Mayo, and then he will answer the 
letters in a general vein. BeLieu asked me to guarantee to him that I would 
talk to Russell and Talmadge if this should come up, and I agreed. 

I called Harry Flemming at the White House and passed on to him the following 
names that occurred to me for the position of federal representative to the 
SINB: Lewis L. Strauss, Sterling Cole, Bill Clapp (formerly of Florida Power 
& Light), and Bob Blair (formerly AEC Manager of the Savannah River Operations 
Office). 

Dwight Chapin of the White House called me as a follow up to my conversation 
with Haldeman this morning. He said an advance man and a secret service agent 
would come out to look over the routes, etc. and asked me to designate a 
contact on my staff for this purpose. I told him he could contact Julius 
Rubin or Howard Brown. 

At 5 p.m. I called New York Senator Jacob Javits as a follow up to the 
hearings before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations on the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty to explore his interpretation of the U.S. attitude 
toward non-signers with respect to the furnishing of nuclear materials under 
safeguards. 
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I explained to him that the negotiating history would indicate that we were 
not using the possibility of the cut-off of supply of enriched uranium as a 
threat in order to obtain adherence to the NPT. I indicated that Article III 
(2) requires that we would have to see to it that safeguards were applied to 
nuclear materials that we supplied to the non-signers, but it was not 
necessarily true that these had to be IAEA safeguards. (I had in mind the 
case of EURATOM where there is such sensitivity regarding being forced to " 
accept lAEA safeguards in order to continue to receive nuclear materials-from 
the U.S.). I told Javits I would be glad to have someone come up and go into 
this with him in more detail, and he said he would be glad to see someone. (I 
called Labowitz and gave him the gist of my talk with Javits and suggested he 
make an appointment to go up and review the matter with Javits.) 

I watched President Nixon's News Conference on television tonight. He 
answered questions in the foreign relations field in connection with his trip 
to Europe, as well as in other areas. 

Wednesday, March 5, 1969- D.C. and Frederick, MD 

At Commission Meeting 2363 (Action Summary attached) at 9:30 a.m. the 
Commission decided that it will allow enriched uranium on lease from the AEC 
to be purchased by the method of in situ toll enriching beginning April 1, 
1969 instead of January 1, 1971, as previously announced. We also ratified 
the technical exchange arrangement with the Power Reactor and Nuclear Fuel 
Development Corporation of Japan for cooperation in the field of liquid cooled 
fast breeder reactors (AEC 946/10). 

At Information Meeting 883 (notes attached) at 10:05 a.m. we discussed the 
February 26 letter (copy attached) from Michael McCloskey of the Sierra Club 
concerning opposition to future use of natural coastline for industrial 
development, including nuclear power generation, and an acknowledgement 
thereto. 

Leaving about 11:15 a.m. I was driven to Hood College in Frederick, Maryland, 
by Joe Gibson. I was met by Or. Phyllida M. Willis, Chairman of the Physical 
Sciences and Mathematics Department, who accompanied me to the Dining Hall 
where the 750 students (all women) of Hood College have their meals. I had 
lunch in the large Dining Hall (all one room) at a table with a number of 
science majors--Louann Kern (a math major), Marty Tully (a chemistry major and 
a senior), Sue Tacy (a chemistry major, a junior, who has applied to spend a 
semester at Argonne), Nicolette Orlando (a chemistry major, a freshman, who 
won nuclear AEC first place at the San Francisco International Science Fair in 
1967 and consequently spent a week at Argonne), Jeanne LeRoy (a chemistry 
major, a senior), Georgia Doyle, Stephanie Yingst (a chemistry major, a 
sophomore), Kathy owen (a chemistry major, a junior), Karin Norlin (editor of 
the Hood College newspaper, a weekly), Ratelje Fairlye, Jane Hively, Lind 
Rosengarten (a chemistry major, a sophomore), and Mary Hargens (a chemistry 
major, a junior). 

After lunch Miss Kern walked with me to the Science Building where I joined· 
Or. Willis, who took me on a tour of the building and.introduced.me t~a 
number of faculty members--Prof. Margaret Neely (chemistry~·,whose·-husband is 

. also a professor in humanities) and members of the biology and''mathemat·ics 
faculty. Dr. Willis told me about Sally Buchanan, the sole chemistry major in 
the class of 1968, an outstanding student, now in the graduate schoor··irf········ 
chemistry at Berkeley. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 205~5 

March 5, 1969 
Approved ________ __ 

R. E. Hollingsworth, General Manager REH 
Date ---------:----

ACTION SUMMARY OF MEETING 2363, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 1969, 9:30A.M., ROOM 1115, 
D. C. OFF_ICE 

SECY:SBR 

Commission Business 

l. AEC 946/10 - U.S.-Japan Technical Exchange Agreement on Fast Breeder Reacto~s 

Approved. 

The Commission requested staff prepare a list of similar agree~ents 
in the process of negotiation with other governments for transmission 
to the JCAE. (IA) 

2. AEC 720/201 - Change in Effective Date of In Situ Toll Enric~~ent 

Approved, subject to the concurrence of Commissioners Tape and 
Costagliola. (RM/SECY) 

Cc •• .,.. - ...... . __ .. ~. 
Chairman Seaberg 
Co~missioner Ramey 
Cor.missioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

.. · .... ~ 

. ~.. . ; . ; .- -: (_ . 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSfON 
WASHINGTON, I).C:, 205.C5 

INFORMATION MEETING 883 

10:05 a.m •• Wednesday, March 5. 1969. Room 1115, D. C. 

l. ?resident Nixon's Visit to Headquarters 

Tentatively scheduled for 3:15 p.m., March 13, 1969. 

UNCL. BY DOE 
NOV 8& 

2 COPY NO..----,.----
March 5, 1969 

The briefing flip charts will be show71 to the Commissioner·s~:;. · 
(AG:V1-SECY) 

2. c:-.airman's Comment on his Telephone Call to Senator Javits re the NP7 

3. ?ebrt:.ary 26 Letter from Michael McCloskey. Sierra Club, re Opposition 
to Ft:.ture Use of Natural Coastline for Industrial Development 

Preparation of a reply is requested. (B,ub;n,-SECY) 

4. Expressions of Interest in Redox (See AEC 1143/83} 

S:a££ recommendations are in prepa:ration. (AECA) 

5. February 28 Letter from George White re In-Situ Toll Enrichment Policy 

A response is requested. (AGMP&P) 

6. · Cor:1missioner Johnson's Draft Letter to Representative Craig Hosmer 
re Exchange Agreements 

To be circulated. (Helfrich-SECY) 
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7. A~~!'lda for the Week of March 10, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

8. Br:.cfinp; Memorandum on the March 17 Visit of Mr. Robert Hirscr., 
?r~nc!t CEA 

Ucq~gataci. (AGMIA-Sli:CY) 

9. .i.....0..:.:;.:ion i0r 1969 Lawrence Award Ceremony (See Secretary's Mz.rch 4 
~:e~orandum) 

We will schedule the ceremony at the Cosmos Club. {SECY) 

10 .. .:...2C 780/42- AEC Citation Cererr.ony, April ll, 1969 

Approved with a change. {SECY) 

11. XTS Events (See General Giller 1 s February 28 Memorandum) 

:\oted. {AGMMA) 

12. .:..::=::c 141 I 12.3 - Proposed Reply to Hughes Orga::1ization bcuiries 

Revision and recirculation for the Commissioners' comments are 
requested. {AGMMA-SECY) 

13. A::=::C 141/122- Summary Report on Activities for Assuring the Sa.fetv o.f 
Cncer;;round Nuclear Testing 

7:-.e revised version is to be circulated for consideration or. Monday, 
).(a.rch 10, 1969. {AGMMA-SECY) 

l4 •• ..:..:sc 901/416- Proposed Participatio:t of Soviet Bloc Nationals in 
Con:ere:tce at AJ.-..;L 

A?proved. {AGMIA} 

15. ..:..::=::c 6 71 I 29 - Management Discussions wit:. Principal Contractors at :\:::\. ':'5 

A?proved. The Joint Committee and the Congressional delegation are to 
be informed. {RDT-Congr.) 

- 2 -
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16. -~SC 1033 I 135 - Proposed Participation of French Nationals in Secc:-... d 
Xucl.;ar Isospin Conference 

X ot~d. (AGMIA) 

17. F~brua:::-y 23 Letter from Senators Jackson and Magnuson anC: 
Congresswoman May to the President re the Hanford Reactors 

18. ~f.:1rch 4, 1969, Scientists 1 Work Stoppage 

Co~missio::.er Ramey asked whether there had been any ·effect on 
A.2C programs. (DGM} 

:9. 3:-i.;i'ing on Hic:n Yield Test Effects, 10:00 a.m., Friday, Marc~ 7., 1969, 
.:\.oo~ A-41 0, Germantown 

2.C. Co:1troller 1 s Report on Expenditure Limitations 

To b~ scheduled for consideration on Wednesday, March 12, 1969. 
(OC-SECY) 

21. Co:-::::1issioners' Meeting with the Atomic Ir:.dustrial Fort!rr .. , Thu:-sCa.y, 
~fay 2. 9, 19 6 9 

Scheduled. Location to be determined. {3yb_in;SECY) · 

22.. .!..2C -i:59 I 64 - Solicitation of Industry Comments on Ura.r.iu:n Enrichment 
.!.ctivi:ies 

Commissioner Ramey circulated his comments. (SECY) 

23. ~!:-. Wells 1 February 28 Memorar.dum r~ Board Members for Co:1solicia.:eC:· · 
.2C.ison Company \Indian Point #3) :.Iearing 

Approved. (Chm. AS& LBP-SECY) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

- 3 -

10:55 a. :T •• 
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?R.ESZXT: 

CC ~:~::SSIONERS: 

Chairma.:1 s~a.borg 
Co:-::.missioner Ramey 
Commissioner Johnson 

':'Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin . 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. Rosen 
Mr. G=iffin 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Wells~:c 

Mr. Tesche>:c 
Mr. F!"iedman':c 
Mr. Giambusso* 

DISTR!BUTIOX: 

Commis sio:-.er s 
General Manager 
Gene!"al Coto.nse:l 
Secretary 
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SIEl~fZi\ CLUB Mills Tower, S:~n r:r:~n("isco IJ4 1 "4 

Dr. Glen Seaberg, Chairman 
Ato!Tiic Er.crgy Commission 
Wa~hlngton, D.C. 

Dear D:!~. Seaberg: 

February 26, 1969 

At a recent meeting of our Board of Directors, a rcsclutior. '''35 

adopted \dlich I kno;.,r will interest you. Our Board went on record 
opposing further usc of our natural coastline for industrial develop!::ent. 
The tcx~ of that resolution fol lo~-.rs: 

"The Sierra Club as a matter of policy· and gene:tal prindplc, 
opposes use for inclustri al purposes, including th::: pui·pose of nuclea:.:· 
pm~er genci·ation, of \dld, natural, native, pristine, s.::e1dc, or 
p:::.stor<o.l portions •:>f co::.sts or shore:; of the United States, including 
the shores of th0 Pacific, Atlantic anC: .Arctic oceans o1· t~v~ Gulf 
of ~lcxico, and thdr bays and estuaries :md inland \•mters." 

If you think it appropriat~, \>C would be happy to mE.:<:>t ldth 
you at some conveniffilt time to discuss these goals. 

Very truly yours, 

(j "Q f(l & J. j I . , 
• . • ,, - -~- t {.,.c. -:...- f...(. 1,:,..(, .. 7 

Michael McCloskey 
Conservation Director 
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Hood College, Frederick, Maryland; March 5, 1969. 
L toR: Dr. Phyllida M. Willis (Chmn. Physical Sciences and Math. Dept.) Sue 
Nagle (student), Dr. Seaberg, and Randle Elliott (President, Hood College). 

At 2:30 p.m. I attended a reception held in one of the classrooms; many 
students and faculty were present. Here I met Dean Keeler (a woman). Miss 
Dorothy Wallace, whom I knew as Luther Arnold•s assistant during the 
Metallurgical Laboratory days, was there. She taught at Goucher College 
before and after the war, but most of her time after the war and until 
retirement was spent at Argonne. She now lives in Frederick. She told me 
that Charlotte (Young) Brooke (her husband is DeForest Brooke) wanted to come 
today but couldn•t. I also knew her at the Metallurgical Laboratory; she 
worked with Arnold. She lives now at 8422 Stable Drive, Alexandria, Virginia, 
22308, telephone 703/780-8989. A photographer took pictures during the 
reception. 

I gave my talk on 11 The Transuranium Elements 11 illustrated with slides at 4:10 
p.m. in the packed main lecture room of the Science Building and questions 
followed. After my talk I met the President of Hood College, Randle Elliott, 
Ira Nagin, a Berkeley alumnus now at the local Aerojet plant who took some 
pictures of me with President Elli~tt and Sue Nagle, a student. Miss Nagle 
took a picture of President Elliott, Nagin and me in front of the Science 
Building for possible use in the Cal Monthly, according to Nagin. 188 . 



After the lecture I rode back to Washington with Joe Gibson. 

Thursday, March 6, 1969 - Berkeley, California 

I flew to San Francisco with Justin Bloom on United Airlines Flight No. 53, 
leaving Dulles Airport at 9 a.m. and arriving in San Francisco at 11:40 a.m. 
On the plane we worked up a statement (copy attached) to be used as part of a 
response to Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin•s questions to the State 
Department concerning the Cape Keraudren Plowshare experiment. We pointed out 
the analogy of performing nuclear explosions under the ocean bottom to 
performing them under the earth-air interface. 

We were met at the airport by Ellison Shute, Manager of the AEC San Francisco 
Operations Office, and we all rode to the Livermore Laboratory with Ward 
Blackmon. 

On arriving at Livermore at about 1:30 p.m., we were taken to Mike May•s 
office, where we were met by May, Roger Batzel, Jack Gofman, Duane Sewell, and 
Edward Teller of the Laboratory and John Totter of AEC headquarters. (Batzel 
and Gofman did their Ph.D. research work with me at Berkeley.) 

We were served a light lunch and I told the group about the plans for the 
visit of President Nixon to Germantown. I then raised the subject of Teller•s. 
public adverse comments about fast breeder reactors. Edward was adamant in .:. 
his position, saying that he would continue to speak out against them until it:; 
could be demonstrated to him that they were safe. He made the point that he ~ 
would much rather have a fast reactor in a cavern 700 feet under a large city 
than 70 miles away from the city. I observed that the engineering 
difficulties with underground siting are severe, considering such factors as 
heat dissipation. He asked if we have studied underground siting in detail, 
and I said that we have looked at it to some extent. He requested that he be 
sent any reports available. I remarked that we have an extensive internal 
study of fast breeder safety under way, and again he asked for any reports. I 
said we would send them to him when they were available. Teller also asked 
for a copy of the newspaper story in New Orleans which had reported on his 
remarks concerning reactor safety and I agreed to furnish this. He also made 
some statements about the possibility of a planned effort by saboteurs to 
cause a major release of radioactivity by first breaching the containment and 
then using a subversive reactor operator to mishandle the reactor controls to 
cause an excursion. 

Following lunch, Roger Batzel took Justin and me on a tour of selected parts 
of the Laboratory. We went first to the new bio-medical building, which was 
being dedicated, where photographs were taken of Gofman, Totter, May, and me 
in a group around a microscope used for chromosome analysis. (See picture 
next page.) We then went to a weapons assembly area where Dave Dorn, Dick 
Seilheimer, and Lou Eccles showed us the components and design of the ZIRCON 
heavy element Plowshare experiment. It is hoped that his experiment will 
provide at least three times the integrated flux of the previous VULCAN 
experiment and that mass numbers as high as 265 will be achieved. 
Phosphorus-31 and argon-40 will also be added to the assembly with the hope of 
producing neutron-rich isotopes, such as phosphorus-35, silicon-35 (by the n,p 
reaction) and argon-46. After the explosion, drilling into the cavern is 
expected to be accomplished within two days for recovery of the product 
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UNCL. BY DOl 
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STATEMENT ON CAPE KERAUDREN 

The proposed Cape Keraudren harbor excavation project will 

involve the detonation of nuclear explosives ~ earth several 

hundred feet below the earth-water interface. Such detonations 

are exactly analogous to the "underg.round" nuclear explosio::1s 

permitted by the Limited Test Ban Treaty which are below the 

earth-air interface. 

t\'e understand the prohibition on nuclear testing "under water" 

to mean that the explosion cannot occur in water, just as we 

cannot conduct explosions .!!! air. The Keraudren e~::?er:L"nent 

does not involve detonation of nuclear explosives in watere 
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isotopes. Hand selection of the most promising material will be made and 
these samples will be taken to Livermore and other laboratories for chemical 
processing. 

The new Bio-Medical Building at LRL, Livermore, California; March 6, 1969. 
L toR: Dr. Michael May (Director, LRL, Livermore), Dr. Jack Gofman (LRL, 
Livermore), Dr. John R. Totter (Director, Division of Biology and Medicine), 
and Seaberg. 

We were then taken to the Radiochemistry Laboratory where we were met by Ken 
Hulet and later by Pete Stevenson. Dick Hoff was ill and not at work. (Hulet 
and Hoff did their Ph.D. research work with me at Berkeley and Stevenson did 
postdoctoral work with me there.) Hulet's group was in the process of 
purifying 17 micrograms of einsteinium-253 which had been produced in the HFIR 
at Oak Ridge. The sample contains about 500 dpm (109 atoms) of 
fermium-257. The einsteinium-255 content is about lQ-4 that of the 
einsteinium-253. Hulet plans to make einsteinium triiodide, seal it in a 
quartz tube with hydrogen and to try to reduce the tripositive einsteinium to 
the dipositive state by microwave heating of the tube. An alternative will be 
to reduce the einsteinium to metal and then oxidize it to the dipositive 
state. Hulet noted that LASL is studying the higher oxidation states of 
einsteinium. 

191 



After inspecting four large caves being built (each can handle one gram of 
californium-252), we visited the magnetic isotope separator facility, where 
einsteinium-254 will be separated from einsteinium-253. The decay properties 
of the former isotope are not well known, and an enriched sample will enable 
these measurements to be made. 

Hulet mentioned that the Berkeley accelerator group is examining the Livermore 
Astron machine with the idea of modifying it to make it into an electron ring 
accelerator. If the project goes ahead, proton beams would be produced first, 
and then heavier ions would be accelerated. I inquired if anything has been 
done on pursuing the evaluation of tungsten isotope separation for use in 
Plowshare devices. The Livermore group is performing a study of the relative 
hazards of radioactive tungsten isotopes so that the tungsten composition 
could be optimized on the basis of safety considerations. The nuclear 
considerations are already worked out. 

Our next stop was the auditorium, which is located outside the restricted 
area. Here pictures were taken of Gofman and me along with the two 
co-chairmen of the bio-medical symposium, Frederick Hatch and Bernard Shore. 
I then granted an interview to Ron !scoff of the Livermore Herald News, who 
questioned me on President Nixon's interest in nuclear energy, my appointment 
by three successive Presidents, the progress other countries (especially the 
USSR) are making in nuclear energy, and the growth of nuclear power in the U.S. 

I then was called into the auditorium proper to give my speech ( 11 The Atom's 
Expanding Role in the Medical World 11 at the Symposium on the Biological 
Implications of the Nuclear Age Dedicating the Bio-Medical Laboratories of the 
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at Livermore) on the medical applications of 
radioisotopes. Mike May introduced me and I spoke from 3:50 p.m. to about 
5:00 p.m. I estimate the audience at about 150 people. 

Following the speech, I returned to Mike May's office where he, Sewell, 
Batzel, Shute, Bloom and I discussed the ABM situation, student unrest on the 
campus and possible picketing or violence at the local AEC office, the 
problems of getting the Keraudren experiment approved from the standpoint of 
the test ban treaty, and the possible impact of the Pitzer Panel report on 
future high yield testing. 

At about 5:30 p.m. I left the Livermore Laboratory and rode with Dan Wilkes to 
our home in Lafayette where I met Peter. Wilkes left us at this point. Pete 
and I talked with Mrs. Carney, their son Danny and their daughter for a 
while. Then Peter and I had dinner at Cape Cod House. We then rode in his 
new Volvo to his apartment house (on Dwight Way) and visited with his 
roommate, John Harling. Peter, with John, drove me to the Durant Hotel where 
I spent the night in room 507. · 

Friday, March 7; 1969 - Berkeley, California 

I had breakfast in the dining room of the Durant Hotel with Justin Bloom. 

After breakfast we were taken to the site of the 37-inch cyclotron magnet 
outside of the Lawrence Hall of Science, arriving there at 9 a.m. A large 
group of movie and still photographers were on hand to take pictures of the 
seven Radiation Laboratory Nobel Prize winners. We each recorded our thoughts 
to a movie camera on the occasion of this assembly. 192 



~-------------·--------~--------------------------------·----~ 

Seven Nobel Laureates of the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, 
University of California, with historic 37-inch cyclotron at the 

Lawrence Hall of Science- March 7, 1969. 

~ ., ~ ----.,...- -- ... _ ...... ., ... ·- -- ... ~ 

L toR: Owen Chamberlain, Edwin McMillan, Emilio Segre, Melvin Calvin, Donald 
Glaser, Luis.Alvarez, and Seaborg. 
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I then rode with Segre to the Berkeley campus where the four other Nobel 
l~ur~ates.at Berkeley joined the previous group. They were John Northrop, 
W1ll1am G1auque, Wendell Stanley, and Charles Townes. Additional photographs 
and movies were taken of the group. Then Connecticut Congressman Emilio 
Daddario, and California Congressmen George Brown, George Miller, Jerry 
Pettis, and Jeff Cohelan (who were on the campus to confer with Berkeley 
scientists and to hear Mr. Daddario give a seminar on the relationship of 
science and government later today), were photographed with the Nobel Prize 
win~ers. Chancellor Roger Heyns also joined the group for photographs. 

California Congressmen on the House Committee on Science and Astronautics and 
the eleven Nobel Laureates on the Berkeley campus of the University of 
California; March 7, 1969. 
L to R: Front row; Dr. Charles H. Townes, Dr. Donald A. Glaser, Dr. Owen 
Chamberlain, Congressman George P. Miller, Chancellor Roger W. Heyns, 
Congressman Jeffrey Cohelan, Seaborg, Dr. William F. Giauque. Back row; 
Congressman George E. Brown, Jr., Dr. Melvin Calvin, Congressman Emilio Q. 
Daddario, Dr. Emilio Segre, Dr. Wendell M. Stanley, Dr. Edwin M. McMillan, 
Congressman Jerry L. Pettis, Dr. John H. Northrop, Dr. Luis W. Alvarez.· 

Justin and I then were driven to the HILAC building at the Radiation 
Laboratory, where we were met by Al Ghiorso. He first showed us the winding 
of a large beam bending magnet in progress. Al stated that by fabricating the 
magnet himself, he could do the job for $10,000 instead of the $70,000 that 
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would be charged by a commercial shop. We then went to the HILAC control 
room, where Alexander von Cube, the German movie director, had his equipment 
set up to make a movie of a brief lecture by me on the origin of the actinide 
concept, and practical applications of the actinide elements, and the 
prospects for discovering new elements. We were delayed a while as a modern 
periodic table was drawn on a blackboard. The movie making went fairly well. 

At 12:30 p.m. Justin and I want to Iz Perlman's office to have lunch with the 
Chemistry Department "luncheon club." Besides Iz, Earl Hyde, Frank Asaro, 
Stan Thompson, Al Ghiorso, Ken Street, Jack Hollander, Darrah Thomas, and Dick 
Diamond were present. We chatted about events on the campus, AEC financial 
limitations, some of the articles and speeches I am preparing, the Iagolnitzer 
affair, the Welch Foundation Mendeleev celebration, and other subjects. Earl 
Hyde asked us to give him a list of speakers qualified to talk about new 
concepts in heavy ion accelerators at the June Gordon Research Conference, and 
I agreed to do so. During the lunch, I had a call from Julius Rubin, who 
alerted me to scheduling problems that were to face me on Monday, March 10, 
after my return to Washington. 

At 1:30 p.m., we returned to the HILAC to make a "news" movie for possible 
future release, in which Al Ghiorso announces to me the unqualified discovery 
of isotopes of element 104, introduces the members of his discovery team 
(Matti Nurm1a, Jim Harris, and Kari and Pirrko Eskola), and describes the 
experiments which led to the discovery. Planning of the movie was handled by 
Dan Wilkes and Jim Halverson of LRL and Dale Cook of AEC-SAN, all of whom.were 
present and assisted. 

>:;. ·. 
We then had time to discuss some of the current findings of Ghiorso's grou'p in 
their work on element 104, and we also discussed the UNESCO speech which will 
be given for me and the Scientific American article (Synthetic Elements IV,) • . 
At about 3:30p.m. Pete, his friend Bob Jansen and Jansen's girl friend, · 
Dorothy (Dott) Chocin, met us in the HILAC Building. Ghiorso, Nurmia and··I 
showed them the HILAC, its target areas, the counting equipment and panel, and 
target preparation areas, etc. I then took them down to the Bevatron and 
showed it and its control room and target and experimental areas to them. 

Bloom and I then visited the local AEC office in Berkeley (2111 Bancroft Way) 
and met with the senior staff of the office. In attendance were: Ellison 
Shute (Manager), Thomas A. Nemzek (Deputy Manager), Paul M. Goodbread 
(Assistant Manager for Administration), J. Wickson Thomas (Chief Counsel), 
Rodney L. Southwick (Assistant to the Manager for Public Information), Milton 
F. Moore (Classification Officer), Joseph E. Armstrong (Director, Engineering 
Division), John F. Philip (Director, Special Projects Division), D. Kilgore 
(Deputy Director, Technical Services Division), H. Burke Fry (Director, 
Contracts Division), John L. O'Gara (Director, Security Division), Edward B. 
Pike (Director, Organization and Personnel Division), Anthony A. Vergari 
(Director, Finance Division), Milford Bookman (Deputy Director, Administrative 
Services Division), Frederick A. Robertson (Chief, California Patent Group), 
and Howard C. Hooper (Area Manager, Palo Alto Area Office). 

I briefed the group about current activities in Washington, including my 
appearances before Congressional committees, the negotiations that are under 
way on the Cape Keraudren experiment, my thought on the limitations on 
expenditures that are in effect for AEC offices, and the forthcoming visit of 
the President to Germantown, and answered questions relative to these subjects. 
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I then rode with Ward Blackmon to Davis where I met David in his apartment 
{No. 13 at Campus Manor, 230 A Street). We went to Beckett Hall where we had 
dinner with Dave's friends David New, Mike Lowery and Tung Fu. After dinner 
we went to the library to look up his apartment roommate, Dan Sheldon; we 
found him and Dave introduced us. We also met Dennis Leighton in the 
library. Dave and I then went to Young Hall where we saw a radical movie on 
Venezuela. We returned to Dave's apartment and chatted for a while, and then 
I returned to Berkeley to the Durant Hotel with Blackmon. 

Saturday, March 8, 1969 - En route to Washington 

I had breakfast in the Durant Hotel with Bloom. We rode to the San Francisco 
Airport with Blackmon. Bloom then went to San Mateo to his sister's home to 
spend the day with her and his parents in San Francisco. I flew to Dulles 
Airport on United Airlines Flight No. 50, leaving at about 9 a.m. and arriving 
at about 5 p.m. On the way I read AEC papers which had arrived in a package 
at the San Francisco Airport last night. One of the papers I received was a 
note from Julie Rubin telling me that Lee DuBridge has told Jerry Tape that I 
am to be the AEC representative to the Space Review Committee. This ·committee 
was established by the President and is chaired by the Vice President. 

Sunday, March 9, 1969 

I read AEC papers most of the day and evening. In the afternoon I took·a hike 
in Rock Creek Park with Eric and Suki. We started at Pierce Mill, hiked north 
on White Horse Trail past Military Road, took a loop around Fort DeRussy and 
returned on the Black Horse Trail. 

Monday; March 10, 1969 - D.C. 

At 10 a.m. this morning, I briefed the Secretary of State William P. Rogers 
and the following State Department staff: Jonathon Moore, Executive 
Assistant, Office of the Under Secretary; U. Alexis Johnson, Under Secretary 
for Political Affairs; Richard F. Petersen, Counselor; George C. Denney, Jr., 
Deputy Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research; Thomas H. E. Quimby, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of African Affairs; Martin J. Hellenbrand, 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of European Affairs; Ward P. Allen, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of International Organization Affairs; H. G. 
Torbert, Jr., Deputy Assistant Secretary, Congressional Relations; Richard I. 
Phillips, Assistant Secretary {Acting), Bureau of Public Affairs; Leonard C. 
Meeker, Legal Adviser; Joseph A. Greenwald, Assistant Secretary {Acting), 
Bureau of Economic Affairs; Barbara M. Watson, Administrator, Bureau of 
Security and Consular Affairs; Miriam C. Camps, Vice Chairman, Policy Planning 
Council; John P. Walsh, Deputy Executive Secretary, Office of the Secretary; 
Howard Furnas, Office of Deputy Assistant Secretary for Politico-Military 
Affairs; Herman Pollack, Director, International Scientific and Technological 
Affairs; Carl E. Bartch, Deputy Director, Office of Policy News; Gerard Smith, 
Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; Frank Shakespeare, 
Director, U.S. Information Agency; Donovan Q. Zook, International Scientific 
and Technological Affairs; and Arthur E. Pardee, Jr., International Scientific 
and Technological Affairs. 
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r introduced my subject by first reviewing the U.S. AEC's organizational 
structure. I then noted that the AEC budget is approximately $2.5 billion 
broken down as follows: 

Procurement of Raw Materials 
Production of Nuclear Materials 
Weapons Development and Fabrication 
Development of Nuclear Reactors 
Research (Including Physical Sciences. 

Biology and Medicine. Plowshare) 
Other Programs 

5% of budget 
20% 
31% 
22% 

11% 
5% 

I indicated that I would cover in this briefing primarily non-weapons matters. 

-rhe first major topic which I discussed was nuclear power and plutonium 
production. I noted that at the present time there are about 100 nuclear 
plants in the United States which are operating. under construction. or 
planned, accounting for over 70 million kilowatts of power. Furthermore. in 
the last few years more than half of the new power plants ordered for this 
country have been nuclear. By 1980 I said I anticipate an installed nuclear 
capacity of about 150 million kilowatts in the u.s .• and in the early 1980's 
an insta·l led nuclear capacity in Europe of about 150 million kilowatts. At 
the present time. of the 31 power reactors sold outside their country of 
origin about 25 have been sold by U.S. companies. The 150 million kilowatts 
in £urope 1n the 1980's will involve a capital investment of over $20 billion 
and about $10 billion for fuel enrichment services over the lives of these 
plants. I pointed out that this obviously will have a very significant effect 
on balance of payments benefits. 

Deleted 

lhis led into the second major topic which I discussed--the IAEA. After 
reviewing the U.S. role in the development of the IAEA, I commented on the 
importance of the IAEA, especially in the field of international safeguards.· 
In discussing the IAEA, I stressed the effectiveness of Ambassador Harry Smyth 
as the head of the U.S. Mission to the Agency and also commented on the 
excellent cooperation we have with the State Department, and with Herman 
Pollack in particular. f referred to the IAEA budget, which this year is 
approximately $-11.5 million for the assessed budget, of which the u.s. pays 
31.57%. I told Secretary Rogers that I would be sending him a letter soon on 
the subject of the U.S. voluntary contributions according to the formula for 
voluntary contribution, so that our pledge would be based on (a} the target 
figure ($2 million for the past several years) at the same percentage as our 
assessed contribution, in accordance with the 1962 General Conference 
resolution, which would amount to about $630,000 and (b) a pledge of $1 
mil lion for contributions in kind to the Agency (which has been limited to 
about $400,000 annually during recent years) to strengthen the Agency's 
technical assistance program. 

I then reviewed U.S.-Euratom relations. I noted that Euratom has three major 
functions, 1. promotion and technical development; 2. supply; and 3. 
safeguards. The first function of Euratom is being less and less supported by 
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the member countries. and as a consequence. our technical cooperation with 
Euratom is being supplemented by bilateral cooperation with the member 
countries. Although we would like to see a strong European Community, it is 
felt that we should not exert undue pressure on the member countries. In the 
supply function, we have been supplying material to the member countries 
through the Euratom Supply Agency. In the cases of France, Germany, Belgium, 
and the Netherlands, our bilateral Agreements for Cooperation with them have 
terminated and been folded in with our agreement with Euratom. Since our 
bilatera 1 agreement with Italy is a long-term agreement, that agreement has 
not yet been. folded in to Euratom. Even in the case of Italy, however, a 
large part of the material we supply to them is supplied through the Euratom 
Supply Agency. In the field of safeguards. Euratom has been playing an-
effective role. There is a special problem relating to the NPT of working out 
mutually acceptable arrangements for IAEA verification of Euratom safeguards. 
At the request of the State Department. the AEC (Myron B. Kratzer) is 
performing a coordinating role in resolving this problem. 

1 now turned to the European uranium enrichment problem. I noted that 
although the USSR. the U.K .• and France have enrichment plants, the United 
States is essentially the sole supplier of enriched fuel for power reactors 
because of our ability to produce significant quantities at a price far lower 
than any other supplier could possibly meet. Although many people abroad are 
convinced that our price for enriching services ($26 per kilogram unit of 
separative work) is subsidized. the fact is that the price is based on 
ful 1-cost recovery, including amortization of that fraction of the plants 
devoted to this service. as well as contingency factors, etc. In fact, when 
our cascade improvement program is put into effect, the cost may go down very 
significantly and our capacity would increase by about 50 percent. In spite 
of our low price for enriching services. there is increasing reluctance abroad 
to be dependent on the U.S. as the sole supplier; there is active interest in 
Europe, Japan. and Australia to develop independent enrichment capabilities. 
The U.K., Germany and the Netherlands are cooperating in the possible
development of an isotope separation plant based on gaseous diffusion.· We are 
faced with a policy dilemma as to whether, at one extreme, to offer to assist· 
these countries in their development of an isotope separation plant with its 
contingent proliferation implications. or. at the other extreme. to cut 
ourselves off entirely from their development forcing them to go it alone, 
with it_contingent proliferation implications. I also mentioned the problem 
relating to the U.S.-U.K. classified exchange in gas centrifugation during 
1960 through 1965 and the need to assure oursel~es that no classified U.S. 
technology made available under this exchange is transmitted to Germany and 
the Netherlands. I told Secretary Rogers about Commissioner Tape's trip of 
last week to London where this subject was discussed with the British. 

1 briefly commented on the AEC's Plowshare program and more specifically, the 
Australian interest in jointly carrying out with the AEC a feasibility study 
for a harbor project at Cape Keraudren. I gave a general description of the 
problems concerning the interpretation of what constitutes radioactive debris 
in connection with possible violations of the Limited Test Ban Treaty and 
described our proposed interpretation which regards radioactive debris as 
being not present when the concentrations fall below the definitions of not· 
present used by the International Radiological Commission.-_: L.also-·mentioned 
the planned technical talks with the Soviet Union on the •s·tate...,of-the···art• 
peaceful nuclear explosions. (Following the briefing. 1 told Secretary 
Rogers, Alex Johnson. and Herm Pollack that I am very anxious that we move 
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fast in setting up these discussions since 1 want Commissioner Tape to handle 
this and Commissioner Tape will be leaving the Commission shortly; therefore, 
I urged that these talks take place while Dr. Tape is still with the 
Commission.) 

1 commented briefly on the interest on the part of the Netherlands in 
obtaining nuclear submarine technology from us and the interest on the part of 
Italy in obtaining enriched uranium fuel for a critical experiment related to 
an Italian nuclear propelled surface vessel, described by Italy as a civil 
project, but which is to be operated by the Italian Navy. I explained the 
very strong Congressional sensitivity regarding any possible cooperation in 
this area. 

I reviewed the U.S.-U.K. Mutual Defense Agreement, on which Joint Committee 
hearings are at this very moment being held with Commissioner Tape testifying 
for the AEC. 

I then reviewed the status of U.S.-French relations in atomic energy matters 
and stressed the excellent cooperation we have had for a long period of time 
with our French nuclear energy colleagues and noted that the CEA Administrator 
General Robert Hirsch, Bertrand Goldschmidt, CEA's Director of External 
Relations and Programs, and Maurice Pascal, their Administrative Director, 
wi 11 be visiting me in Washington next Monday, March 17. I mentioned the 
comprehensive U.S.-French bilateral technical exchange which took place last 
year and noted our continued desire for good relations with France on peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. 

1 reviewed .the ~.S.-Soviet Memorandum of Cooperation noting that because of . 
the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia not much has been done to implement this 
cooperation. A team of high-energy physicists led by Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky 
is, however, presently in the Soviet Union to explore unofficially with their 
counterparts possibilities for cooperation with the Serpukhov accelerator ·· 
group. I noted that the Serpukhov accelerator at 70 Bev is the largest 
accelerator in operation in the world and will be until the AEC 200 Bev 
accelerator near Chicago is built. I also commented on the plans for the 
European 300 Bev accelerator in which both Germany and France are still quite 
interested. 

I noted receipt of NSSM 28 (copy attached). 

I had lunch in the AEC dining room with Julie Rubin, Justin Bloom and Bill 
Perkins. 

I received a letter from Lewis Strauss (copy attached) thanking me for sending 
him copies of my ~osenfield lectures and calling to my attention an error in 
an item that appeared in a recent issue of the Bulletin of the IAEA. 

Deleted 

I called Lee OuBridge regarding the Space Review Committee. He said that this 
ad hoc committee was established by the President and would consist of four 
members: the Vice President, Tom Paine, Bob Seamans, and DuBridge; also 
represented would be AEC by me, State by Richardson or Johnson and BOB by 
Mayo. Also, there wil I be a working group of staff directors from these 
agencies. I said that George Kavanagh would be the one from the AEC. 
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Dear Glenn: 

Sarasota, Florida 
28 February 1969 

Many thanks for your note. 

While on vacation in Florida, 1 have 
read your Rosenfield lectures with great in
terest and was happy to see your reference to 
former President Eisenhower (and myself) in con
nection with the history of the Atoms-for-Peace 
program. 

It was a tim~ly coincidence for the 
reason that in a recent issue· of the Bulletin of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency the fol
lowing appeared: 

"··· He LH.D. Smyth7 was also one 
of the two men (the other being 
Dr. John A. Hall, now a Deputy 
Director General of the Agency) 
who advised President Eisenhower 
in preparing his 'Atoms for Peace' 
speech to the UN in 1953 from which 
the Agency developed ••• " 

Since neither Dr. Smyth nor John Hall 
"advised President Eisenhower in preparing his 
Atoms-for-Peace speech", or had anything to do 
with it, 1 was not very much amused • .-A ~ 
,~ A.l.l'"ll"-.4 ~ ~ nw/e.. 

With warm regards, 1 am 

Yours faithfully, 

G?~ 
Lewis L. Strauss 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg 
Chairman 
u.s. Atarnic Energy Commission 
Wash~ngton, D.C. 20545 
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1 said that there has been a leak on Tape's appointment to AUI; so it wil I be 
announced this week. DuBridge said that isn't serious. He is working on the 
necessary clearances for Theos Thompson, and so far everything is fine. He 
has had two other suggestions for the Tape position: Sidney Drell of Stanford 
and Murph Goldberger of Princeton. I asked that, before it goes too far, he 
let me know so that I can ascertain whether Thompson would accept if named. 

I said that there is some feeling here that maybe AEC should be involved on 
the Environmental Quality Council. He said that the President is anxious to 
keep the central group as small as possible but with a wide group for 
consultation. He said it is still under consideration and has not yet been 
firmed. We discussed the best way to handle the release of the Pitzer Panel 
report and the AEC report. He said that one possibility would be to issue the 
Pitzer report and have the AEC issue its report at the same time. 

At 2: 10 p.m. I presided over Information Meeting 884 (notes attached) at which 
the Commission approved the draft letter soliciting industry comments on 
uranium enrichment activities. At 4:15p.m. I presided over Regulatory 
Information Meeting 332 (notes attached). 

Mi it Shaw briefed the Commission on the relationship of positive sodium void 
effects to the overall safety of liquid metal fast breeder reactors. 

Helen and I attended the reception at the Army & Navy Club given by the 
Trustees and President of the University of Southern California for Mrs. 
Richard Nixon and Secretary Robert Finch. We arrived after Mrs. Nixon had 
left. Among the people that we saw, besides USC President and Mrs. Norman 
Topping and Secretary and Mrs. Finch, were Mr. and Mrs. Packard, Mr. and Mrs. 
Brooker and Mr. and Mrs. Dart (the latter two, USC trustees), HUD Secretary 
George Romney, Senator Murphy, Congressman Hosmer and DuBridge. 

luesday, March I I, 19&9- D.C. 

The Commissioners and Julius Rubin me.t with Harold Price in order to have an 
in-depth exploration of his problems and plans in the Regulatory area. Price 
went over his organization in detail to describe the strengths and weaknesses 
of his key people and emphasized an urgent need for additional manpower in 
order to handle th• increasing regulatory load. McCool joined us, and we went 
on to talk about the future role of the Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards; the question of the regulation of products produced in underground 
nuclear explosions, such as natural gas; the question of an eventual separate 
agency to assume the regulatory function; the matter of metropolitan siting of 
reactors where we emphasized that we should immediately begin to develop 
criteria for this; the question of the safety of fast breeder reactors; and 
the overall matter of the difficult problem of adequate planning to handle an 
incredible accident involving a nuclear power reactor. 

I sent a letter to Dr. Thomas Paine (Administrator of NASA) in response to his 
letter concerning the need for radioisotope thermoelectric generator (RTG) 
electric power in connection with outer planetary exploration missions planned 
by NASA for the 1970's. I advised him that RTG studies have been initiated by 
the AEC, in concert with NASA, planning for Pioneer F and G launches in 1972 
and .,9./3. 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C:. 20545 

~ 
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1988 Marc:h 10, 19 69 

INFORMATION MEETING 884 

?.:10 p.m., Monday, March.10, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C . 

. 
1. Commissioners' Meeting with the Atomic Industrial Forum, Ma.y 29, 

1969, Air lie House : 

Scheduled. A check re AIF organizational plans is requested. 
(IP-Rubin-SECY) 

2. Nominees for the AdYisory Committee on Reactor Sa.fegua.rds 

T:-.e Committee plans to proceed with Mr. Hibbert Hill and requests a 
dela.y in the action on a.n additional nominee.· (SECY) 

3. Ma.rch 6 Na.tiona.l Security Study Memorandum 28 re Preparation of· U.S. 
Position for Possible Strategic Arms Limitation Discussions 

Noted. (SAD) 

4. Na.tiona.l Security Council Meeting, 10:00 a.. m., Wednesday, March 12, 1969 

The Chairman will attend the discussion re preparations !or the ENDC. (SAD) 

5. Review Committee !or the U.S. Space Program 

An appropriate sta.f£ liaison will be designated after this week's meeting. 
(AGMR) 
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6. Chairman's Morning Briefing for Secretary of State Rogers 

7. Commissione·r Tape's Oral Report on the JCAE Hearing This Morning 
re Fuel for UK Nuclear Submarines . 

S. JCAE Hearing re March 3, 4, and 5 US-UK London· Discussions on 
Gas Centrifuge 

Commissioner Tap~ said an Executive Hearing will be scheduled. (Congr.) 

9. Commissioner Costagliola's Report on His March 3-7 Trip to Tokyo and 
Ma::.ila 

10. :March 4 Letter from Alex Radin, APPA, re Task Force of APPA 
Reouesting Briefing from AEC 

An appropriate response is requested. (AGMP&tP) 

11. February 24 Letter from Senator Edward Kennedy re Agency Procedures 

A draft will be circulated for consideration o~ Wednesday, March 12. (SEC: 

12. Lawrence Award Ceremony, 4:00p.m., April 30, 1969, the Carnegie 
Institution 

Scheduled. (SECY) 

13. Cape Keraudren Nuclear Excavation P=oject a::xl the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
(Ma.:"ch 9, 1969, Department of State Draft) 

Mr. Bloch requested the Commissioners' comments by morning in 
preparation for the Interdepartmental staff discussion at 3:00 p.m., 
March 11, 1969. (SAD-PNE) 

14. Mr. Labowitz' Oral Report on the March 6 Meeting of the ENDC Review 
Group 

15. Executive Session (See General Manager's March 6 Memorandum re Person 
I:em) 

Approved in part with a request for additional information. (AGMIA) 

- 2-
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16. AEC 459/65 - Draft Letter Soliciting Industry Comments on Uranium 
Enrichment Activities (See also Mr. Quinn's March 5 Memorandum re 
Future Ownership and Management of Uranium Enriching Facilities) 

Approved with a revision. Mr. Robert Ellsworth, Assistant to the 
President, is to be informed. Commissioner Johnson is to be provided 
available material for use at the Palm Springs AIF Senior Management 
Seminar. (AGMP&P-Rubin-Helfrich) 

17. Commissioner Johnson's March 5 Draft Statement re Uranium Enricr..rnent 
Services to the Nuclear Power Industry 

Noted. (SECY) 

18. AEC 720/201 - Chang~ in Eiiective -Date of In Situ Toll Enrichment 

:Mr. Bloch reported briefly on the Joint Committee solicitation of reaction 
fro:n uranium producers. (AGMP&P) 

19. AEC 141/124 - Underground Nuclear Testing: Summary Report on 
Activities for Assuring Safety 

Approved with revisions for release during the week of March 17. 
(AGMMA) 

20. Utah House Resolution re Nuclear Test 

21. Stafi Discussions with the DOD and the BOB re the Test Readiness Program 

22. Request for Staff Briefing of the Senate Preparedness Subcommittee re ABM 

23. AEC 460/109 - Proposed SINB-AEC Conference on Environmental and 
Siting Considerations Associated with Nuclear Power Plants 

Noted. (AGM) 

24. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 298 and Supplement to P.CMR 298 

Noted. (PAR) 
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25. Request from Dr. Lee DuBridge for a Plowshare Briefing for the PSAC, 
Tuesday, March 18, 1969 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Ch.;.irnian Sea.bor g 
Cornmis sioner Ramey 
Commissioner Ta.pe 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costa.gliola 

*Partial Attendance 
**Attendance by Topic (s) 

w. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Rosen* 
Mr. Kratzer** 
Mr. Labowitz** 
Mr. Kelly** 
Mr. Schoenhaut** 
Mr. Quinn** · 
Mr. Tesche** 
Gen. Giller** 

- 4-

4:15p.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 IMCL. BY DOf 

HOY .. 

March 10, 1969 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 332 

4:15p.m., Monday, March 10,1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. AEC-R 8/35 - Amendment of Reporting Requirement in 10 CFR 20. 408 

Approved. (ADRA) 

2. Dr. Beck's March 4 Memorandum reSchedule for Rotterdam Dry Dock 
Inspection 

Noted. (DDR) 

3. Dr. Beck's March 4 Memorandum re Regulatory-ACRS Reactor Safety· 
Discussions with the UK and German Authorities 

Re'duction of staff representation is requested and the Executive Secretary, 
ACRS, is to be informed. (ADRA) 

4. Mr. Price's March 7 Memorandum re Air Force License for a Sub 
Orbital Flight 

Approved. (DML) 

5. Mr. Price's February 28 Memorandum re Speech - The Development of 
Regulatory Criteria for Control of Radiation Exposures to the Population 
from Consumer Products Produced by Plowshare Applications 

The Chairman requested review by the Commissioners and reconsiderat:.on. 
Additionally, Commissioner Johnson requested a legal opinion. 
(ADRA-GC-SECY) . 

6. AEC 1299/2 - Proposed Legislation to Permit AEC to Charge Federal 
Agencies License Fees for Power Reactors and Mr. Price's March 7 
Memorandum) 

The Commissioners noted Mr. Price's report on his discussion with Mr. 
Wessenauer of TVA and affirmed their approval of AEC 1299/2. 
(ADRA-G C-DRL) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

4:2~ n.n". 
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PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

>:cPartial Attendance 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr. Henderson 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Wells 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Rosen* 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Dir /Regulation 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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I had lunch in the dining room with Allan Labowitz, Tom Clark and Julie Rubin 
to discuss the forthcoming NSC meeting. 

I participated in a symposium of the Annual Meeting of the National Research 
Council, at the National Academy of Sciences, on the 11 Progress in Non-Military 
Applications of Nuclear Energy11 under the chairmanship of Commissioner Tape. 
After the lead-off speaker, I talked on the Transuranium Elements with 
emphasis on the superheavy Transactinide Elements and with a short account of 
the practical applications of the Actinide Elements. Following my talk, Alvin 
Weinberg spoke on the Nuplex and Norman Anderson on the Molecular Biology 
Program at Oak Ridge. After I left Glenn Werth spoke on the Plowshare program 
and Amasa Bishop on Controlled Thermonuclear Research. As I left the Academy 
building Frank Carey, the AP reporter, who had heard my talk, queried me on 
the Soviet work on Elements 104 and 105, the prospects of finding Element 110 
in nature and the underground nuclear explosion method of synthesizing new 
isotopes and new elements. 

I sent my first biweekly status report on significant developments in the 
atomic energy program to Lee DuBridge and Robert Ellsworth (copy attached). 
This is done under a different system from that used by Presidents Kennedy and 
Johnson, to whom I sent my status reports directly. 

Wednesday, March 12, 1969 - D.C. 

I received a call at 8 a.m. at home from Spurgeon Keeny who told me that the 
NSC meeting scheduled for this morning at 10 a.m. has been postponed until 
Saturday. 

I sent a letter to Dr. R. L. Smith, President of Michigan Technological 
University, advising him that their proposal for a research grant has been 
turned down because it didn't have the high merit required, particularly in 
view of higher merit proposals we have had to turn down because of a lack of 
funds. This was in response to his letter sent as a follow-up to Dr. Charles 
Mandeville's visit to my office on February 10. 

I responded to George White's (President of Nuclear Exchange Commission) 
letter of February 28, advising him that the Commission has advanced the date 
for the initiation of in situ toll enriching to April 1, 1969. 

We received word today that President Nixon has approved our recommendations 
for the Lawrence Awards. 

Julie Rubin, Justin Bloom and I had lunch in the dining room. 

After lunch I met with Admiral Will, president of the First Atomic Ship 
Transport, Inc. He was accompanied by Roy Mehan (Executive Vice President), 
Franklin G. Hunt, their attorney, and Pool C. Christensen of the American 
Export Isbrandtsen Lines, Denmark. They were here to talk to me as a 
follow-up to the invitation I extended in a letter I sent last fall in reply 
to Will's telegram of September 5, 1968. The problem remains that they cannot 
receive permission from the· Japanese Government for the NS SAVANNAH to dock in 
Japanese ports because of a disagreement over the application of the 
Price-Anderson indemnity provision. I said that I would look into the matter 
but didn't promise that I would be able to straighten it out in a short time. 
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UMCL. BY DO& 
NOV 86 

1~ · A delegation of U.S. physicists visited the USSR froc 
Pabruary l8 to M~rcb S to diacuaa pca~i~le futur~ 
experiments i~volvin& collab~ration of u.s. and Soviet 
acientiata us1n3 the Soviet's nev 7G B£V proton acc~lcr
ator at Serpukhov. The Sov1~ta took the position that 
a aAjor equip~cnt contribution by tho c.s •• ~refera~ly 
in the form of a large coa~utcr, would be requlrod 
before lar;o-scale cooperAtive experimc~t• could take 
place. · 

2. A!C endorsed the pro~oced ~ater Quality Improve~cut Act 
ot 196? (a.R. S511. S.7) as a aign1f1cant st•p tovard 
aolv1n& the cooplex proble~ft of wnter quality in tcsti
aony before the Scn~t• Co~~ittee oa Public Works, 
Subcon~ittee o: Air and YAter Pollution (on ~arch 3) 
and the UouQo Coc~ittec on Puhlic Works (on March 6). 
Ibe Act vould req~ire thai bc!ore a construction pernit 
or op4ratint. license for a nuclear pov~r plant can be 
isaucd AEC must receive reasonable osauraueo th~t tbc 
plant activity vill bo conducted 1~ a manner that v1ll 
insure coa~liancc vith V4ter quality st&ndardft cstabli~hod 
by the stat~a ar.d arproved by the Secretary of Interior 
ln accordance vitb the YAter Quality Act of 1965. 

3. A~ont my activities duriug the paat tvo vecka vere ny 
appearance baforc tb• SenAte Armed Services Co~mittee 
on 7ebruary 28 t~ aupport the nou-Prol1fera:1on Treaty 
and a vioit to the LAwrcnco.Rad1Rt1on Laboratory ~~ 
March 6 to part1c1pato in the dedication of a cev Sio
He~ical Laboratory. 

4. Secret~ry of State no~era, in hie test1~ony before the 
Senate Forci;ft 1alations Co~mittce ou ?e~ruary 18, 
•tated in rcaponea to a question \y Sceator Mansfield 
that tho Dc?art:cnt of State. the Atomic En~rgy Co~nissicn, 
and the Arcs Control &Dd Diear:as~nt Ageucy vo~ld be 
tnwolved 1~ tho rev1e~ of the 4oploy~aat of.cbe anti
ballistic cias11e aystes. 

S. Arran;eoeats aro in progr•oa for E. I. duPont de Nemours. 
lace. a ~ajor AtC operating contractor, to prov1Je li:ited 
technical as1iatau~~ to D&utorium of Canada. a co=pany 
acaa;e4 in coustructiog a ba~vy vato~ plaat. vht~h ha~ 
•••n •~peri&aci~a 41ff1cult1ea in tbe startup of the plant. 
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'~ Congressional hearings on urAniu~ ainic~ radiation 
atandards will bo held ~y tba Jniut CoR=ittee on 
Atoaic !cergy on March 17-lS. AEC taati~ony vill 
~e &ivan on the firat day, to~cthcr with th~t fro~ 
the federal Radiation Council Qnd t~e ~epartr-enta of 

. L~bor an~ IGtdrior. !cprescntativoa froa labor au~ 
tho uran1ua mining induatry vill be heard on the 
second day. Tbc ha3rings vill ~e cond~cted in ope~ 
aessions by tba S~bCCQnitteo on Rese4rch, Davelop~ent, 
and P.adiation. ·. 

7. ~EC presented testi~ony on March 10 in an tzaeut1~e 
Sesaion of the Joint Coaaittoe on Atoaic E~ersy con
cernins reneval ot our .,rea~cnt with the United Xi~~do~ 
to provide enriched uraniuQ for uso 1u •1lit~ry propul-
sion reactors. · · ······· 

8. Senate cous1d~rat1o~ of Al.C'a Appropriations vill now 
begin in the fall S~bcomnittee on Public Yorks A~pro- 1 

p~1~t1onc instead of in the AZC-TVA cocponaut of the 
Subco~::ittce. 

9. The new chair~au of AtC'a Ccneral Advisory Co~:ittee 
(~hicb advi&4S on SCientific &CU technical =atters 
rel~ting to matcr1alsp production, snd re5e:rch and 
4avolop~ent) ia novard Vesper, a retired Director and 
Vice Prasident of Sta~dard 011 of California. 

10. The Western Interstate Naclear Co~p4Ct becAme affective 
last week. California, Colorado, Idaho, ~ashiugton, 
a~d Wyomin~ have ratified the Co~pact, which establishes 
an iuteratatc board for promoting the develop:ent or 
auclear techcoloey and co=~•rce within the region. The 
Cocpact could eventually include 13 vestcrn at•tes. It 
will bo necessary to enact ~eder~l legislation if the 
Co~pact 1& co bave official PederRl reco~nlttou, as baa 
)eeD 4oce for the Southern Interstate Nuclear loard. 

11. The uev Inspector Ceneral of the International Ato~1c 
lcer~y A&ency is Rudolph Ro~otsch (4 Sv1aa). vho thus 
becomes the pric~ry official for t~e IAZA'a aatesoarda 
progra= for assuring that nucleAr aateriala supplied 
for peaceful uaea aro not diverted for u111tary ~urposca. 
The IAEA uov h•s 40 aafcs,,arda agreaaenta involving 6' 
~eactora aud othor facl11tie~ in 30 couutrics •. T~c 
Aaancy'a aafaguarda funct1oD vould '• araatly expand4d 
•D4or ~be ¥oD-Proliferatio~ Traaty. , 
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12. Tb~e• ~eproscntatives of the Franch Covern~ent vill 
acet vith the·COQ~iaalo» on H~rch 17 for a goueral 
escbango of vicva on coopo~otion io tho civil 4p~lica
tiona of atonic euargy aud a briefing o~ A!C ~ro~rn~a. 
Tbey vill thea viait tbe Linear·Aceelerator Canter Gt 
Stanford Univorait7 and a nueber of ato•ic in~uatrial 

·sroupa. 

13. 'rbe \lest Cor:aan Coverncont laa•.dec:ided to accelorote 
develop:ent of the advanced fast breeder reactor v1th 
the ;oAl of 1~prov1ng the intornatioa4l com~et1t1vo 
position of that country'• nuclear power reactor 
induatry. 

14. Of ten claias aub~itted lor alleged miuor da~a~e from 
the 1\E~Hl.AH weapons test coa.ducted in Nevada last 
Decer.ber, t"o were vich<!ra~ll, and five "·are foucd not 
attributable to the event. Threa othcra involving 
cracks in valls and a shifted roof liua were settled 
fo~ a tot~l of $575 after invosti~ators decided it vaa 
c~euible that tho daQage coDld have reaultGd fro~ t~c 
approxiaately ouo ae~atoD unde~grovnd detonaciou. 
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I sent a letter to Hibbert Hill telling him we are deeply appreciative of his 
willingness to serve on the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. 

I sent a letter to John Badalich of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 
advising him that we are reviewing their report on Radioactive Pollution 
Control in Minnesota which purports to set more stringent levels on 
radioactive discharge than allowed under AEC standards; I pointed out that 
this will probably be interpreted as encroaching on AEC's authority. 

At 2:30 p.m. I was interviewed by Howard L. Lewis, Assistant Research Editor 
for Business Week. Justin Bloom was present. I discussed with Lewis the 
current status of the transuranium elements for a story he is writing for 
Business Week. I emphasized three areas: (1) the large extent of the 
elements now known, namely through atomic number 103 or 104; (2) their rather 
fantastic production in large quantities, present and planned; and (3) the 
prospects for islands of stability among the superheavy elements and the 
calculations for the electronic structure all the way up through many of the 
superactinides. 

I received a memo from Vice President Agnew (copy attached) telling me that a 
Space Task Group (STG) has been formed to prepare for the President a 
coordinated program and budget proposal for the Post-Apollo period. I am to 
serve on the Task Group as an observer. 

I called Theos Thompson at MIT to ask him whether he would consider being 
nominated for a position on the Commission, as a commissioner; I told him that 
Jerry Tape is leaving and that I would like to have someone with his 
qualifications as a colleague. I told him that his background in reactors and 
his experience at Los Alamos and with the ACRS would contribute to the future 
program of the AEC in a manner that is almost unique. He said he would want 
to talk to some people first, and also he would very much like to discuss with 
me the future of the Commission and to get a little better understanding of 
the politics of it which are not clear to him. He asked if this offer had 
been discussed with the entire Commission and I assured him it had and that 
everyone was agreeable to it. He decided he would come down tomorrow to talk 
with me. 

Thursday, March 13, 1969 - D.C. 

We have received word that the President's visit to our AEC headquarters in 
Germantown has been postponed. 

In the morning I met with Dr. Theos Thompson to urge him to accept a 
commissionership on the Atomic Energy Commission and to discuss with him in 
some detail the duties involved and the general situation. Commissioner Tape 
was present part of the time. 

Shirley Shanahan of the Voice of America interviewed me on nuclear power, 
nuclear ships and nuclear medicine. 

We received by phone a reply from the Bureau of the Budget on our request for 
additions to the FY 1970 budget sent over on February 10. A summary of this 
is appended. In short, the Hanford reactors were not allowed; the production 
contingency for two tactical weapons systems was not allowed; the additional 
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NOV 86 

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

March 10, 1969 

MEMORA.NDUM FOR 

Secretary of State 
Director, Bureau of the Budget 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission ..,.<t---- ,,,. 

~,\, 

SUBJECT: Space Task Group 

A S-:::>ace Task Group (STG) has been formed to prepare for the President, .. . -
by September 1, 1969, a coordinated program and budget proposal for the 
Post-Apollo period. This program will recommend the scope, direction 
and goals of the Space Program for the next decade. The President has 
requested that I chair this group, with the Secretary of Defense~ the 
Admi:::-.. istrator of NASA, and the Science Advisor to the President as 
principals. In addition, I hereby request the Secretary of State, the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget and the Chairman o{ the Atomic 
Energy Com~ission to participate on the Task Group as observers. 

Tr ... ere will be a Staff Director's Committee, chaired by the Staff Director 
from the Office of Science and Tecr..nology, for the purpose of coordinating 
sta.:ff studies and other support for the Task Group. I am asking each 
principal and each observer to designate a Staff Director to serve on ~he 
Staff Director's Committee. It is intended that Staff Directors attend! Space 
Task Group meetings unless notified otherwise. I request that you-,pr'ovide 
me, by W..arch 17, 1969, the name of the individual you select for your 
Staff Director and the name of his alternate. 

The next meeting of the Space Task Group will be on Friday, March 14, 
1969, at 2:30 p.m. in my office, Room 275, Executive Office Building. 
At this meeting, I will expect to review the manned space flight issues 
raised by Dr. Paine in his memorandum to the President of Febr~ry 26, 
1969, and to discuss recommendations to the President from the STG 
on these issues. 
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FY 1970 A~ENDMENTS 
(In Millions) 

RF.OUEST 
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sx~~ u?~r.::ins • • • • • • • • . . •••••••••••••••• 
t\~~?.:>~~s ?.·..>duc::ion ., ••••..•••••••••••.•••• 
~- ... .; ...... ~- .... , ,. .... "Y ~or two ··stems 1/ • •""w.• "*'"'••~•h.Ql\,;&•t.; 4. _ ;, • • • • 

On.:! Yo:!~:." J~f.arral of.ABN l_, 
0:"~:.-'~it'i.~-:; 
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• .......................... 
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T-:>:::~1 •• .- •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

7~sc R~~Cincss Pros~~~ !/ .............. . 
:i\~~ucti.>n i:l Underground Tests •••••••••• 
~:S3~ ••••••••••.•• · •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
··- ..... '""'I ::.4 \..1'~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

:~·:3R 'i\~r::.i:1~ tio:'l ••• -. •••••••••••••••••••• 
~::,:J ...........••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 

· :s=aeli Desalting 1/ ........... ; ....••.. 
?~owstara ·········•••••••••••••••••••••• 
20J 3cv ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••• 
E.e:-l~a l~y H!Lo\C •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
7:&: ....•....•.•.•..•••••••••••••••••••• 
?::>&..;. .:r.C. Other ~lanpower ••••••••••••••••• 
E~~i?~~~t and CPP ·······•••••••••••••••• 

Total •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

:I ~~;:.: a f o::-r::a l ~mencmer. t. 

~OA 

$+12.2 
-3.2 

+30.4 
+15.0. 

~i.3.3 
-6.9 

-20.2 

-13.0 
-33.2 

+21.7-
·13.3 
+4.0 
+2.7 

-13.8 
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-6.0 
+2.65 
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BOB AC'!'TO:": 
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$ -0-
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-13.3 
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$.-34.95 

Exn. 

$ -0-
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ll :~~ cited ir. latter for illustrative purpose only; noc as a budgec amend:en:. 
lf ~<clud~s c~ferral of CO:lStruction obligations. 
~/ ~a~ze of s:c - $15 million. 
11 Reco~r.ize possibility of a supplemental if Keraudren goes. 

303 considered increasing revenues resulting from Usc Charge increase 
but in view of uncertainty in toll enriching estimates decided not to 
force further reductions in NOA .and expenditures by i·ncreasin~ rev.:!n-.e~. 

~03 also expressed concern regarding validity of $20.million reduction 
in ~w :-:acerials program based on voluntary curtail~nt of U3Qsdeliveri-" 
to Co=ission. 

l'.arch l-3. 1969 
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money for weapons production due to new requirements was not allowed; there 
was a cut in the production of the ABM warhead due to the stretchout of this 
program; the test readiness program was allowed at a decreased level; the 
addition for the molten salt breeder reactor and the high temperature gas 
cooled reactor was not allowed; the light water breeder reactor was 
terminated; no addition for Plowshare was allowed; the improvements to the 
Berkeley HILAC were allowed; there was a $1 million cut for technical 
education and information, a $500,000 cut in manpower and a $2 million cut in 
equipment and general plant production. 

In my capacity as President of Science Service I called Peter Clark, Publisher 
of the Detroit News, to ask him to become a member of the Science Service 
Board of TrusteeS":- I said we are aware of his interest in the Detroit Science 
Fair. He said he appreciated our thoughtfulness in considering him for this 
position and he would be honored to be involved with Science Service. I said 
that Ted Sherburne would be in touch with him concerning the details. 

At 12:01 p.m. I watched Astronauts James McDivitt, David Scott and Russell 
Schweickart ride their Apollo 9 spacecraft into the Atlantic Ocean, east of 
the Bahamas, after a ten-day earth orbital flight setting the stage for the 
first moon landing. 

I sent to Bob Ellsworth information on the Commission study of the question of 
whether the responsibility for the uranium enriching function should, in the 
future, be assumed by private industry. 

I had lunch in the dining room with Theos Thompson and Julie Rubin. 

Howard Vesper came in to see me. He said he is sorry to learn that Jerry Tape 
is leaving but is glad to hear that there is a possibility that Theos Thompson 
might be his replacement. He mentioned Larry Hafstad and Manson Benedict as 
other good prospects for a commissionership. He said he has talked to Lee 
DuBridge and suggested that perhaps President Nixon might like to meet with 
the GAC. DuBridge indicated that this might very well be possible. There may 
be an attempt to set up such a meeting, which would also involve the 
Commissioners, at the time of the next GAC meeting in Washington, April 
23-25. We both recalled that there had been one other occasion when the 
President met with members of the GAC, and I said that I was present at that 
meeting which took place with President Truman in January, 1950. He said that 
the GAC is in the process of coming up with recommendations for the Fermi 
Award and indicated to me, confidentially, that they have in mind Norris 
Bradbury, Wally Zinn and Alvin Weinberg with possibly some further 
consideration of General Leslie Groves. 

At 2:45 p.m. I took Theos Thompson over to meet Lee DuBridge in his office. I 
explained that Thompson has outstanding qualifications in the field of 
weapons, reactors, accelerators, and university relations and is admirably 
suited to be a commissioner. DuBridge, who had talked to a number of people 
about Thompson, agreed, and we decided that he would proceed with White House 
clearance. After the clearance is obtained we would inform the pertinent 
members of Congress. In the meantime Thompson would try to arrange for a 
leave of absence from MIT since he would be taking a term that expires June 
30, 1971, and this would give him an option to leave at that time and return 
to MIT, if this should be his wish. 
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OuBridge and I discussed the possible meeting of the GAC and Commissioners 
with the President during the time of the forthcoming GAC meeting and decided 
that April 23 or Apri I 24 might be best. OuBridge told me that the President 
is planning to address the meeting of the National Academy of Sciences the 
following week, possibly around noon after the election of members on Tuesday, 
Apri·l 24. I mentioned also that we will have our Lawrence Award Ceremony at-·4 
p.m. on Wednesday, April 30 and would like to have OuBridg~ atten~·tha~and, 
of course, also the President 1f this should be possible. OuBridge ·indicated 
that if the President addressed the National Academy of Sciences he probably 
wouldn•t find it possible to also participate in the Lawrence Award Ceremony. 
1 did take this occasion, however, to mention that we would like the 
President•s participation in the Fermi Award Ceremony this coming December 2. 

I told DuBridge that we would have the report on the safety of nuclear weapons 
testing ready next week and then we will show him a copy at that time so that 
we could determine how it will be issued in relations to the Pitzer Panel 
report. 

OuBridge told me that the President•s announcement tomorrow regarding the 
deployment of the Sentinel ABM system will be along the lines that it will be 
a greatly reduced system. 

OuBridge suggested that Larry Hafstad might be a good candidate for 
Commissioner to replace Costagliola when his term expires on June 30 of this 
year. 

At 4:15 p.m. I presided over Commission Meeting 1712, at which the commission· 
approved a draft telegram to Mr. Travis, manager of the AEC Richland 
Operations Office, to be sent by me if I deem it necessary, in regard to 
Hanford labor contract negotiations. 

The Senate today ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty by a vote of 83-15. 

Eric, Suki and I went for a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Nebraska and 
Oregon Avenues, going north on the White Horse Trail to Cross Trail No. 2, 
then south on Black Horse Trail to Cross Trail No. 3, and back to our starting 
point. 

Friday. March 14, 1969 - D.C. 

I presided over Information Meeting 885 {notes attached) at 9:55 a.m. We 
decided to appeal the denials of additional funds for the molten salt breeder 
reactor and the high temperature gas cooled reactor, appeal the termination of 
the light water breeder reactor, and appeal the cut in funds for technical 
education and information and part of the funds for Plowshare. We also 
decided to request Mayo to be sure that the matter of the shutdown of the two 
reactors at Hanford and the inadequate Plowshare budget are called to-the· 
President•s personal attention. 

1 was called out of the Information Meeting to take a call from Bob 
Ellsworth. He wanted to brief me on the President•s decision-'(copy-cof 
President•s statement attached) on the ABM system before-his-noon~press 
conference {copy of transcript attached) since I might be a~likely contact· for 
Congressmen, reporters and others after the announcement is made on this 
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UNITED STATES . 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

UHCL. B'Y .JOE 
NOV I& 

COPY_ NQ . ..:.:-:~;-~·-
March 14, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 885 

9:55 c.. m .. Friday, March 14, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Dc.l<,.y in the President's Visit to AEC Headquarters 

2. DeclicaUon of G(ne1·al Electric Fuel Fabrication Plant, March 20, 1969, 
Wilmington, No1·th Carolina 

Coriunicsioner Ramey plans to attend. 

3. Atomic Industrial Fo1·um Organization 

The Chairman said the AIF has no plans 'for changes. 

4. FY 1970 Budget Amendments (See Controller's March 13 Summary and 
~1r. KC>lly's March 14 Memorandum) 

The: following will be appealed: 

a. Plowshare 
b. TE&I 
c. MSBR 
d. HTGR 
e. LWBR 

Impact statements are also requested. (OC) 

5. Commis sioncr s' Meeting with the DirC;ctor, BOB, to Discuss FY 1970 
Budget Amendments, 4:00 p.m., Monday, March 17 

Tentatively scheduled. (OC-SECY) 
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6. _!vi<l.::_~h 5 Letter from the Maryland Congressional Delegation re SNAP 29 
~rogram 

Pr<>paration of a r(:ply is ~equested. (AGMR) 

7. M<n·ch 7 Letter from Ralph Davis, Puget Sound Power and Light Company, 
re Gas-Cooled Fast Breeder Reactor Concept 

A meeting is to be scheduled. (SECY) . 
8. March 10 Memorandum from the President re Summer Hires 

Affirmative action is requested. (PER) 

9. AEC 374/206- DOD Nuclear Weapons Development Guidance, 1969 (U) 

Noted and to be reviewed with Commissioners Ramey and Tape. 
(AGMMA-Rya.n-Rosen-SECY) 

10. NTS Events (See General Giller's March 10 Memorandum) 

ThE: delay is noted. (AGMMA) 

11. AEC 374/204 - High Yield Testing 

Approve-d with revisions subject to comments from Commissioners Ramey 
and Tape. (AGMMA-Ryan-Rosen-SECY) 

12. ~gen:la for the Week of March 17, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

13. Lawrence Award Press Release (See Secretary's March 12 Memorandum) 

Approved. (SECY -PI) 

14. AEC 610/16Z- UK Gas Centrifuge Report to JCAE 

Approved subject. to comments from Commissioners Ramey and Tape. 
(AGMIA-Ryan-Rosen-SECY) 

15. AEC 751/417- N.S. C. Policy State;ment on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy 
(NSC 5 725) 

Approved subject to Commissioner Ramey's comments. (AGMIA-Ryan-SECY) 
- 2 .. 
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16. AEC 89/13:1 -Proposed Assignment of Swedish National to LASL 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

17. AEC 783/113 - AEC Comments on S. 418 - Proposed National Nuclear 
Museum 

Approved. (GC) 

18. AEC 544/98 - Proposed Testimony for Commissioner Tape Before the 
JCAE Subcommittee on Research, Development and Radiation 

The rt:vised draft is circulated for the Commissioners' comments today. 
(AGMO-SECY) 

19. AEC 1283/45 -Hanford's SX (Redox) Tank Farm 

Noted. (OC} 

20. AEC 720/202 - Implementation of Restrictions on Enriching. Foreign Uranium 

D~ferred. {EAGM) 

21. AEC 979/77 - Visit to the U.S. by Brazilian Nuclear Power Team 

Note:d. {AGMIA} 

22. AEC 979/76- Visit of Administrator General of French CEA 

Noted. {AGMIA) 

23. AEC 4.60/110 - Proposed Conferences Involving Sensitive Installations and/ or 
Information 

Noted. (AGMA) 

24. Pending Cont:::-actual Matters Report No. 299 

Noted. (PAR) 

- 3 -
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25. Executive Session 

Staff views a~e requested. (AGM) 

26. AEC 783/112 - Opinion as to AEC Preemption Under the Atomic··Energy Act 

Approved. (GC) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chaii·man Sea.bo1· g 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr .. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin· 
Mr. Ryan 
Mr. Rosen 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Abbadessa* 
Mr. Corso* 
Mr. Vinciguerra* 
Gen. Giller* 
Mr. Kelly* 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr. Erlewine* 
Mr. Parks* 
Mr. Riley* 
Mr. Wells* 
Mr. Price* 
Mr. Henderson* 

- 4 -

11:55 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

CommissionerJ; 
General Manager: 
General Counsel: 
Secretary ~-

·' 

221 



~.i~: ~ ~- .. 
~:~LD FOR. RELU~E UNTIL AF'I'ER 1 Z:OO NOON E • .3. T. MARCH 14, 1969 

Of!ice of the White Hou:se F reu Secretary 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••ee•••••e 

THZ Vl:iiTE HOUSE 

STATEMEN'l' OF THE PRE31DENT 

. . 
Irn::~e\iiately after assuming of!ice, I requested the .Secretary o£ Defense to 
:-eview the program initiated by the last Administration to deploy the 3eminel 
Balli:;tic Miuile Defense 3ystcm. 

The Depao:-to:lent of Defent:e presented a full statement o£ the alternatives at 
the last two •.neetinG:s of the National Security Council. The:;e alternatives 
were reviewed there in the light of the security requiremento of the U. S., 
and of thai:- proba~le impact on East-VIe:st relations, with particular reference 
to the prospect:: for strategic arms neaotiations. 

Aiter carefully considerin:: the alternativec, I have reached the following 
conclu:;;ion:;: (l) the concept on which the 3entinel program of the previous 
Administration was based should be substa."ltially modified, (Z) the so.fety 
of ou.:- cou.-,.t:-y requires that we should proceed DOW with the development 
and construction of t.'1e new system in a carefully phased prograL•, (3) this 
program will be reviewed annually from the point of view o£ (a) technical 
development:;;, r~> tlle threat, (c) the diplomatic context includilli any talks 
on arms li:.•itation. · • 

The codified system has been desiened so t.'1at its defensive intent i:i 
u:l..-:~ista.ka.ble. It will be implemented D.Ot according to aor•~e fixad, theo~etic:al 
schedule, but in a manller clearly related to our periodic analysis o£ the threat. 
The fi:-st deployu-:ent coven two missile site:;; the first o£ then will not be 
completed !lefo::e 1973. Any further delay would set this date back by at least 
two additional yea:-::. The program for Fi:;cal Year 1970 iD the minimum 
necessary to maintain the security of our Nation. 

This mea:oured deployment is de:aigned to fulfill three objectivea: 

1. F :-otection of our land-ba:;ed retaliatory forces against a di:-ect attack :,y 
the .SOviet Union; 

Z. Defen:se o£ the .Ar.:oerican people a2ain:ot the kind of nuclear attaclt whic~ 
Comr:.uni:.t China is likely to be able to mount within the ciecacle. 

, . 
3. Protection as~:ut the possibility of acciden.tal attacks from any sourc~. 

In the review lea.dinz up to tbis decision, we considered three posci~le opti.o::.s 
iA a.ciciition to thh prog;roa.rn: A deplO)'O"'o1ent wbic:h would atte;-~pt to ciefend U.S. 
citiu aeain=t a01 attack by the Soviet Union; a continuation of the .;ientinel 
prcz:-am a~proved by the previoua Adn1inistration; and indefinite po:stponern.,:l.t 
of deployment while continuing .Ruearc~ and Develorment • . 
I rejected these ortiona for the following rea:aona: 

Althouzh every inctinct motivates r.1e to p::ovide the American peo?le with 
cor.;plete ~rotection &f:ainst a major nuclear attack, it is not now within our 
power to do :;o. The heaviest defense ay:~tem we considered, one c!ezi:ned 
to protect our major citieo, otill could not prevent a catasto.·opluc level of 
'U. ~. fatalitie:a from a deliberate all-out Soviet attack. And it n1i3ll: loolt 
to a.n O?ponc~ like the prelucle to an of!encive at:zoatesy threate~ the Soviet 
dete:-rent. 
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The SentiAel ~yGtem approved by the previou• Admizaiatrat:i.on provided 
more capabilitiu for the defenae of citiea than the program I am recoz:n:ne:l.CiAg, 
but it did not provide pll'otectioA ag~t aome threata to 0\U' retaliatory forces 
which have c!eveloped aub .. queatly. Also, the Se:tinel ayatem ha.ci the 
diaa.dv&Dtase ~ 1t c«Nld be miaiDterpreted u the Arat atep towa.rd the 
CODitn&ctlon ol a heavy •yatem. . . 

Oiviq up all coc:truction of mt .. ue defeue p~• .. too many riak:l. R.eaearch 
&D:1 Development doea not aupply the anawer to many techDical. iuuea that 
o:ly operational experience can provic!e. Tlie Soviet UDion haa ·engaged in a 
build-up of ita atr&tepc .fore .. larger thaD wu enviaaged iZI 1967 when the 
deciaion to deploy .ieatiAel wu made. Tbe fcllowiDC ia iUI.latr&tive of recem 
Soviet activity: 

1. The Soviet• h&ve already deployed an ABM ayatem wbich protect• to aorne 
degree a wicle area centered around Moacow. We will not have a comparable 
capability fer over four yeara. We believe the Soviet Union ia co~ng their 
.ABM devel.o;»meDt, Gi.rected either towud improving thb initial ayatem, or 
more likely, making aubatam:ially better •econd-gener&tion ABM componez:.u • 

~. The Soviet Umon ia contiDUing the deployment of very la.r&• miuilea. with 
warhe&da capa.Jae of cleatroyinc our hardene4ldizauteman fore••· 

3. The Soviet Union haa also been aubatantiaUy increui.Dg the ai&e of their 
aubmarine-launched baJ.l.iatic miuile force. 

4. The 3oviets appear to be developi.Ag a aemi-orbitalzwclea.r weapon ayste:::l. 

In addition to these developments, the Chinese threat agail13t our po;:n.:.latio::l, 
u well aa the cianger of an accidental attack, ca.zmot be ignored. By approviz:~ 
this syatem, it ia pouible to reduce tJ. S. fatalities to a mil::l.imal level in the 
event of a Chineae ~clear attack in the 1970's, or in lLZI .accic!e:Jtal attack from 
&:lY source. No President with the responsibility for the live~ o.nc! securi:y 
for the Az::erican people could fail to provide thia protection. 

The gravest li'Uponsibility which I bear a.s Preside::: of the Umteci Sta.tes is 
for the aec:urity of the Nation. Our zmc:lear force• defend ~t o:ly ourselves 
but our Allie• u well. The imperative that our zmclear deterrem ll'e:cain 
.. cure ~eyond any possible doubt requires that the U. S. must ta.'te steps :lOW 

to insure that our atrategic retaliatory force• will DOt become vgln.e;'a,ble to a 
Zo~et attae!:. 

Mo'ern technology provides several c!loices in aeelcing to in.aure the aurviv;..l 
of our retaliato::-y fo:"cea. Firat. we could increase the DW:Dbell' of sea- &:ld 
lan:i-ba.sed :=i:aUes'&nd bo:nbera. I have ruled out tbia courae beca.use it 
provi~u only n:.ar~ improvement of our de:er:r;~o::, while it could be 
misinterpreted by the Sovieta a• an attempt to threaten their deterll'ent. It 
would therefore atimula.te an arm• race. 

A aeco:ul option ia to harden further our ballistic miuile forces 'by putti::g 
tAe::l in more atronzly reinforced underground ailoa. But our atuciies show 
C!l4: urcie~ by it~el£ ia DOt adequate protection aiainlt foreseeable adva..:lces 
in the accuracy of ~viet of!enaive forces. · 

The thir.d option wu to bepn a meaaured conatruction on &D active ciet'ense of 
our retaliatory force a. 

I have chosen the c!Urd option. 

The system~ uae component• previously developed for the Se~tinel sys:e~. 
F.owever, the deployment wUl be changed to reflect the new conce:Jt. We will 
provide tor local clefenae of. aelect.d MinutemAn zniuile aites and a~~ area 2 2 3 



tc!eA:ae cle~~.i to protect our boo=bor b~e• &Ad Ollr come~ a.n::1 coD.trol 
&llthorit:leo. Ja adat:loza. thb new oy~tem will provide a cle!ence o£ ~ 
cocdAeatal ~mtecl Stat•• qaiAat u accidemal aca.c:k &Ac! will provic!e 
nl:>ata=ial protec:Uoll qaiut the ~Del of a=acJc which tlul C~:e Co;zu:nums:a 
may be capable ot l&wacbiAC tlt.rou~hout Cba 1970'•· Tbia deploycem will AOt 
zoequizoe taa to place miuUe aACiradal' aitea c1o .. to Olll' maJor eWes. 

n. preae=t e:t:lmate u that t.M total coat of wta.ll.Ull tbia ·~te=: will be 
$~-$7 bil.Uo:l. Hawevu, becuue ol the delibezoate pace ol ~ deployment. 
~dee:uy :-eqlleau for the coZD!Ac yeu cube agbatantikUy leac •• 'Qy &bout 
o=e 2:all •• ~ &bG•• ulced fol' by the previous Ad.mlD£atration for tlw Sentinel 
ayatem. 

In t=ald.QC ~s ciecbioza. 1 U.va beell ~iDdful of my pledge to malte every effort 
to move £:-o= &.D el'a ol collfi'Om&tion to u era of UJOti&tion. 'l'be p:-og:ra.m I 
a= recoQ:".le~~ is buecl Oil a C&%efW. aueumem of the developi.~ Soviet a::.C:. 
Cl:iuae L\:oeat.:. 1 ~,. directed the l=reddem'• Fo::eiilllDte~gence Acivbo:ry 
3oa::: •• a DOn•,aftia&.D Jrou~ of diati.Dguiahed private citizens •• to make a. 
yearly aace::;".lem of tAe &Areat which will allpplement our :::e~:: ir.:elliience 
as:eument. i:&e~ pha.ae of the deployment will be :reviewed to ~::e tU: we 
ue ~:l& ~ ::l&C~ a: uceuary but no :core tb&ll that l'equi::e~ by the· threat 
exia":ini a.t t~ U=e. lfio:reovezo, we will WC41 :cax:i=u= advaz~Uge o! the 
iz:!o:"m&t:ion :~red !zoom the wtial deployment in dui&mn: the later p:C..us ' 
of tAa p:'Oi:".&::o 

~ce Ollr de::Ioyr.'lent i.a to be cloaely related to the thnac, it ia :~jec: t:> 
mo;!ic:&t:ion u the threat cba.D&••· eitl1er tlu'Ol&Jb negotiations or :ArougA 
u:lla:enl &etioAa by the .io~et Umoll or Commw~ht China. · 

ne pZ'OJ:'a:'."• ia DOt provocative. The Soviet retalU:ory cap&Ollity i:l not 
atCec:ted ~y Oll:" decision. The cap~ility for aurpriae at:ack ~si:ct O'I:.Z" 

acrue~ic fo::cea is redllced. In other words, our pro1ram p:-oviclec a.c. 
=•=:ive fo'!' a ru?Oui~l• .io~et weapons policy aDd for tbe avoi~ce of 
a~ir&Uq u. S. an4 .;oviet acrate!ic a.-ma budgeu. 

1 ha.ve :Uen cozlliza.c.c:e of the view Qa1 bep~ constnac:ion o£ a. V. S, 
ba!listic =1: sUe defcanae woW.d co= plicate u agreement on atra.te:ic a...-r.s 
with tl:..a ~viet UDion. 

1 c!o no: believe tl1ac ~ eviderw:e ol the recent paat beua Ollt C!lia c:o:.:en:ic::.. 
The .ioviet inte:-ut in atra&egic talks wu not dete:rzoed ~y the ~echion oi c:-.e 
previolla .lt.~c:ra.tion to deploy the Jedul ABM ayate~ •• in lac:, i: 
wa& formally a•~llX·~ abortly atterwa::dc. I believe that :!1e mo.:i;ica.tio:u 
we have n:Ke in the p::eviou program will zive the Soviet U:aio: even leu 
a-euoll to view our ~feue effol't u u o~atacle to callu. Moreove.-, I wia~ 
to empbaGize tha.t ill uy u=a limitation talka with tho .loviet timo:, the 
United .i&a.te~ wUl be Nlly prep&n4 to 4iaCllU limiu:iolla Oil dofe~ive a.a well 
aa oUeAaive weapou ayatem~. 

The fll&eatioll of Aa~ mvolvea a complex combiA&&ion of ma:y facto:-:: 

•• =mnou, bi&hlY tecbmcal, often con.fli~ti~ ju.:!~men:a; 

... the coda; 

•• the relationship to proapec:a for reac~ u a~:reeme::: on 
U=iti.nz ~leu ar= •; 

••• t!w mo:-al implica.tion:s t!te deployment of & ballistic :=iuile 
2 2 

.f 
'-fe=.ae aystem ~ lor ma.c.y ~eZ'icans: (j . 

•• tba 1.-npac:t of the dociAion on the a.-.:uricy of ~ U:Uced S::ate • 
i:l. this perilo\&a aae of DUc:lou arms. 



I have weiz:1ed all theae !actorG. I a.-n deeply •Y=pa.thetic to the concerns 
oi private citizens &Dd Membera o! Conc:reu ·that we do only~ which is 
neceuary for na:iocal aecurity. Tbia is why I am recommending a :c:inil::lum 
program eg;ential !or our aecurity. It b my dmy a.a Fresident to make certain 
~ we do no lea:s. 

I I I 
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PRESS CONFERENCE NO. 4 

of the 

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITE~ STATES 

12r00 Noon 
12rch 14, 1969 
Friday 

In The East Room 
At The White House 
Washinqton, D. C. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ladies and qentlemen, today I am 
announcinq a decision which I believe is vital for the 
secur~ty and defense of the United States, and also in 
the interest of peace throuqhout the world. 

Last year a proqram, the SD'TINEL antiballistic 
missile proqram, was adopted. That proqram, as all listeners 
on television and radio and readers of newspapers know, has 
been the subject of very stronq debate and controversy over 
~~e past few months. 

After lonq study of all of the options available, 
I have concluded that the SENTINEL proqram previously 
adopted should be substantially modified. The new proqram 
that I have recommended this morninq to the leaders, and 
that I announce today, is one that perhaps best can be de
scribed as a safequard proqram. 

It is a safe~uard aqainst any attack by the Chinese 
Co~unists that we can foresee over the next 10 years. 

It is a safequard of our deterrent system, which 
is increasinqly vulnerable due to the advances that have 
been ~ade by the Soviet Union since the year 1967 when the 
SENTINEL program was first laid out. 

It is a safequard also aqainst any irrational or 
accidental attack that rniqht occur of less than massive ma~
nitude which mi~ht be launched from the Soviet Union. 

, 
The proqr~ also does not do soMe thinqs which 

should be clearly understood. It does not provide defense 
for our cities, and for that reason the sites have been 
moved away from our major cities. I have made the decision 
with reqard to this particular point because I found that 
there is no way, even if we were to expand the limited 
SENTINEL syst~ which was planned for some of our cities to 
a so-called heavy or thick system -- there is no way that we 
can adequately defend our cities without an unacceptable loss 
of life. 

The only way that I have concluded that we can 
save lives, which is the primary purpose of our defense 
syst~~. is to prevent war, and that is why the emphasis of 
this system is on protectinq our deterrent, which is the 
best preventive for war. 

MORE 
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Page 2 

The syste~ differs from the previous SENTIWrL 
aystern in another major respect. The SENTINEL system 
called for a fixed deployment schedule. I believe that 
because of a n~r of reasons, we should have a phase 
syste~. ~at is why, on an annual basis, the new safe-
guard system will be reviewed, and the review may bring about 
chanqes in the systeo based on our evaluation of three major 
points. 

~irst, what our intelligence shows us with regard 
to the ~aqnitude of the threat, whether from the Soviet 
Union or fron the Chinese; and, second, in terms of what our 
evaluation is of any talks that we are having by that time, 
or ~ay be having, with regard to arms control; and, finally 
because we relieve that since this is a new system, we 
should constantly examine what progress has been ~ade 
in the development of the technique to see if changes 
in the system should be made. 

I should admit at this point that this decision has 
not been an easy one. None of the great decisions made by 
a President are easy. But it is one that I have made after 
considerinq all of the options, and I would indicate before 
going to your questions two ~~jor options that I have over
ruled. 

One is moving to a ~Bssive city defense. I have 
already indicated why I do not believe that is, first, 
feasible, and there is anot~er reason: tioving to a massive 
city defense syste~, even starting with a thin system 
and ~~en going to a heavy system, tends to be more provocative 
in terrns of ~king credible a first-strike ca~ability 
against the Soviet Union. I want no provocation which might 
deter ares talks. 

The other alternative, at the other extreme, 
~as to do nothing, or to delay for six or twelve ~onths, 
which would be the equivalent, really, of doing nothing, or, 
for ex~ple, qoinq the road only of research and developrnent. 

I have examined those options. I have ruled them 
out because I have concluded that the first deployment of 
this systen, which will not occur until 1973, that that 
first deploy~ent is essential by that date if we are to ~eet the 
threat that our•present intelligence indicates will exist by 
1~73. 

In o~~er words, we must begin now. If we delay 
a year, for example, it means that that first deployment 
will be delayed until 1975. That ~ight be too late. 

It is the res,onsibility of the President of the 
United States, above all other res~onsi~ilities, to think 
first of the security of the United States. I believe that 
this ·system is the best step that we can take to provide 
for that security. 

There are, of course, other oossibilities that have 
been strongly urged by some of the leaders this morning --
for exa~~le that we could increase our offensive capability, 
~,r su~rnarine force, or even our MINUTE:~ force or our bomber 
!zo.. That I would conaider to be, however, the wrong road 

~ORE 
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because it would be provocative to the Soviet Union and miqht 
escal~te an a~s race. 

7his systern is truly a safeguard system, a 
defensive syste~ only. It safeguards our deterrent and 
under those circumstances can, in no way, in my opinion, delay 
the ~regress which I hope will continue to be ~de toward 
arr.s talks, which will limit arms,no~ only this kind of system, 
but particularly offensive ayste~s. 

"Te will now go to your questions. 

~.r. Smith? 

O~"!:S':ION: !tr. President, the war in Vietna.'TI has 
been intensifying recently, and if there has been any notable 
proqress in Paris it has not been detectible publicly. 
Is your patience qro\·tinq a little thin with these continued 
attached, particularly such as came out of the DMZ today? 

':HE PR:SIOENT~ ~~. Srnith, you may recall that on 
:~arch 4 when I received a similar question, at an earlier stac;e 
of the attacks, I issued what was interpreted widely as a 
~rarninq. It will be ~ policy as President to issue a warninq 
only once, and I will not repeat it now. Anythinq in the 
future thet is done will be done. ~here will be no additional 
~7arning. 

~s far as the Paris talks are concerned, I have noted 
the speculation in the press with reqard to whether we will 
have, or should have, or are, for examcle, approving private 
talks qoinq fontard. I will not discuss that subject. I 
trust there will he private talks. 

I think that is where this war will be settled --
in ~rivate rather than in public. This is in the best interest 
o! both sides, but public .discussion of what I think is 
siqnificant proqress which is beinq made alonq the lines of 
private talks, I will not indulge in. 

t!r. Cormier? 
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OUESTION: Hr. President, will you make your own 
State of the Union a~aress, ana what will your leqislative 
proqram encompass? 

THE PREStDENT: I do not plan a State ..of the Union 
address in the traditional manner. I will, within approxi
mately a month, however, state a qeneral domestic proqr~. 
By that time the proqram will be at the point that I think 
it should be com~letely summarized and set forth, not only 
for the Nation, as-to what we have done, but particularly to 
the Conqress as to what we expect for the balance. I would 
not want to anticipate now what will be in that proqrarn. 

OUESTION: Mr. President, there has been a qreat 
~eal of criticism in Conqress aqainst deployment of any type 
of antiballistic defense system. tihat kina of reception ao 
you think your proposal this morninq will receive there? 

Tl!E PRESIDENT: It will be a very spirited debate, 
and it will be a very close vote. Debates in the field of 
national defense are often spirited and the votes are often 
close. Hany of my friends in Conqresa who were there before 
I was there remarked that the vote on extendinq the draft 
in 1941 won by only one vote. 

This miqht be that close. I think, however, that 
after the Members of the House and the Senate consider this 
proqram, which is a minimun.proqram, ana which particularly 
provides options to change in other directions if we find 
the threat is changed, or that the art has chanqed, our 
evaluation of the technique has changed, I think that we have 
a good chance of qettinq approval. We will, of course, ex
press our views, ana we hope that we will qet support from 
the country. 

OUES~ION: Mr. President, I understand that your 
first construction or deployment of antimissile systems 
would be around two HINUTE!tAN retaliatory operations. Do 
you think that aeployinq around these two provides enough 
deterrent that would be effective? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me explain the difference be
tween deploying around two MiiiUTE:-IAN bases ana deploying 
around, say, lO,cities. 

Where you are lookinq toward a city defense, it 
needs to be a perfect or near perfect system to be credible 
because, as I exL~ine the possibility of even a thick defense 
of cities, I have found that even the most optimistic pro
jections, consiaerinq the hiqhett development of the art, 
would mean that we would still lose 30 million to 40 million 
lives. That would be less than half of what we would other
wise lose. But we would still lose 30 million to 40 million. 

~~en you are talking about protectinq your deterrent, 
it need not be perfect. It is necessary only to protect 
enouqh of the deterrent that the retalistory second strike 
will be of such magnitude that the enemy would think twice 
before launchinq a first •trike. 

MORE 

230 



Paqe 5 

It has been my conclusion that by protecting two 
MINUTEMAN sites, we will preserve that deterrent as a 
credible deterrent, ana that that will be decisive and 
could be decisive insofar as the enemy conaiaerinq the 
possibility of a first •trike. 

CUESTIONr r~. President, there have been charqes 
from Capitol Hill that you have stepped up the war in Vietnam. 
Have you? 

THE PRESIDENT: I have not stepped up the war in 
Vietnam. I actually have examined not only the charqes, but 
also examined the record. I discussed it at qreat lenqth 
yesterday with Secretary Laird. 

What has happened is this: For the past six ~onths, 
the forces on the other side have been planninq for an 
offensive, and for the past six months they not only have 
planned for an offensive, but they have been able, as a 
result of that planninq, to have mounted a rather substantial 
offensive. 

Under those circumstances, we had no other choice 
but to try to blunt the offensive. Had ~eneral AbraMs not 
responded in this way, we would have suffered far more 
casualties than we have suffered, ana we have suffered more 
than, of course, any of us would have liked to have seen. 

~he answer is that any escalation of the war in 
Vietnam has been the responsibility of the enemy. If the 
enemy de-escalates its attacks, ours will qo down. "'e are 
not tryinq to step it up. We are tryinq to do everythinq 
that we can in the conduct of ou~ war in Vietnam to see that 
we can qo forward toward peace in Paris. 

That is why my response has been measuren, 
deliberate ana, some think, too cautious. But it will con
tinue to be that way, because I am thinkinq of those peace 
talks every time I think of a military option in Vietnam. 
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QUI:STION: ~!r. President, your safeguard ABM system, 
I understand, woul~ cost about $1 billion less in the co~ng 
fiscal year than the plan which President Johnson sent up. 
~:ould this give you the opportunity to reduce the surcharge 
or will the continued high level of taxation be 
needed for the economy? 

'l'HE Pni:SIDI:UT: That question will be answered when 
we see the entire budget. Secretary Laird will testify 
on the defense budget on Wednesday. 

Incidentally, my understanding at this ti~e, and I 
have seen the preliminary figures, i~ that the defense budget 
that Secretary Laird will present will be approxi~~tely $2-l/2 
billion less than that sub~itted by the previous Administration. 

\~ether after considering the defense budget and 
all of the other budgets that have been submitted, we then 
can ~ove in the nirection of either reducing the surcharge 
or ~ove in the direction of some of our very difficult probler~ 
with regard to our cities, the problem of hunger and others -
these are the options that I will have to consider at a later 
tir.:e. 

QUI:STION: ~~. Presi~ent, last week you said that in 
t~e ~atter of Vietn~rn you would not tolerate heavier casualties 
ane a continuation of the violation of the understanding 
without ~kinq an a~prooriate response. 

Is what we are doing no\1 in Vletnam in a trilitary 
way that response of which you were speaking? 

'l'HE PFISI~FN'l': This is a very close decision on 
our ~art, one t~~t I not only discussed with Secretary 
Laird yesterday, but that we will discuss more fully in 
the ~ecurity Council tomorrow. 

I took no co~fort out ofthe stories that I sa~ in 
the paperR ~1is nornin~ to the effect that our casualties 
!or the imr..ediate ~ast week went fro~ 400 down to JOC. That 
still is too high. What our response should ~e ~ust be measured 
in te~s of the effect on the neqotiations in Paris. I will 
only responc as I did earlier to ~r. Smith's question. t!e issued 
a warning. I will not wamagain. If we conclude that the level 
of casualties is higher than we should tolerate, action will 
take,t\lace. 

OUFSTION: Mr. President, do you have reason to 
believe that the Russians will interpret your ;.a~~ decision 
today as not ceinq an escalating move in the arms race? 

'l'P.t PRr.SIDtN'l': As a matter of fact, :~. Xaplow, 
I have reason to ~elieve, based on the past record, that they 
would interoret it just the other way around. 

!"irst, when they deployed their own AB~' syste:n, 
and, as you know, they have 67 r.~issile AB1·1 sites deployed 
around ~':.osco,,•, they rejected the idea that it escalated 
the arr.~s race on the ground that it was defensive solely in 
character,· and, second, when the United States last year went 
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fon.•ard on the sr:HTINE:L systelll, four days later the Soviet 
Union initiated the opportunity to have arms limitation talks. 

I think the Soviet Union recoqnizes very clearly the 
difference between a defensive posture and an offensive 
oosture. 

I would also point this' out, .an interestinq thing 
about Soviet military and diolomatic history: They have always 
thought in defensive terms, and if you read not only their 
political leaders, but their military leaders, the e~phasis 
is on defense. 

I think that since this system now, as a result of 
~~vinq the city defense out of it, and the possibility of 
that city defense qro\'linq into a thick defense, I think 
this makes it so clearly defensive in character that the 
Soviet Union cannot interpret this as escalating the 
arms race. 

QUESTION: ~~. President, last week at your press 
conference you lllentioned negotiations with the Russians at 
the hi~hest level being in the wind • Could you tell us if 
since then we have moved any closer to such a s~~t meeting? 

TEE PRESIOE~T: I should distinguished between 
ne~otiations at what you call the highest level, and 
what I said was the hiqhest level, and talks. Talks 
with the Soviet Union are going on at a number of levels 
at this time, on a n~ber of subjects. 

!!owever, those talks have not yet reached the poin-; 
where I have concluded, or where I believe they have conclucec, 
that a discussion at the sumr..it level would be useful. ~:henever 
those talks, preliminary talks, do reach that ·point, I 
anticipate that a •~~it meeting would take place. 

I do not think one will take place in the near 
future, but I think encouraging progress is being made toward 
the time when a sunmit talk 11\ay take place. 

OUE:STION: Hr. Presi~ent, there have been several 
reports from your staff rne~bers that Kennedy and Johnson 
hold-over people who ~a~e ~olicy have sown themselves into 
civil service status and this may mean some problem for you 
'ecole in personnel. I wonder if this means that you 
will transfer a lot of these peo~le or abolish jobs? 

THE ?RESIDENT~ I have heard a lot from some of rny 
nepubliean friends on Capitol Hill on this point, as well as 
fro~, of course, Re~ublican leaders in the Nation. It see~s 
th.st this is a rather coll".rnon practice, when one Adl':linistration 
qoes out ar.d the other one cot~~es in. t:e will do what we think 
will be~t serve the interest of effective Governll"ent, and if 
the individual who has been frozen in can do the job, we are 
going to keep him • 

. However, we are moving SOIT"e out, but we wouldn't 
do it 'through subterfuqe, t:e will try to do it quite 
directly. 
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OUES'l'IO~lr 1·tr. Presi~ent, in your recent European 
trip, did you find any willingness on the part of our allies 
to increase their military and financial contribution to 
the alliance? 

THE PRESIDENTt Well, that matter was discussed 
with all of our allies, and particularly will be a subject 
for discussion when we have the 20~h Anniversary meeting of 
NATO here in April. 

I think it miqht be potentially embarrassinq to 
allies to suggest that we are urging them, any one specifically, 
to do one thing or another in this field. I think it is best 
for me to leave it in these terms: 

Our allies do recognize the necessity to maintain 
NATO's conventional forces. They do recognize that they 
must carry their share or that the United States, and par
ticularly our Congress, representinq our people, will have 
muc.h less incentive to carry our share. I believe they will 
do their share, but I think we are going to do the best 
through quiet conversation rather than public declaration. 

Yes, sir? 

OUES'l'ION: In any talks with the Soviet Onion, would 
you be willing to consider abandoning the AB~t progran alto·
gether if the Soviets showed a similar willingness or, indeed, 
if they showed a readiness to place limitations on offensive 
weapons? 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Scali, I am prepared, in the 
event that we qo into arms talks, to consider both offensive 
and defensive weapons. As you know, the arms talks, that 
at least preliminarily have been discussed, do not involve 
limitations or reduction. They involve only freezing where 
we are. 

Your question goes to abandoning. On that particular 
point, I think it would take two, naturally, to Make the 
agreement. Let's look at the Soviet Union's position with 
its defensive deployment of ABWs. Previously, that deploy
ment \oras aimed only toward the United States. Today their 
radars, f'rom Ojlr intelliqence, are also directed toward 
Co~unist China. 

I would imagine that the Soviet Union would be just 
as reluctant as we would be to leave their country naked 
aqainst a potential Chinese Communist threat. So the abandon
ing of the entire system, particularly as lonq as the Chinese 
threat is there, I think neither country would look upon 
with much favor. 

OUES'l'ION: Mr. President, do you think these develop
~~~ts of tho Soviet Union and the United States are compatible 
with the aims of the NPT? 

'l'HE PRESIDENT: I considered that preble~, anc I 
believe that they are compatible with tne NP'l'. "7e discussed 
that in the leaders• meetinq this morninq and I pointed out 
that as we consider this kind of defensive system, which 
enables the United States of America to make its deterrent 
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capability credible, that that will have an enormous effect 
in reducinq the pressure on other countries who ~~qht want 
to acquire nuclear weapons. 

That is the key point. If a country doesn't feel 
that the major country that has a nuclear capability has a 
credible deterrent, then they would move in that direction. 

One other point I wish to make, and make an announce
ment with reqard to the NPT: that I was deliqhted to see the 
Senate's confirmation or consent to the treaty, and this 
announcement -- I hope President Johnson is lookinq. I 
haven't talked to him on the phone. I am qoinq to invite 
President Johnson, if his schedule permits, to attend the 
ceremony when we will have the ratification of the treaty, 
because he started it in his Administration and I think he 
should participate when we ratify it. 

to the 
and we 
them. 
off of 

Mr. Lisaqor? 

CUESTION~ Mr. President, I wonder if I could turn 
ca~pus disorders and unrest. They are continuinq 
haven't had an opportunity to ask you your views of 
But particularly, would you favor the cuttinq 
Federal loans to the offenders? 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Lisagor, I have asked the 
Attorney Ceneral and the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to examine this problem, particularly in view of a 
Conqressional report that 122 of the 540 who had been arrested 
at San Francisco State were direct recipients of Federal funds. 

I will have a state~ent on that that I will be makinq 
either Monday or Tuesday, in detail. I would prefer not to 
qo into it now. 

Mr. Semple? 

OUESTIONr To follow up ru-. BailGy's question on 
VietnaM earlier, is there any evidence that your measured 
response to the ene~y attacks in South Vietnam has produced 
or yielded any results in Paris or in the attitudes of the 
North Vietnamese leaders in Hanoi? , 

THE PRESIOENTr OUr measured response has not had the 
effect of diseouraqinq the proqress, and it is very limited 
proqress, toward talks in Paris. That is ~~e negative side 
in answerinq your question. 

As to whether or not a different response would 
either discourage those talks or miqht have the effect of 
even eneouraqinq them is the decision that we now have to 
make. 
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Otn:STIOl'I: 'tr. President, on Vietnam, in connection 

wi~~ Secretary Laird's visit, we have heard for sometime predic
tions that American troop levels could be cut as the ~outh 
Vietnamese ca~abilities im~rove, and again last week, while 
he was in Vietnam, we were qettinq siMilar reporta from Saiqon 
despite the hiqh level afthe fiqhtinq that is qoinq on now. 

Do you see any prospect for withdrawinq American 
troops in any n~rs soon? 

'l'Ja: P~SIDnl'l': Mr. Bailey, in view of the current 
offensive on the part of thft North VietnaMese and the Viet 
Conq, there is no prospect for a reduction of American forces 
in the foreseea~le future. 

·~en we aro ~le to reduce forces as a result of 
a coMbination of circumstances -- the ability of the South 
Vietn~ese to defend themselves in areas where we now are 
~efen~inq the~, the proqress of the talks in Paris; or the 
level of enemy activity -- when ~~at occurs, I will make 
an announcement. But at this time there is no foreseeable 
prospect. 

1-!r. '!'heis? 

QUtS'!'IO!: ~ ~"hat effect, if any, will your safequard 
~roqra~ have on the shelter proqram? Can you tell us anythinq 
about your lon~-ran~e plans? 

'l'!IE PRESID:n:T: Conqressl'lan Holifield in the meetinq 
this :norninq stronqly urqed that the Ad:ninistration look over 
the shelter proqram and he made the point that he thouqht it 
hac fallen sonewhat into disarray due-to lack of attention 
over the past few years. 

1 have directed that General Lincoln, the ~ead of 
~~• Office of tmerqency Prepare~esa -- I had directed him 
~reviously to conduct such a survey. l-~e are qoinq to look 
at t~e shelter ~roqram to see what we can do there in order 
to ~inimize ~~erican casualties. 

QUESTION: ~~r. President, if I recall correctly, 
at the last ~ress conference when you ~ere discussinq the 
meetinq ~it~ General de Gaulle, and the }~ddle East situation, 
you sai~ you ~ere encouraqec by what he told you, because 
he vas moving. closer to our oosition. 

I wonder if you can tell us what our position is in 
the !'i~~le tAst, an~ if it has changed significantly in the 
last year? 

~P.t P~LSID~: We have hac bilateral talks not 
only with ~~• French, but also with the Soviet Union, and 
with the British, preparatory to the possibility of four
oower talks. I would not like toleave the impression that we 
are co~letely toqether at this point. 

to:e are closer toqether than we were, but we still 
have a lot of yardage to cover. And until we make further 
~rogress.in developing a co~on ~sition, I would prefer not to 
lay out what our position is. 

I don't think that would be helpful in brinqinq 
them to the poaition that we think is the right position. 

'l'HE PRESS: Thank you. 236 

(A'l' 1~:30 P.~. EST) 



highly controversial subject. He said whatever help and support I can give to 
the President wil I be greatly appreciated. 

He said President Nixon's system will be the least provocative thing that can 
be done at the present time and will be designed to dampen the heat of the 
arms race. Whereas President Johnson's system was designed primarily to 
protect the cities against a Chinese attack, President Nixon's system will be 
designed to (I) protect our land-based retaliatory forces against direct 
attack by the Soviets, (2) protect our cities against Chinese attack-through
the 1970's, and (3) protect against an accidental attack from any source~-'The~ 
Sprints will be moved from the cities to the Minuteman missile sites.·· He said 
this system will be the least provocative because whereas President Johnson•s
system suggests a defense against Soviet retaliation, which by definition 
would be in response to a U.S. first strike, President Nixon's system, by 
emphasizing the defense of our Minuteman retaliatory forces, stresses our 
ability to retaliate against what would be a Soviet first strike. 

Ellsworth said that next year's actual expenditures on President Nixon's 
system would involve a cut of between eight million and one billion dollars. 
The program wil I be limited to R&D, site acquisition and the construction of 
two sites, one in Montana and one in North Dakota. The total cost, through 
1976, will be between six and seven billion dollars. In addition, the 
President is directing the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board to conduct each 
year a systematic review with a view to global threat, technical capacity and 
diplomatic context. I told Ellsworth I am writing to him to suggest that he 
might want to send Dr. Whitehead to a briefing on underground testing being 
given to the governors of_ the Western States in Las Vegas on April l and 2. 

I attended a State Department luncheon in honor of Dr. Sigvard Eklund at Blair 
House. Present were: Dr. Eklund, Harry Smyth, Alexis Johnson (the host), 
Congressmen Holifield and Hosmer, Dave Freeman, Donovan Zook, Herman Pollack, 
Sam DePalma. Bob Duffie-ld, Myron Kratzer, Ed Bauser and Gerard Smith. During 
the luncheon we talked in general about the increasing stature of the IAEA. I 
recalled that during the first conference (in 1961) I attended a dinner given 
by the Indians at the Indian Embassy at whicb they worked hard to convince me 
that I should drop my support for Eklund as Director General. They argued 
that if I didn't, and he were elected, this would be the end of IAEA. Eklund 
described the nature of the IAEA professional staff and his plans to increase 
the number engaged in the safeguards function. 

I saw Sam DePalma on the side and expressed my appreciation to him for 
succeeding in obtaining the State Department's agreement to (1) base our cash 
contributions on the $2 million target figure rather than on the cash 
contributions received, using the same percentage as our assessed contribution 
under the regular budget, and (2) increase our contributions-in-kind to 
$800,000. DePa-lma thanked me and said he is now counting on my helping to 
justify the proposals to Congress when they come up for consideration. 

I congratulated Gerard Smith on the ratification of the NPT. 

I met with four Brazilian teachers who have been taking the course at Oak 
Ridge for teachers who participate in the Atoms in Action Exhibit. They 
were: Mr. 6elson Pinto, Mr. Louival Mendes, Mr. (and Mrs.) Roberto-silva, Mr. 
(and Mrs.) Luis Gomez. We talked about the exhibit in Brazil and had our 
pictures taken. 
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Visit of Professors from Sao Paulo, Brazil; March 14, 1969. 
L toR: Mr. Gelson Pinto, Mr. Roberto Silva, Mrs. Elsa Silva, Dr. Seaberg, 
Mrs. Dirce Gomes, Mr. Luis Gomes, and Mr. Louival Mendes. 

~ 

Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park. We started at Nebraska and 
Oregon Avenues, went north on the White Horse Trail to Cross Trail 2; then 
south on the Black Horse Trail to Cross Trail 3 and back to our starting point. 

Saturday, March 15. 1969 - D.C. 

I attended a meeting of the National Security Council, in the Cabinet Room at 
the White House, from approximately 10 to 11:15 a.m. 

Deleted 
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Deleted 

I had lunch at the Pot-0'-Gold with AI lan Labowitz, Warren Heckrotte and Julie 
Rubin. We discussed the results of this morning's NSC meeting. Heckrotte is 
on his way to Geneva where he will be the AEC representative, as part of the 
ACDA group, to the ENDC negotiations. 

In the morning Helen participated at Murch School with the first session of 
the Inter-Neighborhood Creative Arts Program (INCAP) which was very 
successful. This is the program that she has helped organize and raise money 
for during the last few months; this program also takes place at two other 
schools. 

Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park. We started at Nebraska and 
Oregon Avenues, went north on the White Horse Trail to Cross Trail 2, then 
south on the Black Horse Trail to Cross Trail 3 and back to our starting point. 

Sunday, March 16, 1969 

I spent a good part of the day reading AEC papers. In the afternoon Eric, 
Suki and I went on a group hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at the Nature 
Center. About 90 people started on the hike, under the leadership of Ranger 
Naturalist James M. Meyerle, but some took optional, less difficult trails. 
We hiked south on the White Horse Bridle Trail to Pierce Mill and then back 
north on the Black Horse Bridle Trail to the starting point at the Nature 
Center. Among the people in the group were: Malcolm Lawrence (who was the 
escort officer for Helen and me, the Tapes, Kratzer and Rubin during our visit 
to Bern, Switzerland in September, 1967) and his two daughters; Mr. and Mrs. 
Bruce Lee (he is with General Electric and was chairman of the Space symposium 
sponsored by the American Astronautical Society at which I spoke on March 14, 
1961), their two daughters and little son Brian; and Mr. and Mrs. Curt Nelson 
and their daughter. 

At 6 p.m. I watched Walter Cronkite's program, 11 The 21st Centuryn on .. the· 
genera I subject of pollution, which included a short interview· wtth''me--~on~the 
disposal of radioactive waste which I recorded at CBS in New York in l967.···To 
my disgust. a background view of leaking, wartime, radioactive waste tanks at 
Hanford was superimposed on the interview scene. 
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Helen and I attended a black tie dinner at the French Embassy, given by 
Ambassador and Mrs. Lucet in honor of Robert Hirsch (Administrator), Bertrand 
Goldschmidt (Director for External Relations and Programs) and Maurice Pascal 
(Administrative Director for Industrial Policy) of the French CEA and for the 
presentation of the title of Commander in the Legion of Honor to Dr. Isidor 
Rabi. Among those present, besides the Lucets, Hirsch, Goldschmidt, Pascal 
and the Rabis, were the Holifields, the Bouchauds (Counselor, French Embassy), 
the Kratzers, the Levys (Scientific Attache, French Embassy and professor of 
physics, Sorbonne University), Congressman Craig Hosmer, the Pollacks, the 
Haworths, the DuBridges, the David Becklers, the Bronks and the Jean Dards 
(Atomic Energy Attache, French Embassy). During the evening Hirsch and 
Goldschmidt raised the question of German participation in the tripartite 
arrangement for developing the gaseous centrifuge to produce enriched 
uranium-235 and expressed great concern that this might lead to a capability 
for Germany to produce nuclear weapons and, hence, contribute to the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

Reception at French Embassy; March 16, 1969. 
L toR: Dr. Seaberg, Robert Hirsch (Administrator, French AEC), and Dr. 
Isidor Rabi. 

Monday, March 17, 1969 - D.C. 

At 9:15 a.m. I received a call from Egil Krogh at the White House (Assistant 
to John D. Ehrlichman, General Counsel to President Nixon). He said he was 241 



calling at Mr. Ehrlichman•s request to clarify a letter dated March 15 (copy 
attached to March 18 journal) from Ehrlichman, requesting us to provide them, 
by tomorrow night, in a narrative form, a description of the legislative 
programs that we will undertake this year. He stressed that he was talking 
only about new programs, not continuing or old programs. He said it didn't 
have to be too specific, just some guidelines. He said they are preparing a 
comprehensive domestic package for the President's study. 

From 11:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. the Commissioners met with representatives of 
the French CEA. Present were: Robert Hirsch {Administrator, CEA), Bertrand 
Goldschmidt (Director for External Relations and Programs, CEA), Maurice 
Pascal (Administrative Director for Industrial Policy, CEA), Jean Dard (Atomic 
Attache, French Embassy), Commissioners Johnson, Tape and Costagliola, Myron 
Kratzer, Abe Friedman, Milton Shaw, Julius Rubin, and I. 

I opened the meeting with some welcoming remarks in which I reviewed the 
history of the U.S.-French cooperation in the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
Hirsch made a short response and then we started on the agenda. We first 
discussed Plowshare, and Hirsch and Goldschmidt said that they have had 
underground nuclear weapons testing, especially in granite, which might 
include information in which we would be interested. They suggested bilateral 
cooperation in the Plowshare field. I emphasized that the IAEA would probably 
have to play a role and said that in any case we could not give them an 
immediate answer on this. They said they have no objection to giving the 
information to the IAEA, but they would probably have to give it to Algeria 
first. They also indicated that they could become a supplier of Plowshare 
services. 

We then discussed uranium enrichment, and they continued to express their 
concern over the tripartite arrangement for the development of the gas 
centrifuge process, involving the U.K., West Germany and the Netherlands. I 
indicated that the gas centrifuge would not be economically competitive in the 
U.S. for some time, but that we couldn't speak for the members of the 
tripartite consortium because they may want to develop an independent, even 
though small, capability in order to have a fallback capability. Thus, they 
might get most of their enrichment services from the U.S. but be ready with 
some experience in case they felt they needed to be independent at some 
stage. I pointed out that Europe has higher cost power than the U.S., lower 
requirements than the U.S., and perhaps has made some advances which make them 
interested in the gas centrifuge. I indicated, however, that there probably 
had not been any breakthrough in gas centrifuge technology by these three 
countries. 

We then discussed the philosophy of nuclear power development in the United 
States. They were concerned about the slowdown in the ordering of reactors by 
U.S. utilities, and I indicated that this is normal and that we still project 
150 million kilowatts for 1980. We discussed the matter of safeguards in 
fabrication plants in France. We said that we still feel that we must insist 
on continuous inspection with respect to Euratom. They asked whether the 
toll enrichment agreement with the U.S. might be delayed, if we don't succeed 
in reaching agreement, or if there is difficulty in reaching an Euratom-IAEA 
agreement on safeguards; I indicated that this might indeed be the case. 

As a final item we discussed U.S.-French technical cooperation and expressed 
concern that their industrial picture might impede the exchange of information 
regarding fast reactors; they assured us that this wouldn't be so. They asked 
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whether we might supply some 300 to 500 tons of heavy water for their heavy 
water power reactor that they are planning; and we indicated that, since we 
are not in the heavy water supply business, we couldn't assure this but that 
we would look into it. They need the heavy water by 1974. 

We decided that the next U.S.-French Technical Cooperation meeting on the 
staff level, similar to the one held in the United States last November, would 
probably be held in Paris in the autumn. 

Robert Hirsch, Bertrand Goldschmidt, Myron Kratzer and Julius Rubin rode with 
me to a luncheon we were giving for the French officials at the Mayflower 
Hotel. We discussed progress on the Euratom-IAEA safeguards agreement in 
connection with the implementation of Article III of the NPT. Goldschmidt 
agreed that there should be actual inspection by the IAEA in Euratom countries 
and that minor verification by the IAEA of Euratom safeguards would not be 
sufficient. He said that France has no objection to the five other countries 
meeting to discuss the possible terms of the Euratom-IAEA safeguards 
agreement. When I asked him if France would be willing to assure the other 
countries of this, he indicated that this isn't necessary. I said that I 
think it is because the other five countries are hesitating to proceed in the 
absence of such French assurance. Goldschmidt said he regarded that as just 
delaying action on the part of Germany. I said the stalemate has to be broken 
and I hope the French will give the countries the assurance they want. 

Goldschmidt again emphasized the apprehension that France has concerning 
Germany's participation in the tripartite gas centrifuge project. He said 
that on the last two occasions he had talked to him, de Gaulle expressed great, 
concern about this and said that he would not agree to the French · 
participating with the West Germans in such a project, because of the 
possibility of contributing to West Germany's nuclear weapons capability. 

Just before the luncheon I had a conversation with Goldschmidt and Abe 
Friedman. Goldschmidt said that at the last meeting of the Science Advisory 
Committee to the U.N. in New York, U Thant indicated that he thought the 
makeup of the Science Advisory Committee needs to be changed in order that 
some of the developing countries might find it satisfactory. As it is now, it 
includes only nations with nuclear capability such as the U.K., France, the 
United States and Canada and those with near-nuclear capability like Brazil 
and India. He suggested either a reconstitution of the Committee or a 
substantial expansion of its membership. 

The reception was held in the Maryland Room and the luncheon in the 
Pennsylvania Room of the Mayflower Hotel. Present were: Robert Hirsch, 
Bertrand Goldschmidt, Maurice Pascal, Ambassador Lucet, Jean Dard (French 
Atomic Energy Attache), Commissioners Ramey, Tape (for reception only), 
Johnson, Costagliola and I, George Murphy, Adrian Fisher, Herman Pollack, 
Donovan Zook, Bob Hollingsworth, Ed Bloch, Clifford Beck, Howard Brown, Myron 
Kratzer, Algie Wells,. Abe Friedman, Julius Rubin, Milton Shaw and Bill 
Yeomans. Hirsch sat on my right and Ambassador Lucet sat on my left. 
Following the lunch I made a few remarks concerning the long and fruitful 
history of cooperation between the United States and France in the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. Robert Hirsch responded in the same vein. 

I had a phone call from Theos Thompson advising me that he has decided that he 
would be honored to accept an appointment to the Commission. I explained that 
the next move is up to DuBridge and the White House but that I would follow it. 
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We received a letter from President Nixon approving the proposed amendment to 
the Agreement for Cooperation between the Government of the United States and 
the Government of Iran in the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

At 4 p.m. Commissioners Tape, Costagliola, Johnson and I met for a ·briefing by 
Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky on his trip to Russia to work out arrangements for U.S. 
cooperation on the use of the Serpukhov accelerator. A good deal of progress 
was made in working out the cooperative arrangements. He said the following 
conclusions were reached: 

(a) That the AEC through its Division of Research write a letter to the 
AEC-supported laboratories publicizing the opportunities now available; 

(b) That prompt AEC approval for visits proposed by Laboratory Directors 
in either direction under the present agreement be granted unless there are 
specifically stated reasons; 

(c) That the AEC should seek increased funding for foreign travel and 
other expenses in connection with this program; 

(d) That the AEC consider renegotiating the portion of the July 1968 
Seaborg/Petrosyants Agreement which provides that the sending party always pay 
the travel expenses and salaries of its scientists. The CERN agreement, dated 
July 4, 1967, dealing with CERN/Serpukhov collaboration (Tab J), provides 
(page 5, paragraph 4) that 11 Each contracting party shall pay for the travel 
and living expenses of its staff when visiting the laboratories of other 
contracting parties ... Such a modification would permit the flexibility 
necessary so that both parties could conserve their highly limited foreign 
travel funds or their foreign currency supply. He feels that the present 
inflexible formulation is a serious obstacle towards implementation of·the 
present agreement. 

In particular, Panofsky suggested that we furnish Serpukhov with a rather 
large computer in order to make them willing to undertake the cooperative 
arrangements. The interesting aspect of this is that the Soviets, even up to 
the level of the Chairman of the State Committee, Petrosyants, agree that 
there could be U.S. inspection or even actual U.S. operation of the computer 
in order to assure that its use is not devoted to work other than that 
concerning the processing of data for the accelerator at Serpukhov. 

At 5:30 p.m. the other Commissioners and I met with Robert Mayo (Director, 
Bureau of the Budget) in Room 248 of the Executive Office Building. Others 
present were James Schlesinger, Fred Schuldt, Dan Taft, John Young and Dave 
Lawhead of the Bureau of the Budget and Bob Hollingsworth, George Quinn, John 
Abbadessa and Vic Corso of the AEC. Admiral Rickover, Dave Leighton and 
Marvin Greer were there for the first item. 

We had five appeal items and four discussion items. The first appeal item was 
the Light Water Breeder Reactor which had been eliminated in the FY 1970 
budget. Rjckover made a strong appeal for this, beginning with a description 
of the history of nuclear power in the United States and describing forcefully 
the important role that the Light Water Breeder Reactor would play in the 
future. 

I then went on to the second item which was a request to restore $2 million to 
the High Temperature Gas Reactor, and the third item which was a request to 
restore $3 million to the Molten Salt Breeder Reactor. The next item was a 
request to restore $1 million to the Training, Education and Information 
program and here I emphasized the tremendous loss if nuclear training 
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equipment grants, the traveling science exhibits, etc. were cut out or 
eliminated. 

We then went on to the Plowshare program where we made our case for the 
restoration of $5 million required in order to go ahead with the Australian 
Cape Keraudren project. 

In the area of discussion items we explained the need for a presidential 
decision on the two Hanford reactors and on the delayed test readiness date 
(1973 instead of 1972). We also described the dire consequences of our 
inadequate staff from the standpoint of our needs in the program direction 
area and of great need for the restoration of $1 million in the Equipment· and 
General Plant category. This meeting lasted until 7:10 p.m. 

I received a letter from Norman Ramsey enclosing the Canadian 200 GeV study 
group report. 

Tuesday, March 18, 1969 - D.C. 

I attended a meeting of the President's Science Advisory Committee in Room 208 
of the Executive Office Building, from 8:30a.m. to 1:30 p.m. Dr. Lee 
DuBridge presided. 

The first item was a briefing by AEC people on Plowshare for which John Kelly 
(Director, Division of Peaceful Nuclear Explosives), Dr. Michael May 
(Director, LRL, Livermore), Gle~n Werth (Associate Director, LRL, Livermore), 

·Gary Higgins (Director, Division of Peaceful Nuclear Explosives, LRL, 
Livermore), Ted Cherry, Dave Darn and Carl Gerber were present. Dr. Tape was 
present part of the time. After a general introduction of the Plowshare. topic 
by me, Kelly and May described the program broadly. Darn described 
developments in the special explosives required, and Cherry described the 
dynamics of cratering. Higgins described the fallout pattern, and, in 
connection with this, PSAC members requested that we release the data on 
fallout in the Western States to the authorities in those states. Higgins, 
May and Werth then described the Cape Keraudren Australian project and the 
Panama Canal project. I concluded with a general description of the problems 
concerning the interpretation of what constitutes radioactive debris in 
connection with possible violations of the Limited Test Ban Treaty and 
described our proposed interpretation which regards radioactive debris as 
being not present when the concentrations fall below the definitions of not 
present used by the International Radiological Commission. 

Following this briefing we were rejoined by Dr. Tape and joined by Paul 
McDaniel, Herb Kinney, William Wallenmeyer and other members of the Division 
of Research for a discussion of the status of funding in the fields of high 
energy, medium energy and low energy nuclear physics. Weisskopf gave an 
overview of the field and Panofsky outlined the status of current methods of 
experimentation. There was a broad discussion of the inadequacy of funding 
with a great deal of talk as to whether more flexibility for exchanging funds 
between operations and equipment would help. However, it was clear that.the 
main problem is lack of funds. I emphasized the large number of low energy 
accelerators that have been requested and for which we have not been able to 
obtain funding. DuBridge suggested the creation of a PSAC-GAC panel to study 
the situation and make recommendations· in all of these areas of nuclear 
physics. 
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A sandwich lunch was served at noon so that the meeting could continue without 
interruption. 

Upon my return from the PSAC meeting I learned that we had received word from 
the Bureau of the Budget that they have, on the basis of our meeting 
yesterday, restored the Light Water Breeder Reactor with the very difficult 
condition that we find a compensating amount of funding to subtract. They 
turned us down on the High Temperature Gas Reactor and the Molten Salt Breeder 
Reactor, restored $500,000 in Training, Education and Information and allowed 
only $500,000 for the study of the Cape Keraudren project. They restored $2 
million in Equipment and General Plant Fund. They agreed to inform the 
President on the shutdown of the Hanford reactors and on the reduced scope of 
the test readiness program. We got in touch with Rickover and told him that 
he should find the compensating cuts in his program if he wishes to have the 
Light Water Breeder Reactor. 

At 4 p.m. I went to the State Department for the signing of the Amendment to 
the Agreement for Cooperation between the Government of the United States and 
the Government of Iran (the first under the Nixon Administration). The 
signers were Joseph J. Sisco (Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs), His Excellency Hushang Ansary (the Iranian 
Ambassador) and I. Mr. Kiyoomars Vazeen (Minister, Embassy of Iran) was also 
present. Others present were John P. Trevithick, Thomas O'Leary, Charles I. 
Bevans, Eleanor C. McDowell and Theodore L. Elliot, Jr. (USIA photographer) 
from the State Department and Barbara H. Thomas (Division of International 
Affairs) from the Atomic Energy Commission. 
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Signing of the Amendment to the.Agreement for Cooperation between the 
Government of the United States and the Government of Iran. 
L to R: Seated; Hushang Ansary, Ambassador of Iran, Joseph J. Sisco, 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern & South Asian Affairs, Seaborg, 
Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. Standing; Jean Cope, Treaty Affairs, 
State Department, Eleanor C. McDowell, Treaty Affairs, State Department. 246 



We sent a response (copy attached) to Mr. Ehrlichman•s request of yesterday 
(copy attached) for a report on legislative programs that we will undertake 
this year. 

I sent a ·letter to Attorney General Mitchell calling his attention to the fact 
that we are amending. in the routine manner. the lice~se of the corporation 
that 1 identified. in my conversation with him on February 25. as having 
materials accountability problems with respect to enriched uranium-235. The 
purpose of this letter was merely to inform Mr. Mitchell of this routine 
action in order to offer him the opportunity to comment. if he wishes to do so. 

At 2:40p.m. I received a telephone call from Or. Kidd (OS&T). Kidd said that 
William B. Fretter of Berkeley is very interested in being named Assistant 
Director General for Science of UNESCO. a position which will probably become 
open to the U.S. He asked my opinion of Fretter. I said that Fretter was my 
Vice Chancel lor at Berkeley and he is terrific; I said he couldn't do better. 
Kidd explained that this would be for at least three years. 

Eric. Suki and I took a short hike in Rock Creek Park. starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues. going north on the White Horse Trail and then across on 
Cross Trails 3 and 4 to the Police Headquarters and then around to our 
starting place on the White Horse Trail. We assisted a lady on horseback who 
was completely lost and trying to find her way in the dark back to the 
Meadowbrook Stables. 

Wednesday, March 19. 1969 - D.C. 

1 presided at Information Meeting 886 (notes attached) at 9:50 a.m. The 
Commission informed Bob Hollingsworth that they have voted to present him with 
a Distinguished Service Award; it was agreed that an appropriate day for the 
ceremony would be Tuesday. May 6. a day when the AEC Field Office managers 
will be in Washington. We discussed Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard's 
letter of March 15th which expresses the view that Israel has embarked on a 
program to produce nuclear weapons. we approved the Rickover plan to shift 
$10 m1 Ilion from Shippingport. etc. (slowing down the work) in order to enable 
him to continue with the light water breeder reactor in FY 1970; we hope that 
this wi I I meet the requirements that the BOB spelled out for us yesterday as a 
result of our meeting on Monday. We also discussed the increasingly serious 
problem of the temporary losses of fissionable material in the shipping 
process. There have been three such incidents in the last week. apparently 
due to the American Airlines strike. the East Coast dock strike. and the bad 
weather along the Eastern seaboard. We are adopting more stringent rules 
covering the security aspects of such shipments. 

I sent a letter to Bob Ellsworth advising him of the problem of temporary 
losses of fissionable material and our review of present requirements for the 
physical protection of special nuclear material which could result in 
additional requirements. 

I had lunch at the Pot-0'-Gold with Justin Bloom. Stan Schneider and Bill 
Perkins. After lunch we walked around the periphery of Lafayette Square. 

Henry Kissinger sent me a memo (copy attached) advising that the President 
shares my concern about the National Nuclear Test Readiness Program but 
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INCL. BY DOl 
NOVN 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 15, 1969 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The President has asked me to secure from you, by the close 
of business on Tuesday, March 18, in narrative form, a . 
description of activity by your agency since January ?0, 1969, 
present activity and reasonably probable future activity in 
the following areas: 

(1) Programs involving legislative enactment 

(2) Programs to be undertaken pursuant to 
existing legislative authority 

(3) Reorganization within your agency of notable 
significance ei<;her because of substantive 
or formal r·esults 

We ask that you include in your description some indication of 
the priority of these programs with relation to one another and 
the price tag. 

We will be happy to learn of long-range programs which you 
contemplate but we are also particularly interested in programs 
which involve the current legislative year. 

Hereafter we ask that you keep this office regularly informed 
of developing plans in these areas. 

We propose to present to the President_ not la~er than Friday, 
March 21, the rough draft of an omnibus description of domestic 
activity which will include your reports. Therefore, it is most 
essential that we have your material n6t later than Tuesday. 
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In the future, would you please conti:l.ually keep us in mi.""J.d on 
an "early warning" basis of programmatic and reorga:'lizational 
developments? 

T~s is very much appreciated. 

Yours sincerely;· 

Q·~ L~ ~\ If2~ 1i_. ~ .4 _..~-- ~~ . J '?"" -v-t V • U v_,_,v,_....,. ..,... ........... -/...._.;<.J'-

Glenn T. Seaberg, Chairman 
Atomic Energy Commis sian 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

cc: 
Dr. Arthur Burns 
Dr. Lee DuB ridge 
Dr. Pat Moynihan 

. /John D. Ehr licr..nia:l. 
Counsel to the President 
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MAR 1 8 1969 

.John D. Ehrlichman, Esq. 
Counsel to the President 

Dear Mr. Ehrlicbman: 

I am pleased to respond to your letter of V~rch 15 
requesting information concerning the planned or probable 
L~itiation of progrQms and reorganization actions by the 
At~ic Energy Cc=mission. 

Under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act, the 
total ~~ual progrQm of the Commission is subject to 
authorization by the Congress. We have submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget our proposed Authorization Bill for 
FY 1970 and I am enclosing a copy of that bill and the 
bill analysis. wbile che proposed program represents 
largely a continuation of the ComQission's ongoing 
activities in the fields of weapons production and test• 
L~g, production of nuclear materials and research and 
cevelop:ent, there are a few new programs represented 
th~t you may find of interest. 

The bill proposes an authorization of $4,000,000 
for the initiation of the project definition phase of a 
cooperative demonstration progr2m for the liquid metal
cooled fast breeder reactor. The ComMission has been 
conducting research and development work on this reactor 
type for a nunber of years and bas concluded that it 
shows sufficient premise of providing an improved and 
core econocic source of electric energy to warrant the 
developcent of a program for the construction and opera• 
tion of demonstration reactors in cooperation with 
private industry. We contemplate that there may be 
three of these demonstration plants to be authorized 
in future fiscal yeara and ·that the Government's parti• 
cipation in the first plant may run as high as $80,000,000. 

NOV If 
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Cndcr a previous authorizatio~ of $32,333,000 we 
h.:· . .-~ b~zt.~ co~"lot:ruction of A 200 'f:/2V (billion electron 
volt) acccler~tor at \·:eston, Illinois. The bill rcqccsts 
a~~~oriz~tioa of an additio~l ~217,667,000 to provicc 
f~ll authorization of £unds for COW?lction of that project. 

:n conncctio~ vith our Plowz~~rc Prc~r~ (use of 
n~cl~r e}~losiv~s for pc~ccful indu~trial and engineering 
uctivitics), wa h~V(:: r.~d u::1c:!cr consic!c:ration a propo:::.al 
i~~ a coo?crativc dcv~lo~=cnt project with the Australian 
;.: :r ... ~c=-L--=.::::c i::.volvin.:; the c:-:cav.::tion- of a oew harbor .at 
C-:~~ ~~cr~t!dren i:l \;~~tet-n Au~tr.;llL:l. V.e are no'M c~.:.z,ed 
L1 cl study to <.!otet':liae the f~sibility of that proj cct:. 
I£ a ?OZitive co~clu~ion is reached as to feasibility, 
~~ w~uld pl~a to proceed uith the p=ojcct aud would rc• 
c~u·: ~ t: c:lc.:lit!.o:ul funds for th.:lt pu:-pos~ either as a 
c~~- :;lc::~~1::.:.1 FY 1970 :l?proprietio:t or in a subsequent 
~~)r :-..J,?ri~i:ic:t. T"r:a Co:t::1ission' s fin.incial p::1rticip~t ion 
in c::a proj cct would be in the r.:1n2e o! ~S ,000,000 to 
$7 .c~o.o·;o. 

~:e consic!~r e.olch of the projects l:lcntioned as ~ving 
a v~ry hi:h priority. 

Ap~rt from our proposed Authori:.ation Bill, the 
Cc==izsio~ ~s ~coptcd a lczislative p=o~r~ !or present~
ti:;:.-1 to the Ccn:;ress this yaar. The lc:;islativc proposals 
!!:·,;olvc pri.t::arily prcn.osed ch.:.nze~ in the At~ic: Energy 
f..:.: :::~.at we consider desirable in curzyinz out our rcspcn::!
~ili~ics ~~ccr the At~ic Energy Act. So=c of ~~~sa p=o
Fo::~ls h..:lve already been approved by the Bure.:lu of the 
::.::..2.~;:;.t fo:: coosisteru:y with the President's prc~r.=1. The 
~~l~~cc ~ill be subcitted for cpproval. I ~ e~closing 
a s• · · ary o£ the legislative pro~ra:::l as ~ maet~r of 
?Ossible iaterest. 
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I thl:-~ you will be interested in another stutly ncv 
u:.ccr ..... ·.:..y \:hich cay le~d to a le~iclativc proposal ~t: a 
l.:!ccr C.:.:cc. At tha pre.=ent tizc, all of the :fucilitie:s 
ia che Uait<;d Scates for the cnricl=ont of ur.at1it=l (the 
£~=1 for n~clc~r pc~cr pl~nts) are o~ncd and operated by 
the At~ic Encr~y Cocmiszio~ an~ fin~nccd throU&~ the 
~::~:-:.:.:.-ll c~;:>rc:>ristioi."l process. ~-!e ere no~ cn,.sc:~;cd in a 
sCt;~y to C::-:;tcnJill~ ':J:-.~thcr it would be c!czir~blc to ~ltcr 
cb:: pre~c.~~: systc::l o£ O\:nership, O?c:.-ation e-nd £inancinz 
~~d arc co~sici=rins ~ ~~bcr of nlt~rl~tiv~s involvinJ 
pos:;iblc pr!.vO:!tc p.:n:ticir~atiou in c;;:"":.~rs!!ip a:1d control 
_,..._l p ....... f'" .. h 1 .-~ cl • .,..,.·--·~ in t'l..."" i? .... ce~-.-- syst .. ·'""' of! Cov""-'"..,..., .•. ~ ~ ..... ~ y.., __ ...,_........ • ........ -:..,CtW;,JJ ....... .. ..,,..,...... ~a. .- ............... ~,.,.. ... 

c~;.e::-ac!.o:t end fixunci..i;::. T:-li!l will proL.::bly be the s~.;b
jec: o~ CD~~rc=sio~l con=i~zr~tioa l~tcr this ye~r. I 
~~ ~uclc~i~z for your infol~tic:t ~~=c b~ckzrocnd ~:cri~l 
c!-.:~: w~ ;.rc?~:-c:d L'l connccti.o:.1 wit~ a recent solicit:~t:ic-.:1 
oi ~n e:~=c~~ion cZ views fr~ a rc?re~cnt~tivc cr0~7 oZ 
i~:crc$tcd orcanizations end inJivici~ls. 

1':1.cre has been no si3i.'lific.ant rc~:.-i:<:niz4ltion t1iti:.~~ 
=~~ At~ic E~r&y C~ssion since J~n~=Y 20, 1969 aad 
~~ ~1svc noc.e punmed ~t l:4'le prcsc:1t til'::e. 

;.;e ~!-..all be lu.ppy to k.ce? you rc~uuu:ly infotmed of 
prc:,r--"""-tie and rcorg&'liza.tional developments ou 11 

ti=ely ~sis. 

Cordially, 

Chair=~a 

~.:-.closu:-cs: 
1. ~j of propoccd Auth.nill for FY 1970,a~lysis 
2. /O::C Lc.:;i~lativc Proz. for 1969 
3. E.::..c~:.3rounC. t:.:lt:crial on a:udy re pos =iblc 

cr~nzes in Cov. om1ership of ur~nit: !~cilieics 

Gen. Counsel 
Hennessey/ 

lsa 
3-18-69 

Gen.Mgr. & Controller 
concurred in draft 3/18/69 
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UNITED STATES 
uMCL. BY DOl 

NOV 81 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION· 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

AEC LEGISLATIVE PROORAM FOR 1969 

1. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to.provide for safety 

review o,f foreign nuclear-powered merchant ships entering the ports 

and waters of the United States, and to authorize financial pro-

tection requirements and agreements of indemnification under the 

Price-Anderson Act. 

2. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to· modify the present 

provision of Section 182 b. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 which 

requires that the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards rev~ew 

~d report on each app~ication for a construction permit or an 

operating license for certain facilities. The proposed legis-

lation would provide that unless the Commission specifically 
/ . ' . 

requests a review and report, the Advisory Committee may dispense 

with them. 

3. Amendment of the Atomic Eliergy Act to provide authority 

I to impose civil monetary penalties for violations of licensing 

requirements. 

4. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to increase the criminal 

penalties for diversion of special nuclear material to unauthorized 

the maximum penalty in certain circumstances. 
; :.·, 

;,.ir·.-: ·. 

·• .. ·. , I•; 

.. , 
::;:· 

..... ·-· 

i, .,, 

. -· ... ".' .. 
~-_;::_.:;~ ~-.:~ ··:f· . 

. :;· ... •, .. ,, 
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5. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to provide authority 

for rewards for information concerning the diversion of special 

nuclear material. 

6. Amendment of the Price-Anderson Act to authorize the 

Commission to enter into additional agreements with its indemnified 

licensees and contractors within, the United States, to permit indem

nification from public liability arising in the transportation of 

nuclear materials on the high seas on a ship of United States 

registry. 

7. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to eliminate the require• 

ment for a formal finding of "practical value" specified by Section 

102 of the Atomic Ene.rgy Act, and to eliminate the distinction be

tween commercial licenses and certain research and development 

licenses for facilities. 

8. A clarifying amendment of Section 161 i.(2) of the Atomic 

Energy Act to provide more explicit authority in the Commission to 

adopt regulations against the loss or diversion of source material 

(uranium and thorium). 

9. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to clarify the authority 

of the Commission to establish a personnel security program for 

persons having access to significant quantities of special nuclear 

material and source material. 
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10. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to clarify the 

authority of the Co~~ission to make byproduct material available 

to licensees of the States, and to enter into long-term arrange

ments to provide services and materials to State licensees as 

presently authorized for AEC licensees. 

11. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to authorize the 

Comcission to enter into long-term arrangements to provide toll 

irradiation of materials for foreign and domestic customers. 

12. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to authorize the 

Commission to charge Federal agencies license fees for the con

struction and operation of power reactors. 

13. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to extend for another 

five years from September 1, 1969, the authority to require the 

compulsory licensing of inventions of "primary importance" in the 

production or utilization of special nuclear material or atomic 

energy. 

14. Amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to provide for 

additional transfers of municipal installations to Los Alamos County, 

New Mexico. 

15. Legislation to retrocede to the State of New York exclusive 

jurisdiction over the Brookhaven National Laboratory site, while re

serving proprietary authority in the Commission. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENCRGY COMMISSION UMCL. BY DOE 
NOV 8& 

WASHING1"0N. D.C. 20545 

,-. 
CO~Y.._NQ. _.:_2-:---
March 19, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 886 

9:50a.m., Wednesday, Ma1·ch 19, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Dis~:ingnishcd Service Award Ceremony, May 6, 1969 -. 
Scheduled. (SECY -PE~) 

2. Chairman's Report on the March 18 PSAC Meeting 

The Chairman and Commissioner Tape reported briefly on the items 
discussed at yesterday's meeting. Staff action on the following is 
requested: 

a. Rel,~ase of Information on Nuclear Tests. (AGMMA-PI) 

b. PSAC-GAC Panel on High Energy Physics. (R) 

c. U.S. Provision of a Large Central Computer Facility to 
Serpukhov. (AGMIA-R) 

3. Article in March Issue of Natural History, ''The Myth of the Peaceful At\>m.'' 

4. Illinois Governor Ogilvie's March 12 Letter of Invitation to the April 10, 
1969, 200 BEY Luncheon Ceremony 

The Chairman will consider attending. (~ ... AGMO) 
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5. BOB .Mark-l~p - Fiscal Y car 1970 Budget Amendments (Sec Mr. Con;o 1 s 
March 18 M6morandum to the File ar..d Con':rollcr 's Handout dated 
March 19) 

The C01nrnissio;1: 

a. Approved a program level of $15.4 million for the LWBR in 
response to the BOB n'lark-up. 

b. Requested the BOB be informed the President should be advised 
the Plowshare Program does not include the Cape Keraudrcn shot. 

(OC) 

6. Commissionc:::- Tape's report on Canadian Participation in the Batavia. 200 
BEV Accelerate::.· (Sec_ Dr. Norman Ramsey' f; February 18 Letter to 
Pro!~ssor Edward Hincks ar.d Report of the Canadian 200 GcV Study Group) 

The Commissioners will review the report prior to its transmittal to 
;( Dr. DuBridgc and the JCAE.:./ The Committee is to be advised there 

should be no interaction with the project budget. (AGMO-Congr.-SECY-AGMIA) 

7. UK Gas Cer.trifug~ Report 

8. 

In rc&ponse to Commissioner Ramey's query, Commissioner Tape said a 
new draft is forthcoming. (AGMIA) 

~~a-rch 15 Letter from John D. 
Rc:p0rt on AEC Programmatic 
March 18 Respol".se 

To be circulated. 

Ehrlichman, Counsel to the President, rc 
a:1d Reor ganizational Developments and 

...-- . . I I ' 
., .. /.·~.. - .· ·_,··.- · ..... / 

/ 

9. Briefing .b- Mr. Robert Ellsworth, Assistant to the ..: resident, on Future 
of the AEC En:dchment Program 

The Chairman said he would brief Mr. Ellsworth tomorrow. (Rubin) ___ .,. 
10. AEC 901/417- Proposed ORNL Visi: by Yugoslav National 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

11. AEC 476/31 - German Offset Payments 

' Approved. (AGMIA) 

- 2 -

/ 
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12. US-Europea21 Cooperation in Gaseous Diffuf;j on Plant Technology 

To be scheduled. (AGMIA-SECY) 

13. Attcncbnce by Dr. Clay Whitehead, Staff Assistant to Mr. Ellsworth, at 
April 1 and 2 Governors 1 Briefing, Las V cgas 

Mr. Brown will accompany Mr. Whitehead. (AGM) 

14. _AEC 1096/100 - Universities Research Association, Inc., Scholarship· 
Prog1.·an1 

Approved with a request. (DC) 

15. March 14 Memorandum from Robert Finch reEstablishment of Interagency 
Grou}' to Review Council Guidan-:e on Occupational Radiation Exposure of 
U rar.ium M~nt'!r s 

Commissioner· Tape is designated. (Rosen-AGMO) 

16. M.:uch 14 Mertl.orandum from Robert Finch re Designation of AEC Staff 
Member to Discuss Federal Radiation Council Procedures 

Mr. Erlewine is designated. (AGMO) 

17. AEC 7R3/ 114 - Proposed AEC Comments on H. J. Res. 49 and H. R. 488 -
Bills Relating to the Impact of Overhea.d Transmission Lines 

Approved. (GC) 

18. AEC 881 I 110 - NFS Reque5t for Add:.+;ional Load for West Valley Facility 

Approved. (EAGM) 

19. AEC 1179/13 - HTGR Cooperative Arrangement with Public Service 
Company of Colorado and Gulf General Atomic 

Approved with a change. (GC) 

20. AEC 942/35 - Extended Operations of Peach Bot~om with Core 2 

Staff advice to PE and GGA is approved. (RDT) 

- 3 -
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21. AEC 1191 I 1 - Contract Proposal Evaluation Board: Multi-Hundred Watt 
~oisotopc Thcr1noclectric Generator Program 

Approved. (DC) 

22. AEC 1000/133 - Terrestrial Isotope Power Progr<J.ms: SNAP-21 and 
SNAP-23 

Dcfe1·rcd. (EAGM-SECY) 

23. AEC 1000/132 - Apollo Lunar Radioisctope Heater Safety Approval 
R(·conunendations 

Approved. (SNS) 

24. .l\~r. Smith's March 19 Mcmorandurn rc: Execution of Contract with Austr2.l 
Oil Compcmy, Inc., and CER Gconuclear, Inc., for Project Rulison 

The Chairman is authorized to sign the contract and the Commissioners 
are to be kept informed re the delayed date for the signing ceremony. 
(PNE-G C-1\n.bin-SECY) 

'-"···-. ·-· 
25. AEC 181/142 - Revision of Special Research Support Agreement for 

Rc.5c.:a.rch at Educational Institutions 

Noted. (DC) 

26. ?\1r. Vinciguerra's March 3 Memorandum re International Exhibits 

Exhibit rescheduling possibilities are to be checked. (AGMA) 

27. Mr. Price's Report on M5.srouting of Material and His March 18 Memorandum 
rc Misrouted Shipment 

Revisions in the proposed response to inquiries are requested. (PI) 

- 4 -
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28. AEC 132/ 11~-- Proposed Rc:;;por~sc to Senate Snbcommittee on Administrative 
Practi cc and Procedure's Qu(>stior:J!ai.!.·e 

Approv~~d for the Chainnan's signature. The Comrn.issioners will also 
ser.d individual replies to Senator Kennedy. (GC-Cong1·. -Comrn. Assts.) 

PRESENT: 

COMivllSSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Conur .. issioner Ratney. 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

W. B. McCt>ol 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

M.r. HolEngsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
M·· .... Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Abbadessat.c 
Mr. Corso':' 
Mr. Smith•:: 
Mr. Kratzer•:c 
Mr. Erlewin~•:c 
Mr. Kavanagh•:: 
Mr. Shaw•:: 
Mr. Klein•:: 

Mr. Davy::: 

Mr. Vinciguerra t.c 
Mr. Price•:: 
Mr. Hender$ont.c 
Mr. Crowson•:: 
Mr. Wells•:: 

Mr. Harris>:c 
Mr. Schlir>:c 

- 5 

12:30 p.m. 

DISTRII3UTIOI\: 

Commis sicner s 
_General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secreta::.-y 

26 



THE WHITE HOUSE: 

WASHINGTON 

March 18, 1969· 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

The Chairman, Atomic Energy co·mmission 

In response to your letter dated February 25, 1969, 
on the National Nuclear Test Readiness Program, the 
President has asked me to tell you that he shares your con
cern about this program and appreciates being informed by 
you about it. He believes, however, that the question of the 
actual level of funding of the program should be pursued 
with the Bureau of the Budget as part of the present budget 
review. 

UNCL. BY DOl' 
NOV 81 

);J.i 
Henry A( Kissing~ 
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believes that the question of the actual level of funding for the program 
should be pursued with the Bureau of the Budget as part of the present budget 
review. 

I received a letter (copy attached) from President Nixon thanking me for my 
letter informing him of the possibilities for peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
In connection with the joint feasibility study of the Cape Keraudren proposal, 
the President said he has directed that a review of all aspects be undertaken 
and that an ad hoc National Security Council study group will report on the 
relationship of the project to the Limited Test Ban Treaty and the NPT. 

Suki and I took a short hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going north on the White Horse Trail and then across at 
Cross Trails 3 and 4 to the Police Headquarters and back to our starting place 
on the White Horse Trail. 

Thursday, March 20, 1969 - D.C. 

This morning I gave a talk at the Madeira School in Greenway, Virginia. (I 
spoke here in response to a request by ex-AEC Commissioner John Graham, who 
has a daughter Susie attending the school.) I arrived there at 11 a.m. with 
Helen and Stan Schneider. We were met at the Main Building entrance by Miss 
Gonzales, Spanish instructor at the school, who escorted us to the Gym where I 
was to give my talk. At the Gym I met Mrs. Gates, one of the school's 
administrators, and Mrs. Ayers, who i.ntroduced me to the audience for my 
talk. I gave my talk on the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy using 35mm color 
slides. I spoke until 11:55 a.m. and answered a few of the girls' questions 
such as, "Is the radiation of radioisotopes used in medicine harmful to the 
patient?" and "Is fallout still dangerous?" I left a selection of booklets 
from the "Understanding the Atom" series and some samples of wood-plastic for 
the girls. We had lunch with the girls. At the table were Miss Boner, 
chemistry and biology teacher, Mrs. Lukas, physics teacher who had heard me 
lecture at Berkeley in the 1950's, Mrs. Campbell, a teacher and programs 
director, Miss Gonzales, Helen and Stan. We left the school a little after 1 
p.m. and were back in the H Street office about 1:30 p.m. 

I sent a letter to DuBridge, setting forth the principal issues that are 
expected to come up at the IAEA Conference in September. In addition to 
inviting him to attend the Conference this year I gave him some background 
information on the IAEA. 

I received National Security Study Memorandum No. 30 from Kissinger regarding 
water development and Middle East policy (copy attached). 

I wrote to General Eisenhower, con~ratulating him on being named to receive 
this year's Atoms for Peace Award (copy attached). 

In response to a request from Bob Ellsworth, Bob Hollingsworth, George Quinn 
and I met with Ellsworth, Tom Whitehead and Daniel Hofgren in Room 100 of the 
Executive Office Building from 2:30 to 4:15 p.m. The purpose of the meeting 
was to brief Ellsworth, Whitehead and Hofgren on the uranium enrichment 
picture, both domestic and foreign. George Quinn gave them a complete 
briefing, using projection charts of the basics of the gaseous diffusion and 
gas centrifuge processes for the enrichment of u235; it included the 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH.INGTON 

March 18, 1969 
UNCL. BY DOE 

. NOV 86 

Dear Glenn: 

I am most appreciative of your prompt and responsive letter of 
February 5 informing me of some of the possibilities for peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. 

1 am pleased that the joint feasibility study of the Cape Keraudren 
proposal by the governments of the United States and Australia has 
gotten underway. As you indicated in your letter, there are many 
complex issues that must be resolved before we undertake such a 
project. I have therefore directed·that a review of all aspects of 
the project be undertaken. An ad hoc National Security Council 
study group will report on the relationship of the project to the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty and the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of 
N~clear Weapons. Also, the Bureau of the Budget will coordinate 
a study on the economic and technological benefits of the project. 
The Commission will, of course, be included in both studies, and 
your feasibility study will be important to both. 

The other projects you describe are fascinating examples of the 
possibilities for peaceful and constructive uses of atomic energy. 
Any proposals you put forward for active development will receive 
the fullest attention. 

1 look forward to the prompt conclusion of our studies on the 
Cape Keraudren proposal and to the opportunity to learn more 
about the other projects. 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 
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NATIONAL S!:::::CURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, O.C. ZOS06 

March 19, 1969 

National Security Study Memorandum 30 [JNCL. BY DOE 
1988 

TO: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Secretary of the Interior 
The Secretary of Agriculture 
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
The Director of Central Intelligence 
The Administrator, Agency for International Development 

SUBJECT: Water Development and Middle East Policy 

The President has requested a paper covering, the economic and techno
logical aspec.ts of the following: 

the pros and cons in current thinking about the applicability of 
large-scale desalting in the Middle East; 

-- the pros and cons of proceeding with a 40-million- gallon-per-day 
desalting plant in Israel; 

-- the alternative approaches to water dev·elopmcnt in the Middle East. 

This paper should identify ways in which the U.S. private sector is involved 
in programs now dealing with these matters. 

In addition to the above report on the economic and technological aspects, 
a paper should present alternative strategies for relating the technological 
track to. our political strategy in the area. 

The President has directed that the study be prepared by the NSC Inter
departmental Group for Near East and that the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission and the Administrator of AID each designate a representative to 
sit_on the Group for this purpose. 

These papers should be forwarded to the NSC Review Group by May 23. 

I . ~ 
• 0 • -------.,. /f /'t' .... ___ ( 

cc: The Director, Bureau of the Budget . I ' / H A ~-::~~:-::.. ... ,_ 
The Science Advisor to the President enry · . 

.. 264 



· l~rch 201 1969 

Dear General Eisenhower: 

I just learned that you hava been nam~d to r6cGive 
t."lis year's Atoms for ?ea(:~ A\:~rd. I am very enfhu~i
astic ov~r ~"lis choice and feel that it could not have 
been ~warde~ to &lyonc more worthy. 

It is most appropriat~ th~t we ~onor your role in 
the form~tion of our Atoms for P~ace program ~~d th0 
esta~lis~uc~t of the Inter~atio~al Ato~ic Energy 
Agt:mcy at this tine when the Nuclaar Nonprolifc=:ration 
Treaty is furth~ring the effortz yo~ begw& to ~ssure 
~'1e peaceful use of nucle~r energy around ~'1e world. 

I was =~~i~dea of your leadership in these 
activities in the course of pr~p~ring t.'1e Rosenfield 
Lectures, d~livercd at Grinnell College in J~~~a_ry, 
which reviewed the ~portant role of the international 
atom. 

Conqr4ltulations a."'ld best ·wishes. · 

'.: 

General Dwiyht o. Eisenho\Y'er 
Walter R~ed General Hospital 
Washington, D. C. 

GTS :l'.J 

bee: Dr. Lee A. DuBridge 

·Respectfully 1 

·Glenn· T •. Seaberg 

UHCL. !~~
NOV 86 
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relative status and costs in the United States and other countries, such as 
France and the Soviet Union. He described our plans for increased capacity 
through future improvements and projected costs, both in the United States and 
in other countries. He emphasized the possibilities for the gaseous 
centrifuge process for the production of nuclear fuel by smaller countries and 
described in particular the tripartite project being put together by the U.K., 
the Netherlands, and West Germany. 

Following this briefing I raised three policy issues: (1) I described the 
question of the future of the gaseous diffusion plants and the possible 
alternatives and indicated that I thought an intermediate arrangement 
involving a government corporation would probably be the best way to proceed, 
this to be followed in some 5, 10 or 15 years, perhaps with other intermediate 
steps, toward the ultimate of complete private ownership. I said I thought 
that the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy would go along with this. (2) I 
raised the question of whether it wouldn't be better to share our gaseous 
diffusion plant technology with our European friends and thus make it 
unnecessary for them to develop the more expensive gas centrifuge process. I 
said that I thought this course of action would meet with some resistance 
among the Commissioners and surely would be resisted by the JCAE, who probably 
wouldn't be ready to take this step, which would appear very drastic to them, 
without further education as to its advantages. (3) I identified the problem 
of whether the U.K., as a member of the tripartite group (with the Netherlands 
and West Germany), would transfer gas centrifuge information obtained from us 
prior to 1965. I also identified the whole problem of our attitude toward 
this tripartite arrangement. I said that on the whole I think we shouldn't 
oppose it, and that it probably has advantages from the standpoint of the U.S. 
and the Netherlands keeping an eye on West German progress and perhaps 
insisting on IAEA safeguards and that West Germany adhere to the NPT. Thus, 
rather than increase the possibilities for proliferation, the tripartite 
arrangement might in fact decrease the possibilities. I said there are 
problems with the Joint Committee in this area with some thinking that we 
should prevent, by any means possible,_ the U.K. transferring U.S. information 
to its tripartite partners. I said that, in view of the obsolescence of this 
information and the advantages that would accrue to the U.K. in cooperating 
with European countries, I think we shouldn't try to oppose the tripartfte 
arrangement. 

Ellsworth asked that we keep him informed on these three policy areas and 
indicated that at some stage we might involve Kissinger in the considerations. 

Upon my return to the office I was interviewed by Tom Vinciguerra of Fort 
Lauderdale. He asked me questions about Nova University, such as what I 
thought its future might be to which I replied that it could become the 
''Caltech of the South" with a lot of work and a lot of money. He also asked 
me about the growth of nuclear power, and I gave him copies of several 
speeches I have given on this subject. 

I transmitted to Senator Edward Kennedy the Commission's response to a 
questionnaire received from the Senate Subcommittee on Administrative Practice 
and Procedures, chaired by Senator Kennedy. The detailed questions and 
answers were concerned with citizen involvement in the administrative process 
and procedures for promoting more responsive agency decision-making. 

I wrote a sympathy note to my aunt over the loss of my uncle, Lawrence Seaborg. 
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Helen and I attended the James Forrestal Memorial Award Dinner (black tie) 
given by the National Security Industrial Association (NSIA) at the Washington 
Hilton Hotel. Preceding the dinner we attended a reception in the Terrace 
Room, where we talked to Dave Packard (who didn't stay for the dinner), 
Senators Richard Russell, Margaret Chase Smith, and John Stennis, 
Representative George Mahon, General William C. Westmoreland, Vice Admiral 
William F. Raborn, John M. Martin (Vice President of Hercules, Inc. and 
Chairman of the James Forrestal Memorial Award Committee), General and Mrs. 
Lauris Norstad (Chief Executive Officer, Owens-Corning Fiberglass Co.), and 
many others. Charles H. Weaver (Vice President for Governmental Affairs, 

Forrestal Memorial Award Dinner at the Washington Hilton Hotel, Washington, 
D.C.; March 20, 1969. 
L toR: Glenn T. Seaborg and General Lauris Norstad. 

Westinghouse) was the Master of Ceremonies. I sat between A. P. Claw (vice 
President, Western Electric Company) to whom John Hornbeck (Director of the 
AEC Sandia Corporation laboratory) reports and General Norstad; H. J. Horner 
{Past Chief Executive Officer, United Aircraft Corporation) sat next to 
Norstad. This gave Claw, Norstad, Horner and me opportunity to converse 
during the dinner. After dinner Martin made the presentation of the 1968 
James Forrestal Memorial Award to Senator Russell. Russell responded in a 
speech amounting to a rousing defense of the military-industry complex in the 
United States. Helen sat at a table next to Mrs. Martin and found out that 
she is a good friend of Bill and Biddy Jenkins who live in Wilmington. 

Friday; March·2l; ·1969- Germantown 

Bob Mayo called me at 9:15 a.m. to tell me about yesterday's budget meeting 
with the President and the Cabinet. He said he is sorry I had not been 
present to get the full flavor of it. He said after he presented the figures 
the President emphasized the need for a further cut of several billion dollars 
to get under the Johnson budget. The President issued a directive to Mayo to 
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contact each agency, tel I them how much more they must cut and present them 
with a list of specifics. He said our additional cut would amount to $60 
mil lion in expenditures, broken down as follows: Termination of the Meson 
facility, $10 million; reduction of the weapons test activity, $10 million; 
termination of the nuclear rocket engine program, $30 million; and termination 
of the light water breeder reactor, $5 million. He wasn•t sure just what the 
other $5 million was for but said we would be getting the figures on paper. 
He said we do have the option, if we can think of a better way of cutting, to 
submit a list of first and second choices. 

At 10 a.m. I presided over Information Meeting 887 and at 11:10 a.m. the 
Regulatory Information Meeting 334 (notes attached). We discussed the further 
cut of $60 million in our FY 1970 budget, as communicated to me by Mayo, and 
an additional $40 mi Ilion contingency cut in the event it is decided ta cut a 
total of $100 million .. 

I sent a letter to Dr. Tom Paine, Administrator of NASA, advising him that the 
Apollo Lunar Radioisotopic Heater is ready for delivery to the Kennedy Space 
Center. 

I signed a memo to the President, which is being jointly sent by DOD and AEC, 
requesting authorization to provide to Canada certain classified information 
about nuclear weapons effects. This information is necessary in connection 
with our decision to deploy an ABM system. This is my first participation in 
a joint letter with the new Secretary of Defense, Melvin Laird. 

At 12 noon ~oward Brown and I drove out to CIA Headquarters where we had lunch 
with CIA Director Richard Helms in his private dining room. I described 
project TROLL and explained its implications and security sensitivity. I 
noted that I had personally briefed the President on the matter. 

Deleted 

We then discussed the overall trends abroad in uranium enrichment for the 
c1v11ian nuclear fuel cycle. I described the proposed tripartite cooperation 
in gas centrifuge development between the U.K., the Netherlands. and West 
Germany. I noted that by enriching uranium up to 3 or 4. percent- one had 
a 1 ready gone halfway--in terms of effort and financia 1- inves-tment~toward' 
weapons grade U-235. On the other hand, a multi-lateral venture provides some 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. zos•s . 

\JNCL. BY DOE 
1988 

INFORMATION MEETING 887 

COPY NO. 
--~--March Zl, 1969 

10:05 a.. m., Friday, March Zl, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. FY 1970 Budget Estimates 

Z. National Security Study Memorandum No. 30 dated March 19, 1969, re Water 
Development and ·Middle East Policy 

Commissioner Ramey is designated and appropriate staff support is requested. 
A policy chronology is also requested. (AGMIA- Rubin.- Ryan- SECY) 

3. Commissioner Johnson's March 5 Statement of Proposed Policy Regarding 
the Future Means of Providing Uranium Enrichment Services to the Nuclear 
Power Industry 

The Chairman requested the Commissioners' comments be addressed to 
Commissioner Johnson who will prepare a new dra£t for review by the staff. 
(AGMP&cP-Helfrich-SECY) 

4. General Manager's Report on BOB Consideration of AEC Option for TVA Power 

5. Agenda for the Week of March Z4, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

6. AEC 1Z8Z/40 - Bowline IV Underground Test Program 

Approved. (AOMIA) 
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7. AEC 181/144 - February 10, 1969 GAO Report No. B-146810, ''Need for 
Improved Guidelines in Contracting for Rese·arch with Government
Sponsored Nonprofit Contractors" 

Approved with a change. (DC) 

8. AEC 87/12.1.- CQ..Wact wj.th Richland School District for School Construction 

Approved. (AECA) . 

9. AEC 181 I 1~ 3 - Correspondence on Proposed Revision to ASPR 15-2.05. 8, 
Contributions and Donations 

Noted. (DC) 

10. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 300 

A staff report on the proposed contract for Radioisotope Heat Sourc1 
Subsystem for the Circulatory Support System Proj.ect is requested., 
(D.C-ID) 

11. PSAC Panel on High, Intermediate, and Low Energy P.tJ.tsi~s 

Participation by Messrs. Ramsey ~nd Friedman was noted. (R-SEttY) 

-PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Coznmissione.r Ramey 
Commisaion~r Tape 
Commia•ioner Johnson 

•Attendance by Topic (a) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary . 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingswo-rth 
Mr.-Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Tesche* 
Mr. Peterson* 
Mr. Smith* 

·Mr. Corso* 
Mr. Ciri!!in* 

-· .~ ~2. .. -

10:50 a. m 

'DISTRIBUjTION: 

Coznmis s ione r s 
I 

General 'Manager 
General· Counsel 

. i 
Secreta7;y 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMM ISSI·ON 
WASHINGTON, O.C, zos•s . 

' . 

UHCL. BY DO& 
HOV II 

March 21, 1969 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 334 

11:10 a.m., Friday,. March 21, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. Mr. Price's March 4 Memorandum re Operator Licensing Considerations 
Involving Commonwealth Edison 'Refueling Crews 

. 
Approved with a request. (ADRA) 

2. Mr. Price's March 14 Memorandum re Disposal of "Davy Crockett" Spotting 
Rounds 

A waiver is granted. (ADRA) 

3. Mr. Beck's March 20 Memorandum re Preliminary Report of AEC Survey 
Team Visit to Rotterdam Dock Yard Company (RDM) Netherlands 

Noted. 

4. Mr. Price's March 17 Memorandum re Issuance' of Export Licensing for 
Special Nuclear Material 

Approved. (DML) 

5. March 12 Letter from Governor Peterson, State of New Hampshire, re 
A-oril 23 and 24 Conference on Natural Resources 

Commissioner Johnson will plan to attend. A confirming letter is 
requested. (ADRA-Helfrich-Rubin) 

6. AEC-R 2/74- Proposed Amendment to 10 CFR Parts 2 and 50 - Backiitting of 
Facilities: Elimination of Provisional Construction Permits and Prpvisional 
Ooerating Licenses 

Approved. (DRL) 
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7. AEC-R 4/59- Amendment o£ 10 CFR Parts 1, 2, 50 and 115: Establishment 
of Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board 

Th~ AIF request £or an extension o£ the public com~ent period to 
April 30, 1969, ia approved. Commissioner Ramey requested a. report 
or -~inistra.tive-Orga.nizational plans. (GC-Chm. AS&LBP) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 

W. B. ·McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr. Beck 
Mr. Mann 
Mr. Henderson 
Mr.· Wells 
Mr. Henderson 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. McCool 

11:35 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTIOX: 

Commissioners 
Di r IRe gula tion 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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inherent safeguards. In addition, in this case, the three countries plan to 
adopt NPT-like safeguards. 

Deleted 

At the end of our luncheon, Helms leaned back in his chair and observed: 
"What you have been telling me this afternoon is that proliferation isn't all 
that difficult anymore, that it is no longer a matter of a secret scientific 
formula locked 1n the safe. Rather, the fundamental scientific information is 
available and more and more countries have the capability of developing 
nuclear weapons, however crude and inefficient. We live in a· frightening age." 

At 2:30 p.m. I presided over Commission Meeting 2364 (action summary 
attached). The main item was a detailed discussion of how to make an 
alternate list of cuts amounting to $60 million in the FY 1970 budget that we 
think might be preferable to the specifics given to me by Mayo this morning. 
Mayo's reduction figures are: ROVER, $40 million; and Space Electric, $3 
mi Ilion. lhe figures we came up with are as follows: ROVER, $30 million 
(close out of NERVA program); Weapons Program, $8 million, Naval Reactors, $4 
mil lion; Food Irradiation, $1.5 million; SNAP Program, $1 million; Physical 
Research, $4 mil lion; Biology & Medicine, $500,000. Added to $11:4 million 
from the sale of 200 tons of heavy water, the above adds up to the required 
total cut of $60 million. 

I wrote to President Nixon requesting approval of the Bowline IV underground 
test program in the fourth quarter of the FY 1969 underground nuclear weapons 
testing program. 

Steve, Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Nebraska 
and Oregon Avenues, going north on the White Horse Trail to Cross Trails 3 and 
4, returning to the White Horse Trail and to our starting point. 

$aturday, March 22. 1969 - Louisville, Kentucky 

Steve, Eric and I flew to Louisville, Kentucky, on Eastern Airlines Flight 
653, leaving National Airport at about 8:10a.m. and arriving in Louisville at 
about 9:30 a.m. 

We took the ·limousine to the Brown Hotel and checked in (Room 1216). We then 
took a taxi to Churchill Downs where we visited the museum and the race 
track. (See picture.) We took a taxi back to the Brown Hotel and had lunch 
in the Tea Room there. 

We met Ernie Wolf (of the Wolf Travel Agency near UCLA) and Don Bowman (acting 
Executive Officer of th UCLA Alumni Association) in front of the hotel. We 
then boarded a bus ful I of UCLA supporters and rode to Freedom Hall, the site 
of the NCAA Basketba·l I Final Championship Game. We sat in Section U, Row A, 
seats I, 2 and 3, just behind the UCLA team. We met J. D. Morgan (Athletic 
Director at UCLA) and Tom Harmon. (I told Tom I had seen him in Memorial 
Stadium in Berkeley in 1940 when, on his 21st birthday, he led the University 
of Michigan to a 40-0 victory over Berkeley.) We saw the game between North 
Carolina and Drake University, being played for third place. During halftime
I saw Professor Paul Farrington of the UCLA Department of Chemistry who was ·· 
there substituting for Tom Jacobs who is now the Faculty Athletic 
Representative for UCLA. Drake won, 104-84. 
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U:·~ I TED STt.T Z:S 

ATOr .. 11C EN;;:riC!Y CGiv~Mt:::~siC:J 
UNCL. BV DOE 
. NOV 86 

}farch 21, 1969 
Approved _______ _ 

R. R. Hol incs~o:th, Gcncrc1 ~~1nagcr R.E.H. 
Date ------------------

AC'i'IOH SU!l1!ARY OF llEI:'iH~3 2354, FIUDl.Y, Wi.P-C!I 21, 1%9, 2:45 P .H., RO:J!.f A-410, 
GEfJ·1.!'.i":Tcr;::·!, H!~!:YLAFD 

SECY:HLU 

F,;:ecut:i.ve su~;, io;'l 

1. fY 1970 l:;-uc1g_et E:::tin:?.te 

The Corr.utisr:ion approved the follo-;dne cv.se for submission to thr! to;, 
tot=.l inr; $GO.O million in reductionc: 

(Millions) 

l:eapons Progr~m •• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $ 
~aval Reactors •••••••••••••••••••••• : ••••• 
Rove:.i: Pl·ogrc:t!1, ••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••• 
Food !r1·adiation Program •••••••••••••••••• 

(Isotopes D~velopm~nt ••• $.750 Million 
F>&H ••••••••••••••••••••• 700 u.tllion) 

Biology & Meditina •••••••••••• ~ •• ~ •••••••• 
Pt.ysic~l R~.r;ec.rch •••••••••••• , •••••••••••• 
P..DT /SI~S ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sale c.'i: res~rve 1c•,cline of heavy 

s.o 
4.0 

30.0 
1.45 

.soo 
3.65 
1.0 

~ater (250 to~s) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.4 (in revenues) 

The Chairm<m will &ign the letter of trcnsm5.tta1 on his return. (OC/S"CC-i) 

2. Pro~o~ed Letter to th~ Prcnidcnt'~ Science Advisor re Pit?.er Pnncl Repcrt 

Corr .. "ltissioncr. Tap~ will discuss '·rith Dr. dt•~ridge on Satut·day, H .. ".rch 2.?., 
1969. 

1. Minutes of Me~tines 2344, 2345, 2346 and 2347 

Approved, e~: revised, subj:!ct to coiD.;nents by Commissioner Ramey. (SECY) 
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R. E. Hollingsworth 
Action Summary 2364 

2. WASH 1087 - An Evaluation 

Approved. (RDT) 

-2- March 21, 1969 

of Advanced Converter Reactors 

3. . l·!ASH 1088 - An Evaluation of Stc.:1m Cooled Fest Breed~r Reactors 

l.pproved. (RDT) 

4. WASH 1089 - An Evaluation of Gus-Cooled Fnot Breeder Reaetors 

Approved. (RDT) 

5. t·~\SH 1090 - An Evaluntion of Alternate Coolant Fast Breeder Reactors 
(See l1r. Shaw's Janu.:1ry 28 l1cmorandum) 

Approved. (RDT) 

6. AEC 1000/134 - Use of SNAP-27 GenerQtors on the NASA Apollo Spacecraft 

Deferred. (SECY) 

7. AEC 588/76 - IJ1FBR Demonstration Pl.nnt Progr"l.Fl 

Discussed, and to be rescheduled. (SECY) 

8. AEC 1253/53 - Initiation of Construction Planning & Design on Future Ye~r 
~jects 

Approved. (OC) 

9. AEC 1299/6 - Proposed Amendments to Section 81 and Subsections 161 m. & t. 
of the Atomic Energy Act 

Deferred. (SECY) 

10. AEC 87/128 - Proposed Legislation to Authorize Transfer of a Municipal 
Installation at Los AlQmos 

Approved, subject to a·congressional ch2ck. (GC) 
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R. E. Hollingsworth 
Action Summary 2364 

I 
-3-

11. AEC 1299/7 - Retrocession to Neu York Stnte of Exclusive Jurisdiction 
Over the Brookhnven National Lsboratory Site 

Ap~roved. (GC) 

12. AEC 116/66 - Official Announcemant of Certain Event Yields Useful in 
Seiamic Studies (See also AEC 116/67~ 

Deferreu. (SECY) 

13. Briefing on Expenditure Limitations (See AEC 1253/54 - Status of FY 1969 
EY.penditure Lim!tation~ 

cc: 

D.eferrcd. (SECY) · 

, . .. 
C~~irm~n SP.nborg 
Con::nj.ssioner It.imey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Con~issioner Costag11ola 

W. B. M-:::Coo1 
Secretary 
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Churchill Downs, site of the Kentucky Derby; March 22, 1969. 
L toR: Eric and Steve Seaborg. 

National Basketball Championship, Louisville, Kentucky; March 22, 1969. 
L to R: Glenn, Eric, and Steve Seaborg; Lew Alcindor. 

I talked to Don Bowman about the UCLA Alumni Committee of 50 between the two 
games. This is the Committee for the 50th Anniversary Celebration of which I 
am chairman. 

UCLA beat Purdue, 92-72, for its third consecutive NCAA Basketball 
Championship. 



We took the bus back to the Brown Hotel and attended a UCLA reception in the 
South Room. (See picture previous page.) Here we met a number of people 
including Mr. and Mrs. Herron (of Herron Northwest, a brokerage firm in 
Seattle--Doug Kinsey is now working for this firm in New York), Mr. and Mrs. 
Lindroth (their daughter is engaged to John Vallely of the UCLA team--Vallely 
is in the boat business on Balboa Island), Mr. and Mrs. Ham of San Diego, 
Ernie Wolfe and many others. After an hour or so we were joined by members of 
the UCLA basketball team--Alcindor, Vallely, Heitz and Rowe (we didn•t see 
Shackleford)--J. D. Morgan, Coach John Wooden, assistant coaches Denny Crum 
and Gary Cunningham and their wives, and trainer Ducky Drake. Wooden spoke 
briefly and introduced his assistants. 

Steve, Eric and I had dinner at Jerry•s Restaurant, across the street from the 
Brown Hotel. We spent the night at the Brown Hotel. 

Sunday, March 23, 1969 - Louisville, Kentucky and Fort Lauderdale, Florida 

Steve, Eric and I took a taxi to the Louisville Airport, where we had 
breakfast in the dining room. I left Louisville on Delta Flight 803 to 
Atlanta, leaving about 8:50 a.m. and arriving about 9:40 a.m. I then took 
Delta Flight 5 to Miami, leaving about 11:10 a.m. and arriving about 12:30 p.m. 

Steve and Eric took Eastern Airlines Flight 508, leaving Louisville about 9:30 
a.m. and arriving at Washington National Airport about 11 a.m. 

I was met at the Miami Airport by Professor Joel Warren of Nova University. 
Professor Warren, who joined Nova University in January, is a microbiologist 
and served as the U.S. Scientific Attache in Stockholm from 1954 to 1956. He 
spent a number of years at the Nati6nal Institutes of Health, and just before 
coming to Nova he completed eleven years with the Pfizer Laboratories in Terre 
Haute. He will start a Life Sciences Center at Nova, moving a Germ-Free 
Laboratory from Tampa as a starting nucleus. 

I rode to Fort Lauderdale with Professor Warren in his Fiat. We had lunch at 
an Arby•s Roast Beef place on the 17th Street causeway. We drove along Route 
A-lA through the heart of the Fort Lauderdale beach area where we saw the 
crowds of students (10,000, they say) who are there for the traditional spring 
vacation gathering. I checked into the Ocean Manor Hotel (Room 426) at the 
north end of Fort Lauderdale (4040 Galt Ocean Drive). 

For an hour I hiked along the beach. Upon my return to the hotel I was 
interviewed on the telephone by Rick Barnard of the Fort Lauderdale Sun 
Sentinel concerning the future and the value of Nova University, the status of 
student interest in science as a career, and the medical uses of nuclear 
energy, as in the artificial heart and the eight million administrations of 
radioactive isotopes per year. 

Glen Gordon came by and we discussed the relative merits of his offers for 
positions at Nova University, Oak Ridge National Laboratory and the University 
of Maryland. 

We had dinner at the Mai-Kai at 3599 North Federal Highway on Route 1. The 
group consisted of Dr. and Mrs. Arthur W. Wishart, Warren Winstead (President 
of Nova University), Athelstan Spilhaus, Hans Jensen (University of Heidelberg 
in Germany), Glen Gordon and me. 



When I returned to the hotel I returned a call I had received from Bob 
Hollingsworth. He said that Tom Paine of NASA has found enough money to keep 
NERVA in the budget and wanted us to find the $30 million needed to provide 
our share of it in our budget. Because we would have to cut a compensating 
$30 million from our already decimated FY 1970 budget, I said we should 
consider this very carefully. 

I spent the night at the Ocean Manor Hotel. 

Monday, March 24, 1969 - Fort Lauderdale, Florida 

I had breakfast in the Surf Room of the Ocean Manor Hotel with Cy Young (host 
and owner of Ocean Manor Hotel), President Winstead, Jim Farquhar (Chairman of 
the Board of Trustees, Nova University), Abe Fischler (Dean of Graduate 
Studies, NU), Robert B. Gilmore (Cal Tech, member of the NU Advisory Board), 
Athelstan Spilhaus (member, NU Advisory Board), J. Hans D. Jensen (University 
of Heidelberg, member, NU Advisory Board), Glen Gordon, Phil Handler (member, 
NU Advisory Board), Professor Warren, Roy C. Herndon (Associate Professor of 
Physics, NU, formerly of the Berkeley Radiation Laboratory), Dick Folsom 
(President, RPI; member, NU Advisory Board), Charles S. Yentsch (Associate 
Professor of Marine Biology, NU), Dayton E. Carritt (Vice President-Provost, 
NU), and Henry Kinney (Director of University Relations, NU). 

At the beginning of breakfast, Certificates and Keys to the City were 
presented to Gilmore, Jensen, Handler, Folsom, Spilhaus and me by Peter 
Clements, the Mayor of Fort Lauderdale. 

Before breakfast I was interviewed by John Woodward of Channel 4 - WTVJ on the 
artificial heart and nuclear power, which was broadcast at 6 p.m., and by Jed 
Drews of the Fort Lauderdale News on the artificial heart. 

I rode out to Nova University with Winstead and Gilmore. On the way we passed 
the Lago-mar, a hotel on the ocean owned by Sidney Banks who also owns the 
Cavalier Club, a hotel in Virginia Beach. I also learned about the 4,000 acre 
estate in Ocala of Mrs. Bernard (Teresa) Castro, owner of Castro Convertibles 
Corporation (furniture); her son has a collection of snakes. Norton Cooper, 
owner of Seaways of Toronto, Canada, also has a ranch at Ocala; his wife owns 
Revenue Properties, the largest developer in the Americas. (I am interested 
in Ocala because of our visit there last summer.) 

On arriving at the University we had a briefing session in Winstead•s 
Conference Room in the Louis W. Parker Physical Sciences Center. Present were 
Folsom, Gilmore, Jensen, Handler, I (Spilhaus joined us later), Carritt, Lee 
Mclean, Fischler, Gordon, Warren, and William S. Richardson (Director of the 
Environmental Sciences Center, NU). 

Winstead described the operation of Nova University and its severe financial 
problems. Carritt described the interdisciplinary character of the 
curriculum. There are four Centers: (1) Social and Behavioral Sciences 
(Fischler); (2) Physical Sciences (Carritt); (3) Life Sciences (Warren); and 
(5) Environmental Sciences (includes oceanography) (Richardson). Research is 
done in these four centers and the faculties are separate. The idea is to 
break down the traditional barriers between disciplines. The present 
seventeen students are all graduate students with some previous graduate 
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experience. ••cost of instruction" is waived for all but one student and 
$3,000 annually in aid for each of their students is carried by the 
University. Ideally, in 1975, they plan for 500 students at the graduate 
level including the master's degree, 255 faculty members and a $10,000,000 
operating budget. The students are and will be students of the "Centers." 
Nova University will exist in the future largely on grants and contracts. 
Faculty promotion comes through the Center and the Faculty Academic Senate, 
which consists of 20 faculty members at present; Carritt is chairman of the 
Academic Senate which runs the academic part of the University, subject, of 
course, to the review of ~he Trustees. 

Bill Richardson described the Environmental Sciences (oceanography) Center. 
They have a floating laboratory at Port Everglades with about 40 participants, 
about tenth in size in the country with a budget of about $800,000 that 
includes support from the AEC, NSF and ONR. They have measured the flow 
structure of the Gulf Stream. The Federal Water Pollution Agency will support 
their increasing effort on pollution. Richardson thinks ocean aquaculture is 
a fraud because it can be done better on land sites by bringing the water to 
the site; the economics will have to compete with raising chickens for food. 

After Fischler described the program of the Social and Behavioral Sciences 
Center, Warren described the Life Sciences Center. He said he was asked a 
year ago to assume the directorship of James Rainier's Germ-Free Laboratory at 
Tampa, Florida. Rainier started this laboratory at Notre Dame some 30 years 
ago, and it was later moved to Tampa. Warren said he would take the position 
provided he could move it to a university and change its objective to cancer 
research. He has accepted Dr. Winstead's invitation to move the laboratory to 
Nova University. 

Warren described the many possibilities for research with the excellent 
equipment from the Tampa Laboratory and the various present and future funding 
possibilities. 

At this point I took time out to call Bob Hollingsworth about the NERVA budget 
problem. He was meeting with the Commission and staff when I called and told 
me they have found they can raise an additional $12.7 million by selling more 
heavy water to Canada but are having difficulty in raising the remainder of 
the $30 million. 

Lee Mclean described the fund raising program. Nova University has raised 
$9.37 million in four years--an amazing performance these days. Some 
potential donors want the University to have a football team (which they will 
never have). It is more difficult to g~t money for the operating budget than 
for the buildings; it will be a problem to raise the needed funds in the next 
few years. 

I rode to the Rolling Hills Country Club with Lee Mclean. He told me that he 
may accept a position at Northwestern University, that Winstead may be offered 
the presidency of Rollins College and that Farquhar still hopes I wo~ld accept 
the presidency of Nova University. 

The group, including the six members of the Advisory Board, had lunch at the 
Country club. Others present were Farquhar, Winstead, Mclean, Gordon, Warren, 
Carritt, Joe Lipson (Professor of Education, NU, and former member of the· 
University of California, Berkeley, Physics Department), and Kuldip P. Chopra 
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(an Indian scientist and NU faculty member). I also met Jim Broadhead 
(Director of Development at NU). I and the other Advisory Board members 
recorded filmed statements for Kinney of the Public Relations Department. I 
also recorded a radio tape for Bob Krauser of Station WIOD of Miami concerning 
Nova University, nuclear power, thermal pollution and the artificial heart. 

I then rode with Winstead, Spilhaus, Folsom and Jensen to Mrs. Castro's yacht 
"The Southern ~ail," moored in the Intercoastal Waterway, where we had a 
conference on Nova University problems. 

I called Justin Bloom and Jim Ramey in Washington to learn the status of 
affairs on the budget and other matters. 

Winstead, Spilhaus, Folsom, Jensen and I discussed the concept of an Executive 
Committee of the Board of Trustees of Nova University to aid in the interim 
role of provost to help recruit faculty, especially physicists and chemists. 
The committee might consist of six members, including Winstead, Farquhar and 
three scientists. Spilhaus might be one and I suggested that George Beadle 
and Maurice Goldhaber might be the other two; I agreed to approach them. 
Winstead will clear this concept with the Board of Trustees. 

We rode back to the Ocean Manor Hotel with Winstead. I then took a half-hour 
walk on the beach. 

Handler, Spilhaus and I rode with Mclean to the spot on the Intercoastal 
Waterway where the yacht "The Southern Trail" was moored. Here we joined 
Jensen, Gilmore, Folsom, Farquhar, Winstead, Carritt, Gordon and Mrs. Castro. 
W~ took a ride on the Intercoastal Waterway to beyond where the Queen 
Elizabeth is moored and back. We had dinner aboard the yacht, cooked by our 
hostess, Mrs. Castro. 

I rode back with Mclean to the Ocean Manor Hotel where I spent the night. 

Attached is the action summary of Commission Meeting 2365 (held in my absence). 

Pete arrived home from Berkeley to visit us during the interval between the 
winter and spring quarters. 

Tuesday, March 25; 1969 - Fort Lauderdale, Boca Raton 

I had breakfast in the Riviera Room of the Ocean Manor Hotel with Professor 
Jensen. We discussed the plans for the UNILAC at the University of Heidelberg 
which has been designed by Smelzer. Jensen said that the UNILAC has been 
funded, will cost about $10,000,000 and will accelerate heavy ions up to 
uranium to about 7 to 8 Mev per nucleon. Two sites are under consideration, 
one at Karlsruhe (25 km away) where it could be built in about three years, 
the other (considered for political reasons) about twice as far away which 
would require about two years longer to build. Jensen said that the Hartig 
heavy ion accelerator at the Max Planck Institute in Heidelberg has second 
priority but may also be built. He doesn't rule out the existence of a closed 
shell at Z=ll4 but thinks the calculated half lives may be off by many powers 
of ten. He said he had visited Flerov's laboratory at Dubna a year ago and 
was impressed by the magnitude of the effort; he mentioned especially the 
laser heavy ion source. 
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Ur-::TCO s·rATF..:S 

ATOMIC ENEI"\GY COMMISSION 
WACiiiNC::>rON. D.C. ZO~.CS 

Ro E. Ho1lincs'\·1orth, General 1-iannger 

'March 24. 1969 
Approved~~~---

R.E.H. 
Date 

UICCL. BY DC 
NOVH 

------------------
ACTION SUl':l~RY OF MEETING 2365, l·:OND.o\Y, MARCH 24, 1969, 10:00 A.M., ROOM A-410, 
G mmf.NTOlm, 1-!t~YLANO 

SECY: \o:LW 

Co~nission Eusiness ---------
FY 1970 Bu~p.et Esti~~te 

The Cor<ailisr.ion ~:tpproved the follol·7ing caGe for submission to the BOB, tot~linz: 
$45.0 million in rec!uction.s, and noted this action superE:eded its actiou et 
~orec t ing 235L~: 

Wc~pons TestinC•••••••••••••••••••••••••·····•••••• 
Naval Re~ctors •••••••••••••••••• , ••• ~ ••••••••••••• 
Rover Program, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Food Irr~di~tion Progrnm•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(Isotopes Development ••••••• $ .750 r.1illion 
B&H•••••••••••••••••••••••• .100 million) 

B iolot;Y & 1-!edicine ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Phys icn 1 Research •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• · 
Space Electric••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sale of heavy ~~ter (425 tons)••••••••••••••••••• 

. (OC) 

(Mill ions) 
$ 8.0 

4.0 
2.175 
1.450 

.500 
3.650 
1.0 

24.225 (in 
rever.~ 

The Corrmission requested staff explore the feasibility of selling ur~nium 
with payment to be macle in FY 1970, and delivery in FY 1972 or later. 

(AG!·~?) 

The Commission requested staff explore the feasibility of reducinz the 
price of plutoniu=, vith an anAlysis of the effect a reduced price ~ould 
hr·we on potentia 1 sales. (J\Gl-1IA) 

The Chairm3n will sign tho letter of transmittal on his return. (OC/SECY) 

cc: 
Ct'-;!l.~iss ione;s 

pr\z,\..,ol s;~:~ed 
yJ. &. McCoCI 

w. B. McCool 
Secretary 



Professor Warren drove me to the Boca Raton Convention Center where I was to 
give a talk at the 36th Annual Conference of the Southeastern Electric 
Exchange. On the way we stopped to visit the Pompano Beach spring training 
headquarters of the Washington Senators. 

Upon arrival a~ the Boca Raton Center I was greeted by William B. OWnes 
(~xecutive Director), John M. McGurn (President, Virginia Electric and Power 
Company) and Julie Rubin. After some brief conversation about the program we 
entered the Great Ha-ll to listen to the last portion of the second speaker on 
the morning program. The speaker was Mrs. Sylvie Reice who is the youth 
editor for McCal I 's magazine; her talk was entitled, "The Teenage Revolution 
How to Survive It." I met and talked with her after she finished speaking. 

During an intermission preceding my talk I was greeted by a number of people 
and exchanged brief remarks with the following: Clayton L. Nairne (First Vice 
President, Southeastern Electric Exchange and Chairman of the Board, New 
Orleans Public Service, Inc.) who was to introduce me on the program; John 
Simpson of Westinghouse; John Landis and Art Rolander of Gulf General Atomic; 
Bi 11 Parker of Duke Power; Don Crawford of Consolidated Edison of New York and 
soon to be Executive Director of EEI and who indicated he would like to visit 
me soon with the new President of EEl; R. H. Fite (President, Florida Power 
and Light Company); George Kinsman (Senior Vice President, Florida Power and 
Light Company); John M. McGurn (President, Virginia Electric and Power 
Company); Mr. H. B. Nelson of Pratt & Whitney Aircraft; John L. Oliphant of 
Oliphant Washington Service; and Carl Horn of Duke Power Company . 

• 
After the group reassembled I was introduced by Clayton Nairne (New Orleans 
Public Service, Inc. and Vice President of the Southeastern Electric Exchange) 
and gave my talk entitled, "Nuclear Power- A New Overview." My talk lasted 
about 30 minutes and there were some 300 to 400 people in the audience, which 
included a number of the wives of people attending the meeting. 

Julie and 1 then rode to the Miami Airport in the airport limousine; we passed 
Florida Atlantic University on the way. We flew to Washington National 
Airport on Eastern Airlines Flight 176 (an earlier flight than we were 
scheduled for), leaving Miami at l p.m. and arriving at 3:05 p.m. 

I spent the remainder of the day in the H Street office. 

Attached is a copy of a letter I signed to Robert P. Mayo, BOB regarding our 
FY 1970 budget. Also attached is the AEC biweekly status report for March 25, 
1969. 

Wednesday, March 26, 1969 - D.C. 

At 9:55 a.m. 1 presided over Information Meeting 888 which was followed at 
11:35 a.m. by Regulatory Information Meeting 335 (notes attached). One of the 
main items of discussion was the recent decision of the Sentinel Mining 
Company to drop out of the feasibility study for the Cape Keraudren-Project in 
Western Australia. As a result of this we decided that I should immediately 
write a letter to President Nixon (copy attached) informing him·of this 
development in view of his forthcoming discussions with--Prime· Mini-ster ·John 
Gorton of Australia next week. We decided that we would suggest· to the 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOiv11C ENERGY CQi\·1MISSION 
WASHitJGTON. D.C. 20545 

MAR 2 5 1969 

H•::morable Robert P. Hayo 
Director, Bureau of the Budget 

Dear 'Hr. Mayo: 

The Commission has carefully considered the composition of the 
additional reduction of $60 million in estimated FY 1970 outlays 
,.;hich you te:lephoned to me last Friday morning. By Friday evening 

UIICL. BY DOE 
NOV II 

we had informally advised your staff of several substitute redt:ctions 
for the ones included in your list, ,.;rith the total still a."!lounting 
to $60 million. 

Bot}l your list and our list with its substitutions included a $30 
million reduction for termination of the N:CRVA Progrx.-, (Project 
Rover). However, over the weekend we learnef! that NASA had dec::.clcd 
to restore: the NERVA Program within its allol·7ance an an additionel 
option for future space technology devc>lopment, and NASA u:cged u3 
to restore our portion of the NERVA Program. 

·The Commission strongly endorses :naintainiag a viable NERVA Frcgra!!l, 
particularly when one considers that through FY ·1968 over $1.1 bHli.:m 
had been invested in the Rover effort by NASA and ourselves. ~k. 

cor~sidcred it particularly unfcrtunate to terminate this effort j:.1st 
as it '\-ms o:t the threshold of corning into fruition. Not,.;rithstanding 
our desire to continue the NERVA Program, the Cot:1mission could find 
no acceptable alternative reductions aggregating $30 million to offset 
the Rover amount. At best, even with a decision to sell our reserve 
stock of heavy "'atcr together \.rith a reduction in the Rover Program, 
the Corru.tisdon can j dentify re:ductions in outlays t0.talling $45 r.:il:iic..a 
as compared to the $60 millicll you requested. Accordingly, as 
Comml~sioner Ramey telephoned you, we strongly urge your reconsidera
tion of the need to rcdtlCC C01mnission outlays by $60 mil lion and hope 
that you can find your "V1ay clear to accept a $45 mill ion reduction 
from the AF.C. 

I am sure you realize that e:ven the lesse1· reduction of $45 million 
imposes severe penalties ~n the Cor~ission. It necessitates reductions 
in t~c· planned level of \·!Capons testing end a slow down in developing 



Honorable Robert P. ria yo - 2 -

nuclear--reactors for the propulsion of nav<:l vessels; both of thes·-~ 
items affecting our National Defense posture. It also tnC.ankt the tenni.na.
tion of the food irrc>.dintion p1·ogram just at the point 1-7l1ere I.'C c;m sc-.e 
suhst.:mt:i.al economic benefits evolving from ·this technology. 

The follo1ving t<tblc cornpc>.res thC' items m.:1king up the outlay recluctions 
\·Jhich you telephoned to n1e last Friday Hit:h our present altentativc 
proposal. This informaticm 1-ms phoned to ycur staff on Honday, H;1;:ch 24. 

t\1L~apons Tes ti11g •.•........•...... o ••• 

Rover (NERVA) ••••••••••••••·••••····~ 

Naval Reactors Progr<Hn ••••• , .•.••••• , 

L l~l P. R " • o (', •• " •••• a ••• o • ., ••• o ••••• " o • o o • 

Space Electric •.••••••.•.•.•.••••••.• 

Fc·od It-radiation Pro::;nt1n o •••••• o ••••• 

Artificial Heart 

Physical Research Program •••••••.•.•• 

Biology and Nedici.ne Program ••••••••• 

Reven~e from Sale of He3vy Water ••••• 

Terminate Los Alamos Heson Project ••• 

Total Reduction in Outlays ••••••••• 

-----,--<?_u t 1 ay s 
Director's 

Call to AEC 
Chairm::m Al tcnut:) vc 

$ 10.0 

30.0 

5.0 

3.0 

1.0 

1.0 

10.0 

1 ~Q-~ 

---------
(In f.llllions) 

$ 8.0 

2.175 

4.0 

1.0 
l.l,5 

3.65 

• 5 

24.225 

Upon analysis of our proposal you Hill note t:h<1t it mjnimizes disruptive 
programmatic effe~.:ts since it avoids the terminCJ.tion of the Jlover 
Program, the LWBn Prugrmn, th2 Los Alrunos McGon Project, and the 
Artificial Heart Project. We believe that avoiding thasc termination 
actions has several distinct advantages. First, there arc the intrinsic 
merits of the pro~t·ams themselves, ancl second it evidences good faith 
:i.n carrying out the intent of Congress in iLs autltorization C>f these 
programs. 
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I l·10uld like to close on a note of anprcciution fo1~ your \·:lllin,;nc~ s 
to consider allevie~ting the maz,nit:l•dc of the outlay reduction iu vieP 
of the s·everc problems facing tlw Co,,.,missio~l, and foe the excellent 
cooper<"1tion of your staff in l·.'orki.ng Hitlt us under circwilstanccs thctt 
1 knoH are trying for both you and the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman 
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tJMCL. BY DOl. 

AEC BIWEEKLY STATUS REPORT FOR MARCH 25. 1969 

1. The AEC testified on radiation standards for under
ground uranium miners to a subcommittee of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy on March 17. Focusing on 
the safety, technical, and economic aspects of the 
problem~ the testimony reiterated AEC's belief that 

NOV II 

the sc~entific and technical data currently available 
do not provide adequate scientific support for adopting 
at the present time a.standard that would require a · · 
level of radiation exposure to miners as low as the 
standard that the Federal Radiation Council proposes 

.the Government should place in effect on January 1, 1971. 
AEC.supports the FRC guidance on the basis that the 
contemplated lowering of the permissible exposure level 
by that date will be carefully reviewed to determine if 
it should be put into effect. 

2. The date on which enriched utanium on lease from the 
AEC may be purchased by a method called "in situ" toll 
enriching has been moved from January 1, 1971, to 
April 1, 1969. "In situ" toll enriching is one of the 
procedures established to carry out the 1964 Private 
Ownership of Special Nuclear Materials Act. Under this 
procedure, lessees of enriched uranium ow~ed ~y AEC are 
permitted to purchase it by transferring to AEC required 
amounts of natural (unenriched) uranium and money. The 
change in date could result in opportunities for the 
uranium mining industry to negotiate additional private 
sales of uranium during 1969 and 1970, and might thereby 
improve the attractiveness of proposals from the industry 
being solicited by the AEC which would result in reduction 
of uranium ~ales to the AEC. Suc6 proposals were invited 
earlier this year (as reported in Item 9 of AEC's 
February,25 report). 

· 3. As part of the consideration being given to the fut~re 
operation of the nation 1 s uranium enrichm·ent facili%

1 
ies, 

AEC is seeking comments from a cross section of abo t 
150 industrial executives concerned with the questi n 
of possible alternatives to the pr~sent system of 
Government ownership. Uranium enrichment is now pe'formed 
in three gaseous diffusion plants owned by the Gove nment 
and operated by private firms. The rapid_ly growing demand 
from private industry for the enrichment o-f~n_uclear fuel 
used to generate electricity and the consequen~~~ ·to 
expand the nation's ura~ium enrichment capacity rai e the 

'·. 
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question of whether this service should continue as 
a Government function or become a private commercial 
activity. The executives are being p~dvid~d ~ith a 
report by AEC that discusses the principal consider
ations and with other background information on uraniu~ 
enrichment. I have sent further details on th-i§ subje~t 
to the Executive Offices. -

4. ·Ministers Qf the British, French, and West German 
Governments met on March 11 about collaborating to 
develop the gas centrifuge technology for enriching 
uranium. The result was an agreement in principle 
to estiblish two organizations: one to fabricate 
centrifuges and build enrichment plants and another 
to operate the separations plants. The first two 
plants will be built in the Netherlands and United 
Kingdom. There are no current plans to locate enrich
ing plants in West Germany, although the matter is 
not foreclosed for the indefinite future. They also 
agreed in principle to set up an intergovernmental 
committee to supervise the collaboration and deal with 
safeguards questions, security procedures, and other 
sensitive areas. This was not a final commitment to 
proceed, but instructions were issued to prepare a 
draft convention for ministeria1 review. Another 
ministerial meeting will be held on June 9, 1969. The 
three countries hope to complete and sign the convention 
by the summer. 

5. AEC endorsed the proposed amendment to the current U.S.
U.K. Agreement for Mutual Defense Cooperation in 
testimony before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy ~ri 
March 10. The amendment would permit the U.S. to transfer 
additional quantities of enriched uranium for the British 
nuclear submarine program. 

6. Technical briefings on underground nuclear testing for 
representatives of the Governors of eight western states 
(Nevada, Arizona, California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, 
Alaska, and Colorado) have been scheduled for April 1 
and 2 at AEC's Nevada Operations Office. The first•day 
will be devoted to discussions of safety research, 
policies, and programs. The second day will include a 
visit to the Nevada Test Site. · 
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1. Australian Atomic Energy Commissioner Maurice C. Timbs 
is visiting AEC on March 24-26 to discuss the peaceful 
uses of nuclear explosives and nuclear fuel for research 
reactors. The President of the Portuguese Atomic Energy 
Commission~ General Kaulza de Arriaga, will visit the 
U.S. and meet with the Commission on March 27. He will 
be briefed on the U.S. power reactor and other programs. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
UMCL. BY DOl 

NOV 86 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 101•1 . 
2 COPY NO---

March 26, ~1~9..,.4~9--

INFORMATION MEETING 888 . 

9:55a.m., Wednesday, March26, 1969, Chairman'sConferenceRoom,)l>· C. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION ITEMS 

1. Draft Letter to the Attorney General 

To be circulated. (AGM) 

~ AEC 568/126- NATO Espionage Case (See Also AEC 568/lZl.--Supplement 
'to AEC 568/126) 

Noted. The Chairman will mention informally _to Secretary of State 
Rogers. (Rubin) -

•••••••••••• 
3. Chairman's Attendance at 1:00 p.m. Cere~ony Today Honoring the 

Apollo 9 Crew _.. 

4. AEC 811/230 - Economic Analysis o£ Cape Keraudren NuclE:ar Excavation 

Noted. The Chairman will sign the letter to the President today and 
inform the White House staff and others telephonically. A draft press 
release is requested. (PNE-AGMIA-PI-Rubi,J 

5. March 19 Letter from Mr. E. Creutz, Gulf General Atomic, re Rules 
for Fermi Award 

An acknowledgement is requested. (SECY -Rubjnl 
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6. ""AEC 858/29- Exemption from 18 U.S. C. Section 207 (Post Employment 
Restrictions on the Conflict-of-Interest Statute) 1. 

Approved. (EAGM-GC) 

7. Report on Radioisotope Heat Source Subsystem for Circulatory Support 
System Project (See Pending Contractual 'Matters Report No. 300) 

Staff may procee~. Commissioner Johnson requested a briefing. 
(DC-ID-PAR) 

8. AEC 1000/1·35 - Terrestrial Isotope Power Programs 

Deferred. (SECY) 

9. AEC 1000/136- Adequacy of Space Power Programs 

Deferred. (SECY) 

10. AEC 1000/137 - Proposed Letter to the Chairman, JCAE, Concerning 
the AEC Space Electric Power Program 

~ e - -.-+-:.l ... _I Approved •. (SNS-Rubin) ~~ 

11. AEC 901/422 - Participation by Soviet Bloc Members in Post-Conference 
Tour·of NTS 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

12. AEC 901/423 - Proposed Visits of Soviet National to LRL, Princeton. 
and New York University 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

13. AEC 896/14 - NUMEC Purchase of AEC Plutonium for Export to Japan 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

14. AEC 89/133 - Proposed Employment of Canadian National at LASL 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

15. AEC 89/135 - P;oposed Emplorment of Italian National at LASL 

Approved. (AaMIA) 
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16. AEC 23/83 - COCOM List: U.K. Proposal on Artificial Graphite 

Deferred. (SECY) 

17. AEC 23/84- COCOM List: French Proposal on Zirconium 

Deferred. (SECY) 

18. AEC 268/34- Additional Power for Gaseous Diffusion Plants 

The JCAE is to be informed today. (AGMP&P-Congr.). 

19. Telephone Call to the Chairman from Mr. Robert Ellsworth. Assistant 
to the President, re White House Study of Diffusion Plant Disposition 

20. AEC 620/63 - Letter from Representative Reuss Concerning Ronnie 
Mining Claims 

Approved. Staff paper identification is to be removed. (GC) 

21. AEC 783/116 - Proposed AEC Comments on H. R. 5970 - Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration 

Approved. · (GC) 

Z2. March lZ Letter from Gove·rnor Peterson, State of.New Hampshire,! re 
April 23-24 Conference on Natural Resources 

Sta!£ representation is requested. (ADRA .. PI-Rubin} · 

W. B.· McCool 
Secretary 

'11:~5 a.m • 

. - 3-

29Z 



PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commie eioner Coatagliola 

*Item Z 
•• Partial Attendance·.~ ' · 
••• Attendance by Topic (a) 

STAFF: 
.... 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubi\l 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Vinciguerra• 
Mr, Kull••· 
Mr. Kratzer*** 
Mr. Kelly*** 
Mr. Harris*** 
Mr. Klein*** 
Mr. Quinn*** 
Mr. Price*** 
Mr. Beck*** 
Mr. Henderson•~• 
Mr. WellfJ••• 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners · 
General Manager 
G'eneral Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. aos•s 

March Z6_e_ 1969 ~. BY DO 
• NOV 86 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 335 

11:35 a.m., Wednesday, March Z6, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D; c. 
I I 

1. AEC-R 38/16 - Proposed Regulation 10 CFR 73 .;-physical Protection 
of Special Nuclear Material · 

Discussed. (SECY) 

z. Mr. Price's March Z4 Memorandum re Problems with Reactors 

Discussed. 

3. Mr. Price's March Zl Memorandum re Consolidated-Edison Company 
of New York, Inc., Request for Exemption Pursuant to 10 CFR 50. lZ, 
from the Provisions of 10 CFR 50. lO(b). 

Denial is deferred. (ADRA) 

4. Mr. Price's March Z4 Memorandum re Licensing of NASA's Ames Research 
Center to Use Byproduct Material at Cape Kennedy 

Approved. (DML) 

•••••••••• 
5. March lZ Letter from Governor Peterson, State of New Hampshire, re 

April Z3-Z4 Conference on Natural Resources 

Staff representation ia requested. (ADRA-PI-Rubip) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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PRES.ENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Partial Attendance 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr. Beck 
Mr. Henderson 
Mr. Hennessey: 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Wells 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Hollingsworth* 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr. Brenner* 
Mr. Hammond* 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Dir /Regulation 

· Cieneral Counsel 
I Cieneral Manager 

Secretary 
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·1nc Pr~:sidcnt 
·•no \~hi ~e 1:ouse 

·-

March 26• 1969 

In lisht of your interest in the USAEC's Plowshare 
pro;~ram, in p~rticul&r th.: proposed harbor project at 
C~pc K-.:rau~ron in \\estern Australia, and the £or'thco::1ing 
visit of Pri~c Minister Gorton, I would like to adviso 

UNCI.. BY DOl 
NOV II 

you thut tnc industrial particip.:L4t, the Scntinvl !w!ining 
t:o~par,y, nu.s dt:ci~o<i not to participate in the Fe:asi'!Jili ty 
Stu<iy as originally contel:lplatcd. The rcasou citc<l by the 
Sentinel i-linir1g Co1:1pany for their nc''l positio:l is a re
-.:valuatio.a of the opportu:1ities in ~ho r.lini~ig aild ~arkct
ing oi iron oro {the principal product to be shippod 
throug~l. the harbor) which inclicates they aro mark(:dly 
reduceu as conlp3rcd with thos\l a fcl'! months ago •. Ti1t: 
liSAl:.C and tho Australian AEC believe that contir.uation 
o£ thtJ study under these conditions is Wlwarrantcd. 

lil. the cours~ of your discussiol'lS -·ri th Prime l·1inister 
Gorton, c!uri.ng his visit next week, the USAEC believes you 
s~ould express rc~rct at Sentinel f-.lining' s umdlling:tcss 
to participate as expected and rcitcr~te the United States 
williugness to participato in a· similar alternate 
F~asibility Study. 

A r.1ore encouraging note in the Plo\lsharc probram 
is ~ue sizni»~ today of a contract bctwc~n the U. S. 
Ccveruri!~:1t represented by the USAEC and the i:lcpa't'ttumt 
o! tho Interior and tho· Austral Oil Coj;.pany of Houston, 
!~Aas !or Project Rulison. Rulison \-lill be the second 
deep unclerground nuclear explosion to investigate the 
use of nuclear explosions in "stimulating". U.'lproducti ve 
natural aas fields • · . . · . . . . 

·Respectfully yours, 

Glenn T. Seaborg 
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President that he discuss with the Prime Minister the possibility that the 
feasibi.lity study be directed toward another possible Plowshare experiment 
that might be conducted in Australia. 

In a telephone conversation with Lee DuBridge on another matter, I brought up 
the subject of our budget difficulties and how we are meeting them. He said 
he has found a difference of opinion on the Los Alamos meson facility. I said 
I think it is a must; if it were cut now the impact on the laboratory would be 
catastrophic and Senator Anderson would make a career out of stopping·the 200 
Bev Accelerator. Lee asked if we are going to make any move with regard to 
pursuing the discussion that Panofsky had in Russia about our furnishing a 
computer. I told him the Division of Research is working on it. He said he 
has mentioned this to the President, noting that this is the first time an 
agreement on checking and control has been offered by the Russians. He said 
he thinks the President was interested although they did not discuss it. 

At 12:1~ p.m., along with Commissioner Tape and Myron Kratzer, I met with 
Maurice C. limbs, the Executive Member of the Australian Atomic Energy 
Commission. We discussed the Sentinel Company•s decision to withdraw from the 
Cape Keraudren feasibility study and agreed that an attempt should be made to 
direct the study toward another similar project in Australia. 

I had lunch in the car on my way to attend an award ceremony for the Apollo 9 
astronauts which was being held in front of NASA Headquarters. Vice President 
Agnew and NASA Administrator Paine awarded citations to astronauts James A. 
McDivitt, David R. Scott and Russell L. Schweickart. Their families were 
there and were introduced to the audience by the astronauts. Awards were also 
made to some of the support personnel for the Apollo 9 mission. Following the 
ceremony I met McDivitt, Scott and Schweickart. 

At 2:30 p.m. I presided over Commission Meeting 2366 (action summary 
attached). We approved the safety aspects of the launch of SNAP-27 with the 
Apollo 11 mission. SNAP-27 will be fueled with 3800 grams (45,000 curies) of 
Pu-238 and wil I generate 480 watts to be used to keep warm some of the 
electronic systems that will be left on the moon by the astronauts. Apollo ll 
wi I I probably be launched on July 16. 

1 called Bob Mayo to notify him that the Cape Keraudren project has fallen 
through and that I have notified the President by letter. I said the 
Australians are still interested in such a project but at another site. We 
wi 11 sti I I want the $500,000 for a feasibility study. He said they•re still 
sweating out what to do about the $15 million AEC appeal. I said we were 
reluctantly ready to give up on NERVA but NASA wants to go ahead. Mayo said 
he even asked Paine to absorb our share, but of course he said he couldn•t do 
it. He also mentioned that it has come to-his attention that we are disposing 
of some mercury, and he wou·ld go the limit in crediting that to AEC, rather 
than to GSA. I asked whether he had talked to the President about the Hanford 
reactors. He said no, that it had slipped his mind, but he would send him a 
memo right away. In a subsequent call to Abbadessa I reported on my 
conversation with Mayo. 

I received a memorandum from Presideni Nixon to Heads of Executive Deoartments 
and Agencies which establishes a procedure to govern compliance with 
congress1onal demands for information (copy attached). 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. ..... 

R. E. Hollingsworth, General.Manager 

March 26, 1969 
Approved __ ~~-

REH 
Date. __________ __ 

1JlCCL. BY DOi 
MOV II 

ACTION SUMMARY OF MEETING 2366, WEDNESDAY, KARCH 26, 1969, 2:25 P.M., ROOK 1115, 
D.· C. OFFICE 

SECY:SBR 

. Commission Business 

1. AEC-R 38/16 - Proposed Regulation 10 CFR 73 - Physical Protection of 
Special Nuclear Material 

Approved publication of the provision governing transportation 
of special nuclear materials to be immediately effective, the 
Commission having found that good cause existed for immediate 
effectiveness; 

Approved publication of the remaining provisions of the proposed 
regulation in the Federal Register for public comment. 

(DR/NMS) · 

2. AEC 1000/134 - Use of SNAP-27 Generators on the NASA Apollo Spacecraft 

Approved. (SNS) 

3. Briefing on Fast Breeder Reactors 

The Commission requested staff prepare a paper for internal Commission use 
which could be used as a vehicle for agreeing o~ an appropriate Commission 
posture on questions of fast reactor safety·as they relate to the-civilian 
power program. (AGMR) 

An early Executive Session on this matter will be scheduled. (S~) 

' 

cc: 
,{/· 

... ~ .. . 
Chairn.sn Seaborg 
Cpmmissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commiaaioaer Coataali~la 

Oric:lnaJ s:;:neo 
w. &. McC<;ct· 

W. 1. McCool 
Secretary 
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THE: WHITE: HOUSE: UNCI.. BY DO~ 
NOV II 

WASHINGTON 

March Z4, 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: ESTABLISHING A PROCEDURE TO GOVERN COMPLIANCE 
WITH!CONGRESSIONAL DEMANDS FOR INFORMATION 

The policy of this Administration is to comply to the fullest extent 
possible with Congressional requests for information. While the 
Executive branch has the responsibility of withholding certain infor
mation the disclosure of which would be incompatible with the public 
interest, this Administration will invoke this authority only in the· 
most compelling circumstances and after a rigorous inquiry into the .. 
actual need for its exercise. For those reasons Executive privilege . 
will not be used without specific Presidential approval. The following 
procedural steps will govern the invocation of Executive privilege: 

1. I! the head of an Executive department or agency (hereafter 
referred to as "department head") believes that compliance with 
a request for information frnm a Congressional agency addressed 
to his department or agency raises a substantial question as to 
the need for invoking Executive privilege, he should consult the 
Attorney General through the Office of Legal Counsel of the 
Department of Justice. 

z. If the department head and the Attorney-General agree, in accord
ance with the policy set forth above, that Executive privilege shall 
not be invoked in the circumstances, the information shall be re
.leased to the inquiring Congressional agency. 

3. If the department head and the Attorney General agree that the 
circumstances justi~y the invocation of Executive privilege, or 
if either of them believes that the issue should be submitted to 
the President, the matter ahall be transmitted to the Counsel 
to the President, who will advise the department head of the 
President's decision. 
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4. In the event oi a Presidential decision to invoke Executive 
privilege, the department head should 'advise the Congres • 
aional agency that the claim o£ Executive privilege is being 
made with the specific approval o£ the President. 

5. Pending a final determination o£ the matter, the department 
head should request the Congressional agency to hol<l its 
demand for the information in abeyance until such determin
ation can be made. Care shall be taken to indicate that the 
purpose of this request is to prote~t the privilege pending the 
determination, and that the request does not constitute a claim 
of privilege. r · 

/1}_~ ~ 
.-V~-~-

.. 
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The Commission then heard a briefing on the safety of fast breeder reactors; 
we heard the views of Hugh Paxton of Los Alamos and Carroll Zabel. Paxton and 
Zabel seem to think that the dangers of an explosion caused by a malfunction 
in the presently planned breeders would be minimal and that the size of the 
explosion would be, in any case, very small, in the range of a few tons at 
most. 

At 3:50 p.m. I met with the new German Ambassador, Rolf Friedemann Pauls. He 
was accompanied by Wolfgang Opferman, the Scientific Counselor at the German 
Embassy; Myron Kratzer and Julius Rubin were also present. This was mainly a 
courtesy call and we discussed such things as my trip to Germany last 
September to visit the Julich Laboratory, DESY and the OTTO HAHN. The 
possibility of using counterpart funds in connection with heavy ion 
accelerator work that may be of interest to Germany was briefly mentioned, and 
this seemed to be of particular interest to the Ambassador. 

At 4:30 p.m. I went to he Department of Interior to participate in the signing 
of the contract for Project Rulison, a joint government-industry gas 
stimulation project in Colorado. The ceremony took place in the Secretary's 
office. This project, to be conducted at Rifle, Colorado, involves a 
detonation of a 50 KT nuclear explosive at a depth of 8400 feet to increase 
the flow of gas from an otherwise tight gas-bearing formation. It will 
probably occur in May and the cost is estimated at $6.5 million, 90% to be 
borne by industry and 10% by the AEC. Participating in the signing, besides 
me, were Under Secretary of the Interior Russell E. Train, Mr. C. W. Leisk 
(Chairman of the Board, Austral Oil Company) and Dr. Herbert Grier (President, 
CER Geonuclear Corporation). A list of people present for the ceremony is 
attached. 

Mr. Train made short introductory remarks and then introduced me, Mr. Leisk 
and the congressional representatives. I commented on Rulison's role in the 
underground engineering part of the Plowshare program and the relation of this 
project to Gasbuggy; I emphasized the large share of the cost (90%) borne by 
industry in line with AEC policy of turning over to industry the applications 
of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Mr. Leisk spoke of the cooperative 
attitude of the Department and the Commission and indicated if Rulison were 
successful they would like to carry out a second experiment within a few 
months. Dr. Grier took note of the many people who had been involved in the 
development of Project Rulison, thanking them all, and commented on the 
project as having been the occasion for working out an appropriate division of 
responsibility between government and industry and providing a modus operandi 
for such industrial-type projects. The contract was then signed and the 
group, including the congressional representatives, assembled for pictures 
after which the principals individually entertained informal questions from 
the press. (See picture.) · 

I also called Secretary of State Rogers, and at the end of the afternoon Chet 
Holifield and Craig Hosmer telling them that the Cape Keraudren project fell 
through as a result of the Sentinel Mining Company's decision to withdraw from 
the feasibility study. Holifield suggested we direct our attention to North 
Slope, Alaska; I said I met Representative Howard Pollack at the RULISON 
signing today, and he invited me to Alaska. 
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Principal Participants in 
Project Rulison Contract 

Signing 

Department of the Interior 

Russell £ •. Train, Under Secretary 
Clarence Lortentzson, Asst. to Secy. for 
Congressional Liaison 

James R. Smith, Asst.·Secy, Water & Power 
Development 

Mitchell Melich, Solicitor 
Robert Maynard, Asst. to Solicitor 
Ernest Cohen, Asst. Solicitor, Patents 
John F. O'Leary, Dir., Bureau of Mines 
Ear~ T. Hayes, Deputy Dir., Bureau of Mines· 
Robert 0. Swenarton, Dir., Office of Public 

Information, Bureau of Mines · · 
J. Wade Watkins, Dir., Petroleum Research, · 

Bureau of Mines 
Boyd L. Rasmussen, Dir., Bureau Land Mgmt. 
Edwin H. Montgomery, Chief, Br. of 
Mineral Resources, Bureau of Land Mgmt. 

Leroy Olsen, Legal Asst., Br. of Minerals 
Realty, Bureau of Land Mgmt. 

William T. Pecora, Dir., Geological Survey 
Reid Stone, Staff Engineer, Conservation Div., 
Geological Survey 

James Hamilton, Asst. to Secy. 

~ 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman 
William J. Minsch, OGC 
William L. Oakley, PNi 

. J .. Keith Davy, PNE 
Raymond Richardson, PNi 
Ronald D. Hauber, PNE 
Frank Ingram, DPI 
Roland Anderson, OGC 
Clifford E. McColley, DIP 

Industry 

c. w. Leisk, Chairman of the Board, · 
Austral Oil Company 

G. Will Frank, Vice President, Austral 
Oil Company 

Gordon Stokes, General Counsel, Austral 
Oil Company 

Robert Kaiser, Austral Oil Company 

. f, 

:>···· 

UNCL. 8V 001 
NOV If 

Industry (continued) 

Herbert E. Grier, President, CER 
Geo~uclear Corporation 

He H- Aronson, Vice President, CE 
.Geonuclear Corporation 

Congress 

Clinton P. Anderson, Senator, 
New Mexico 

Paul J. Fannin, Senator, 
· Arizona 
• Manuel Lujan, Representative, 

New Mexico 
John Camp, Representative, 
Oklahoma 

Howard W. Pollock, Representa• 
. tive, Alaska 

Press 

Miss Helene Monberg, local 
Colorado newspapers· 

Albert Sehlstedt, Baltimore Sun 
Stanley Benjamin, Associated 
Press 

Charles Schroth, USIA 

.... · 
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Project Rulison contract signing; March 26, 1969. 
L to R: Seated; Herbert E. Grier, President, CER Geonuclear Corporation; 
Russell E. Train, Under Secretary, Department of the Interior; Glenn T. 
Seaborg, Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission; and C. Wardell Leisk, 
Chairman of the Board, Austral Oil Company Incorporated. Standing; 
Representative Howard W. Pollock, Alaska; Senator Clinton P. Anderson, New 
Mexico; Senator Paul J. Fannin, Arizona; Representative Manuel Lujan, Jr., New 
Mexico; and Representative John N. (Happy) Camp, Oklahoma. 

Thursday, March 27, 1969 - D.C. 

At 10 a.m. the Commissioners met with A. E. Schubert (Vice President, Nuclear 
Energy Division), E. T. Maher (Counsel, Legal Operations), K. P. Cohen 
(General Manager, Breeder Reactor Development Operations), R. T. Pennington 
(Manager, Government Atomic Power Application), and T. R. Clark (Manager, 
Washington Region, Power Generation Sales Division) of General Electric to 
hear Schubert and Cohen of the General Electric present plans in connection 
with their development of the fast breeder reactor. This meeting was in 
response to Schubert's letter to me dated February 26, 1969 (copy attached). 
The presentation included the complete background picture for the G.E. fast 
breeder reactor development program. The question of safety was dealt with in 
some depth with the conclusion that the worst kind of an accident might 
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A.£UOENE SCHUBERT 
VIC:I Pni;SIOCNT 

NUC~CAn CNCftOY OIVI810N 

GENERAL@ ELECTRIC __ .·. 
COMPANY . · 

178 CU"TNC" AYCNUC 

BAN .108C,CAUP'0"NIA 8812& 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman 
United States Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C •. Z0545 

Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

·._;· 

INCL. av DO& 
HOVII 

February 26, 1969 

t 
I. 

In preparation !or our meeting on March Z7 with you and 
the other members of the Atomic Energy Commission on the subject of General 
Electric's breeder development activity, 1 thought it would be helpful to send 
you a brief review of our work on advanced nuclear reactor systems, and the 
prospects for further developments as we now see them •. · 

General Electric Company has been engaged since 1956 in _ 
con.tinuing studies of advanced nuclear reactor systems •.. These studies were 
motivated in part by the need for the evaluation of competitive reactor systems, 
and in part to determine what future designs might be introduced' to supplement 
the BWR in o.rder fully to meet the requirements of the utility industry •. 

These studies benefited from a great depth of intracompany 
experience in nuclear reactor systems of widely varying types. Experience 
was available, of course, with boiling water ~eactors; and, in addition, with 
gas-cooled reactors; with tube-type graphite-moderated reactors; with sodium
cooled and pressurized water reactors; and with heavy water-moderated reactors 
from Canadian General Electric Company._ 

. 
As early as 1959 we had identified the advantages of a nuclear 

power generation program beginning with the early use of the enriched uranium 
fueled boiling water reactors, and the subsequent supplementing of this system 
with fast reactors •. The fast reactor fuel cycle would improve the economics of 
the water reactors, as well as improving the low utilization of uranium, and woul 
through proper choice of fuel, use much pf the technology, methods, and facilities 
already established by the water reactor industry._ After a careful comparison of 
alternative courses of action, the Company adopted this technical policy and has 
pur sued it without interruption for approximately ten years •. 

(- :. ·. 
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Dr; Glenn T. Seaborg -Z- February Z6. 1969 

Of course we have continued to follow closely developm~nts. 
both here and abroad of competing systems and alternate technical poliCies~ 
With personnel assigned for this purpose, both in wor.k of our own and in studies 
of the published data, we follow with interest the progress of high temperature 
gas -cooled converters, of various homogeneous reactors, of heavy water ad
vanced converters, and so on. While each of these systems have certain merits 
we remain confident that the technical policy we have chosen, of participating 
in the development of the nuclear power industry with boiling water reactors 
and then extending and supplementing this useful product with fast reactors, is 
the course by which General Electric can contribute most to the future of the 
U.S. utility industry and thereby to the benefit of its customers. 

Although our major effort has been on the sodium-cooled 
fast reactor, for a long period we also considered as possible alternates both 
stea1n-cooled and gas-cooled fast reactors. However, our most recent studies, 
particularly with the East Central Nuclear Group, of the difficulties of developu 
an economical fast reactor fuel for a gas-cooled reactor operating under pres
sure have resulted in our concentrating all our fast reactor activities on the 
sodium-cooled system. 

General Electric's work on sodium-cooled fast reactors 
has been a cooperative effort with the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, the 
American utility industry, and with many nations of the Western World. In 
continuing Commission-supported work since 1959, we have carried out the 
brunt of the development of mixed uranium-plutonium oxide as a fast reactor 
fuel. In this program we pioneered the concept of the long-life, oxide-fueled, 
Doppler regulated, sodium-cooled power reactor. This concept has become 
the preferred development objective of all the major industrial nations. Other 
work for the Commission included further development of sodium coolant tech
no~gy, picking up the thread of work begun many years earlier at KAPL. 

In 196Z we launched the SEFOR program as a cooperative 
enterprise between the Atomic Energy Commission, the 17 investor-owned 
utilities of the Southwest Atomic Energy Associates, the Gesellschaft fur 
Kernforschung of West Germany, Euratom and General Electric Company. 
Criticality of this reactor, scheduled for March, will mark a. milestone of 
major significance in the world's development .of economic fast reactors. 
General Electric Company accepted broad responsibility, as well as risks, 
for the execution of this program, which has required substantial resources 
in the form of funds and the assignment of key management and technical per
sonnel for a prolonged period. To this writing, our contribution in direct costs 
alone has been some $5 million. 
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Dr." Glenn T. Seaborg Februa:ry 26, 1969 

In 1965 we recognized the des ires of the utility industry -to 
participate fully in decision-making on the fast breeder. Accordingly, we 
proposed--a prog.ram for utility participation in and support of a study of the 
feasibility and costs of proceeding with a 300 MWe Demonstration Liquid Metal 
Fast Breeder Reactor. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., Commonwealth Edison Co., 
Detroit Edison Co., Duke Power Co. , and SAEA participated in this program, 
and this original group has now been extended to include Iowa-nlinois Gas & 
Electric Co. , Baltimore Gas & Electric Co., nlinois Power Co., and three 
overseas utilities, the Bernische Kraftwerke (Switzerland), and the Atomkraft
Konsortiet and Stattens Vattenfallsverk (both of Stockholm). The first phase of 
this work, which was marked by particularly stimulating interchanges with the 
utilities, has now been concluded. 

We understand that the utility industry has also extended 
its support in this area to other suppliers. 

In 1967 the Empire State Atomic Development Associates, 
consisting of the seven investor-owned utilities of New York State, after a 
competition, awarded a $5 million contract to General Electric for a research 
and development program directed toward the development of certain com
ponents for application in a sodium-cooled fast breeder nuclear power plant. 
The objective of the program is to develop information which will significantly 
strengthen the basis for a possible demonstration plant commitment in 1969-70. 
The agreement contemplates an eventual cooperative venture between the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission, on the one hand, and ESADA-GE on the other, 
for the construction of such a plant. 

Our arrangements with ESADA provide that, if General 
Electric deems it technically feasible and safe to proceed with the construction 
and operation of a sodium-cooled fast breeder nuclear generation plant, taking 
account of the results obtained in the SEFOR program and an assessment of 
the state of development of sodium-cooled fast breeder technology generally, 
by September 30, 1969 General Electric will submit to ESADA an offer to supply 
a "turnkey" sodium-cooled fast breeder nuclear power plant with a design target 
output of approximately 300 MWe, together with the initial two cores of fuel for tl: 
plant. If such an offer is made, it is contemplated that, with representatives of 
General Electric, and by April 1, 1970, ESADA will initiate discussions with 
the Atomic Energy Commission with respect to financial support,for which the 
minimum levels are specified, similar to the support furnished under the modi
fied "Third Round Power Reactor Demonstration Program, 11 for assistance in 
defraying engineering and equipment costs and a plant pre-operational and post
construction research and development program. 
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Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg -4- February 2.6, 1969 

As part of the ESADA arrangement, we have also agreed 
that we will not, prior to July 31, 1970 or before the date on which ESADA 
declines such an offer, whichever is earlier, submit fo any other organization 
such an offer to supply a demonstration sodium-cooled fast,br~~der power plant. 

It will be apparent that, after a decade of continuous 
development and study, we are near a point of decision on a major step in 
the development of the sodium-cooled fast breeder; namely, the commitment 
of a large de1nonstration plant. We understand that the Atomic Energy Com
mission, by a related but not identical chain of reasoning, may also be near 
the conclusion that an LMFBR demonstration plant program should be under
taken. 

' I trust that this brief resume of our work on breeders 
sufficiently shows why we will appreciate the opportunity at this time to 
review with you various policy, technical, schedule, and related questions 
which may be involved in the early commitment by the Commission and by 
industry of LMFBR demonstration plants. We look forward to our meeting 
on the Z.7th for this purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 

AES:rk 

cc: K. P. Cohen 
.. H. W. Gouldthorpe 
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correspond to an explosion with an energy release of the order of a ton of 
TNT. Schubert said that he hopes the AEC would proceed simultaneously with 
two companies in its support of the construction of the prototype fast breeder 
reactor. He also indicated that although they would hope that the fast 
breeder prototype might be authorized and funded for the FY 1971 budget; so 
far as the AEC portion of the support is concerned, if it were delayed until 
the FY 1972 budget, it might not be too bad in view of the many matters that 
G.E. must attend to before they are ready. 

At 12 noon I met in my office with General Kaulza de Arriaga, President, 
Portuguese Junta de Energia Nuclear, and Mr. Adeline da Costa, Director of 
International Services, Portuguese Junta de Energia Nuclear. Myron Kratzer 
was also present. General Arriaga began the conversation by inviting me to 
visit Portugal later this year, and I indicated that this might be possible at 
the time of my trip to attend the IAEA General Conference in Vienna in 
September. I inquired as to Portugal's intention with respect to ratifying 
the NPT, and he suggested that the United States might profitably give them 
some encouragement in that direction which would help in their decision to 
take this step. I also asked whether Portugal would be willing to place under 
IAEA safeguards any uranium they might sell to other countries, and he said he 
thought they would take this under consideration. 

Arriaga asked me whether any American companies might be willing to help 
Portugal in the exploration for uranium in Angola and Mozambique, and I 
described the conditions under which U.S. uranium mining companies might do 
this; I indicated we would look into it. Finally, he asked whether the u.s. 
had any plans toward cooperating with European countries in their development 
of uranium enrichment capability. I said that a study of our policy on this 
will be a part of our larger study of the future of the whole uranium 
enrichment picture in the United States. We then went down to the Commission 
Meeting room where Mr. Seabra (Interpreter from the State Department), 
Commissioners Ramey, Tape and Costagliola and Bob Hollingsworth, Ed Bloch, 
Milt Shaw and others joined us. We held a brief conversation concerning the 
present state and future prospects for cooperation in the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy between Portugal and the United States. I gave General Arriaga 
an autographed copy of my book, Man-Made Transuranium Elements. 

Arriaga then rode with me to the Mayflower Hotel where I hosted a luncheon in 
his honor. Present at the luncheon, besides Arriaga and me, were Ambassador 
Vasco Vieira Garin of Portugal, Mr. da Costa, Dr. Herbert Scoville (ACDA), 
Donovan Zook, George Landau and Mr. Seabra (State), Ed Sauser (JCAE Staff), 
Commissioners Ramey and Costagliola, Bob Hollingsworth, Ed Bloch, Howard 
Brown, Myron Kratzer, Justin Bloom, Jack Rosen, Milt Shaw and Bill Yeomans. 
After the luncheon I spoke briefly, welcoming General Arriaga to the United 
States. I referred to his previous visits, Commissioner Ramey's visit to 
Lisbon last November, my possible forthcoming visit to Lisbon in September, 
the long history of cooperation between Portugal and the United States in the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy, the role that Ambassador Garin played as one 
of the founding fathers of the IAEA, and the fine support role that Portugal 
has played for the IAEA. Ambassador Garin responded briefly and turned to 
General Arriaga who responded with remarks much the same as mine. 

At 3 p.m. I m~t with Mrs. Caroline Rottsalk, Allen Rosenbaum and Marge 
Stapleton of the University of Chicago. We discussed the basis for the method 
that was used in selecting the site for the 200 Bev Accelerator, namely, the 
solicitation of proposals and the use of the National Academy of Sciences 
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committee to narrow the selection down to six sites. I emphasized that the 
selection was left to the Atomic Energy Commission with no interference from 
President Johnson and that I was very satisfied with the whole procedure and 
would probably use the same method if another site selection problem faced 
us. With respect to the civil rights problems at the Batavia site, I 
emphasized that I thought scientists were more inclined to make every effort 
to assure progress in the human rights area than most other classes of people. 

1 was interviewed by Lisa Johnson, a junior at the Bethesda-Chevy Chase High 
School, for her school paper. She is the daughter of Or. Everett Johnson; a 
former employee of the AEC. I briefly covered the general field of the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy, our research in practical applications an~ our 
basic research program, including a number of examples in each category. 

At 3:35 p.m. I met in my office with George Bell and John R. West of the White 
House Staff. Mr. Bell opened the conversation by saying that he and Mr. West 
are working in Harry Fleming's office on the problem of locating manpower to 
staff the various Government departments and agencies. He said that, as a 
result of the appeal of Mr. Nixon for people and the attendant publicity of 
that appeal, they received more than 40,000 applications of which 8,000 
represent qualified people and about 1,500 represent very qualified people. 
These applications are all set up in the computer in the Office of Emergency 
~lanning so they are able to come up with applications covering the 
requirements for a particular position in a hurry. He said that when the AEC 
has positions, especially non-technical, to fill, such as congressional 
liaison, public information, at the General Manager's level or in his office, 
they would lite to know so that some of their candidates might be ~onsidered. 

Bell said he will send over a number of applications and then follow this with 
others as they come in if they seem to represent qualified people. I 
suggested that he send them to our General Manager, Robert Hollingsworth, but 
assured him that I ~auld keep in touch with this operation. They mentioned 
also that they have applicants who indicated they might be qualified at the 
commissioner level. I told him that we are presently evaluating Commissioner 
Tape's replacement, looking for a man with knowledge in the nuclear weapons 
area, in the nuclear power reactor area and possibly in the university 
relations area. Bell and West conceded that these were very difficult 
qualifications to fulfill. I emphasized that we have only five presidential 
appointments, namely, the five commissioners. I also emphasized that we are 
under a very strict manpower ceiling limitation and, thus, are not able to 
hire anybody for awhile. I explained that we run our operation through 
contractors and. thus, some 120,000 contractor employees have their work 
supervised by only 1.000 AEC employees; that the limitations in our manpower 
probably costs the Government extra money because of our reduced ability to 
supervise intricate operations in away that would lead to minimal cost for our 
manifold operations. I assured them that we would cooperate with their 
manpower search operations in every way. 

Helen and I had dinner at the Herb Friedman's in Arlington. Also present were 
Or. and Mrs. Tape. Or. and Mrs. Robert Frosch (Assistant Secretary of-Navy for 
R&D). and Admiral and Mrs. Tom OWens (Office of Naval Research). 

Friday, March 28, 1969 - Germantown 

At Information Meeting 889 (notes attached) at 10 a.m. we decided to take the 
initiative in regard to numerous congressional bi lis that are devoted to 

.; 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. zos•s 

COPY NO • 
Mareh Z8, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 889 tiiCCL. BY DOC: 
NOV 86 

10:00 a.m., Friday, March 28, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. :~i.s.:al Year 1970 Budget Estimates 

Additional reductions tC?taling $15 million as listed below are approved 

Mercury Credit 
Uranium 
Sale of n2o 
Bonus Reactor Project 

Total 

$ 7. 5 million 
5.0 
1. 4 
1. 1 

$15.0 

The Chairman will sign the letter to the BoB today. (OC) 

2. April 22-23, 1969, Hearings by the Subcommittee on Government Research 

Preparation of testimony for the Chairman is requested. (AGMR&D-DC-Congr.: 

3. Chairman's Discussion with Messrs. George Bell and John R. West, Office 
of the Assistant to the President for Personnel Affairs, re Applicants for 
Employment 

The Chairman is to be kept informed. (AGM-Rubin) 

4. ).1arch 24 Letter from Taylor R. Briggs, Plutonium E"--port Association, re 
Suggestion that Certain Restrictive Policies on Plutonium Exports be 
Eliminated 

A talking paper is requested for Commissioners Ramey and Johnson 
to discuss with Chairman Chet Holifield. (AGMP&tP-AGMIA) 
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s. ~-!arch 25 Memorandum from Robert Ellsworth re Study on Electric Power 
:~.nd Related Environmental Matters 

.. 

C~issioner Ramey is designated. (RDT-GC-ADftA) 

6. Naming of National Accelerator Laboratory 

Commissioner Tape will discuss with Mr. Robert Wilson, NAL. (Rosen) 

7. Commissioner Cost<rgliola's March 25 Memorandum re Visit to Rome, 
Italy, March 21, 22, 1969 

Noted. 

8. Chairman's March 27 Discussion with General Kaulza de Arriaga, 
Portuguese Junta de Energia Nuclear 

Staff views on the following are requested: 

a. U.S. Cooperation re Exploration for Uranium 
b. The NPT 

(AGMIA-RM) 

9. Agenda for the Week of March 31,· 1969 · 

.. 
Approved (SECY) 

10. Menus for the Commission's Official Luncheons 

To be discussed. (AGMIA) 

11. AEC 47/62 - Proposed SNR Contract for One Prototype Core and Four 
Shipboard Cores ' 

Approved with a request. (DC) 

1Z. AEC 1000/135- Terrestrial Isotope Power Programs; and, 
AEC 1000/136- Adequacy of Space Power Programs 

Additional informati9n from Isotopes, Inc., is requested. A briefing on AEC 
policy on space elec;::tric pro.grams is also requested. (AGMR-SNS-SECY) 

- 2. -
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! 3. A:mc!al to the BOB rc Personnel Ceilin (See Chairman• s March 27 !Letter 
L<'ltl! r to 1rector a yo · 

-1:4· A.SC 132/149 - Proposed Addition of Sandia Laboratories to AEC 1 

· Or~anization Chart 

The General Manager's recommendation is approved. The-·commiinioners 
requested preparation of an internal organization chart showing a.ll 
laboratories. (AGMA) 

15. AEC 23/83 - COCOM List: U.K. Proposal on Artificial Graphite 

Approved, (AGMIA) 

lo. AEC 23/84 - COCOM List: French Proposal on Zirconium 
Approved. (AGW.JA) 

17. Mr. Brown's Oral Report on Allied Chemical Company Representatives 
Vis.it to the Netherlands 

Noted. (AGM-SECY) 

18. Rescheduling of House Appropriations, Public: Works Subcommittee 
Hearings on FY 1970 Budget-- May 12, 13, and 14, 1969 

Noted. (SE CY) 

19~ _Chairman.Ch_y Holifield~s Cal;Lto the Chairman re the Malibu Project 

Chairman Holifield is to be informed re the effect of a.n expenditure cut. 
(OC-Congr.) 

ZO. TVA Power for the Gaseous Diffusion Plants 

Commissioner Ramey will call Chairman Chet Holifield. (Ryan-OC-Congr.) 

Zl. AEC 783/117 - Proposed Letter to BOB on H. R. 3848 and 4838 Bills to 
Establish National Oceanographic Agency 

Approved with a change. (GC) 

22. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 301 

Noted. (PAR) 

- 3 -

312 



23. May 1 Meetings at the National Academy of Engineering 

Commissioners Ramey and Johnson will attend. (Ryan-Helfrich-SECY) 

.. 
********** 

24. Letters to Attorney General John Mitchell and Chairman Chet Holifield, 
JCAE 

. . 
Approved with reyisions. (AGM) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commiasioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (a) 
**Item 24 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
¥r. Abbadessa 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Corso>:< 
Mr. Erlewine>:c 
Mr. Kohler»(< 
Mr. Fournier* 
Mr. Kavanagh* 
Mr. Shaw* 
Mr. Klein* 
Mr. Kratzer,." 
Mr. Vinciguerra** 
Mr. Parks** 
Mr. Riley** 

- 4 -

12:05 p.m. 

DISTRIBUTIOX: 

Commissioners 
Geneul Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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naming the 200 Bev Accelerator laboratory after Enrico Fermi; as a Commission 
action we propose to name 1t, 11 The Enrico Fermi Laboratory ... We also 
discussed additional reductions totaling $15 million to make up the $60 
mi I lion cut directed by the Bureau of the Budget. I sent a letter to Budget 
Director Mayo on this today (copy attached). We also decided that the General 
Manager would make a study of the entire SNAP program in order to be sure that 
we have an optimum balance in the use of the limited funds among various 
programs in the various divisions. 

President Dwight David Eisenhower died at 12:25 p.m. at the Walter Reed Army 
Hospital. Later in the afternoon President Nixon declared Monday, March 31 as' 
a national day of mourning. (Attached is a statement I made today on 
President Eisenhower's death.) 

At 1 p.m. 1 attended a luncheon at Blair House in honor of General Arriaga of 
Portugal, hosted by Herman Pollack of the State Department. Others present 
were: Mr. Adelino da Costa (Portuguese JEN), Portuguese Ambassador Vasco 
Vieira Garin, Atonion Garcia (Minister, Portuguese Embassy), Colonel Manuel 
Marques (Portuguese Embassy), Vasco Rodrigues (Portuguese Embassy), Arnold 
Frutkin (NASA), Myron Kratzer, Herbert Scoville (ACDA), William Taft, Donovan 
Zook, George Springsteen, George Landau and Guy Coriden, all of the State 
Department. Following the luncheon Pollack said that in view of the sad news 
of President Eisenhower's death he would forego making the customary remarks 
and proposed a toast in recognition of President Eisenhower's great career and 
accomplishments. Ambassador Garin said a few words, noting Eisenhower's long 
lifetime of accomplishment and great career in international affairs; General 
Arriaga made similar remarks, eulogizing Eisenhower's career. 

I received a memo (copy attached) from Bob Ellsworth saying that his office in 
conjunction with Dr. OuBridge•s office has been asked to bring together 
representatives of the interested agencies dealing with electric power and 
related environmental matters to develop an Administration position on the 
important and interrelated questions of reliability of service, orderly 
planning, rights of smal I utilities and environmental protection. He asked me 
to designate a representative and advised that the first meeting would be held 
on Monday, March 31. 

At 3:30 p.m. I presided over Commission Meeting 2367 (action summary 
attached). We approved the principles and procedures for the solicitation and 
selection of contractors (teams of reactor manufacturers and electric 
utilities) for the project definition phase of our LMFBR Demonstration Plant 
program. We a·lso discussed the continuing difficulties in meeting the 
requirements imposed by Congress on the limits in spending in the present 
fiscal year (FY 1969). Our Controller, John Abbadessa, is keeping a close 
watch on this and is trying to do it without working too great a hardship on 
our contractors. 

Lynne and Bi I I arrived this morning from Cambridge, Massachusetts to spend 
part of their spring vacation with us. Lynne finished her thesis early this 
morning and submitted it before the due date. 

Lynne, Bil I, Dianne, Amy Ballou (Dianne's friend), Eric, Suki and I took-a 
hike in Rock Creek Pa·rk, beginning at Oregon and Nebraska Avenues,· proceeding 
north along the White Horse Trail to Cross Trails 3 and 4, past the Police 
Headquarters and going back on the White Horse Trail to our starting point. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

M.~:\ 2 G 1959 

Honorable Robert P. Mayo 
Director, Bureau of the Budget 

-Dear Mr. Mayo: 

My letter of March 25, in response to the Bureau of the Budget's 
request to identify an additional $60.0 million in FY 1970 outlays, 
set forth program reductions amounting to $45.0 million and urged 
your reconsideration of the need to find an additional $15.0 
million of reductions. Since transmittal of that letter, we have 
been negotiating with the General S.ervices Administration for the 
transfer of 15,000 flasks of our mercury stocks for disposal to 
industry. We advised your staff of these negotiations and pointed 
out that at the current market price the Government would receive 
receipts of about $7.5 million. We also indicated that in our 
judgment it would be equitable to apply this $7.5 million to our 
portion of the FY 1970 outlay reduction effort. 

We were notified yesterday by your staff that additional outlay 
reductions of $15.0 million must be identified but that in so 
doing we could consider a credit for the amount of mercury sales 
with the understanding that such sales were; in fact, firmly 
planned by GSA. We have been in touch with GSA's Assistant Com-

_missioner for Disposal Service and we have been assured that it is 
the firm intention of GSA to sell this mercury to industrial users 
in FY 1970. Under these circumstances, we are taking credit for 
this $7.5 million in our identification of further outlay 
reductions. 

'With respect to the remaining $7.5 million of reductions, the 
Commission has reviewed the possibility of further reductions in 
deliveries of U308 in FY 1970 in addition to those previously· 
estimated in response to our invitation for proposals for reduc
tions in uranium deliveries issued iast January 15. Based on 
recent uranium market transactions, it is our firm judgment that 

UHCL. rtOO~ 
NOV II 
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Honorable Rober~ P. Mayo -.2 -

we will be ,able to reduce orig.inally scheduled U308· deliveries to 
the Atomic Energy Commission by a total of $25.0 million as com
pared to·the $20.0 million reduction estimated in the budget 
submitted to Congress last January. Therefore, we are applying 
the additional $5.0 million reduction in uranium purchases against 
our assigned portion of outlay reductions. 

We have recently received a request from our Embassy in Japan to 
provide for the sale of 25 tons of heavy water to Power Reactor 
and Nuclear Fuel Development Corporation, Japan, to be delivered 
in Octob~r or November of 1969. This will increase our revenues 
in FY 1970 by $1.4 million. 

The final $1.1 million to meet our quota for outlay reductions·, 
will be achieved by anticipated savings in the methods being used 
to close out the BONUS project. 

We trust the foregoing reductions, in addition to those previously 
identified, will discharge ful~y the Atomic Energy Commission's 
obligations in the Administration's FY 1970 outlay reduction 
effort. 

Chairman 
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UNCL. BY DOl 
NOV. 

Sl'ATEHEN'I BY AEC CIIAifu'1AN SEABORG 

President Eisenhot.;er 1 s contributions to the peaceful application of 

nucl~~r energy t~ere of tremendous ir.1portance to the world. In a single 

spc~ch, mude before the General Assembly of the United Nations on 

Decc~bcr 8, 1953, he initiated the Atoms for Peace program and also the 

International Atomic Encr2y Agency. 

It was during his administration that the Atomi~ Energy Act of 1954 

\•~s signed into law, providing for a broad program of international co-

operation to make available the peaceful benefits of this new force. 

Re also lent his great prestige and support to continuing research in 

cesalting by the United States government, which subsequently was expanded 

to include nuclear energy. 

The field of atomic energy has lost a great and valued friend. 

President Eisenhower recognized very early that this titanic force must 

be put in the hands of those who would, in his words, "adapt it to the 

arts of peace." 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
tiNc:L. 8Y DOC 

NOV 8& 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

THE CHAIRMAN 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

March 25, 1969 

This office, in co~junction with the Office of Science and 
Technology, headed by Dr. Lee A.· DuBridge, has been asked 
to bring together representatives of the interested agencies 
dealing with electric power and related environmental matters 
to develop an Administration position on the important and 
interrelated questions of reliability of service, orderly 
planning, rights of small utilities, and environmental 
protection. 

In view of the fact that Congressional activity is already under 
way on bills relating to these problems, it will be necessary 
to proceed as promptly as possible. The first meeting will be 
held at 10:00 a.m., Room 213, Executive Office Building, 
Monday, March 31. Mr. Freeman, head of the Energy Policy Group 
in the Office of Science and Technology will be the staff 
director of the task force. Please inform him at your earliest 
convenience of the name of the person you wish to·designate to 
represent your agency. Mr. ·Freeman can be reached at Code 145, 
Extension 3136. 

The following agencies will participate in this study: 
Federal Power Commission: Department of Interior: Atomic 
Energy Commission: Department of Justice: Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare: Department of Agriculture: and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The Bureau of the Budget and the Council of Economic Advisers 
have been asked to participate as observers. 

Robert Ellsworth 
Assistant to the President 
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R. ~. Hollingsworth, General Y~~~ger 

l·!.:lrch 28, 1969 
Approved~~-------

REH 
Date 

-----------------

UNCL. BY DOtl 
NOV81 

ACTION SU!-2-!.A..RY OF l·~ETING 2367, FRIDAY, 111-~CR 28, 1969, 3:25 P.,M., ROOM A-410, 
G:SP..l-~NTmm, MARYU...ND 

SECY:LGH 

Corr:.ission Business 

1. ,r:in~te:; of 1-~eeting 23!;.8, 234-9, 2350 c.nd 2351 

Approved, as revised, subject to ~o~~uts by Co~issioner ~mey. (SECY) 

2. Co:r.:!).issioner Jol:nson's lf=.rch 28, 1969 !1z.r:oranch.:.:;:. to the Secretary 

Cor-mission :t-1inutes vill be scheduled fo= earlier c:.pproval. (SECY) 

3. AEC 1299/&- P~cpo5eG Am~n~=ents to Secticn 81 ~nd Subzections.l6l m. &·t. 
of the Atomic E4er~y Act 

Approved. (GC/P) 

4. AEC 588/76 1.1-:?:Ur. De.:::!onstr..:ltion Pl.;:nt Pro~ram 

Approved, as revised. 

Staff t~ill condc.ct discussions t~ah the E03 during the FY 1971 budget 
cycle to e~:plore the option of proceedir~g -uith more than one U~:SR. · 
d~monstration plaut. 

The first sen.tence of paragraph 4, }.tt.::.d-.=.:;.nt l to Appendix 11A11 (p.:.;:e 12) 
a.nd p..:lragraph 6 of Appendix "C11 {pace 26) vill be revised to.read 11The 
Co~ission desires to secure acco:Lpl.:.s~-:l:lant of ::he demonstration phmt 
program at minimum coo: consistent uith its other,progr~m objectives". 

Other editorial revisions !n the text will be m:lde in accordance with 
discussions at the Heetin~~ 

(RD'!) 
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R. E. Hollingsworth 
Action S~ry 2367 

-2- Y..arch 28, 1969 

5. .sSC 116/66 - Officid A!lr:o-:.mcc~::::tt ·of C~::t~in Eve:lt Yields Useful in 
Seisr.ic Stucies (See .::.leo 1:::-.c 116/67) 

Discussed. A ::eeting uith Dr. :-:.::.y .:.:::.cl c~h:::rs is rec;.uested. (C/SF.C'f) 

6. AEC 1253/54 - Status of FI 1969 E:~:.r:d:!.t1.!:::'e Li"C.itz.ticn 

Discussed. The Co~ission no~ecl t~~ cr~nge in billing d~tes for 
AEC-leased ~teri~l· from January z.nd ;u~~ to Y~y and S~ptemher. 

cc: 
Ch£irmzn Ssaborg 
Co~issio~er Rc~ey 

Co~isaioner Tape 
Co~issioner Johnson 
Co~~issioner Costegliola 

~1. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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Saturday, March 29, 1969 - D.C. 

I worked in the office until early afternoon. 

About 12:30 p.m. Roger Revelle called me from Boston to go over with me (as a 
member of the Membership Committee) the nominations for membership in the 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Since I was not able to attend the 
meeting today we had previously decided to handle my ratings of the candidates 
in this manner. 

In a telephone conversation with Lee DuBridge I said I have talked to Tape 
about the possibility of his staying on another extra couple weeks to help us 
out, and he is willing; however, his letter to the President and the 
acknowledgment could be interpreted as setting April 15 as a rather definite 
termination date. I asked DuBridge whether he could get a clarification so 
that we could keep Tape a little longer if we wished, and also leaving the 
termination date open. DuBridge said it would probably take a little note 
from the President to Tape stating that it is hoped he would be willing to 
continue a few more weeks. (Such a note to Tape was sent on April 1, 1969; 
copy attached.) 

I received a memorandum addressed to Heads of Departments and Agencies from 
President Nixon emphasizing his official and personal endorsement of a strong 
policy of equal employment opportunity within the Federal Government. He has 
directed the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission to review present 
efforts and report back before May 15, 1969 with recommendations for desirable 
policy and program changes in regard to those efforts (copy attached). 

I had lunch at the Pot-0'-Gold with Jerry Tape and Justin Bloom. 

Jodie Cobb (Bill's sister) came to spend part of her Easter vacation with us. 

In the afternoon I took a hike in Rock Creek Park with Eric, Scott Luria 
(Eric's friend), and Suki, starting at Oregon and Nebraska Avenues and going 
north on the White Horse Trail to a trail near Cross Trail 1, back south on 
the Jogging Trail, the Black Horse Trail and Cross Trail 3 to the White Horse 
Trail and back to our point of origin. 

Helen and I had dinner at Commissioner Johnson's home in Potomac. The dinner 
was given in honor of Commissioner and Mrs. Tape in view of his imminent 
departure from the Commission; Commissioner and Mrs. Ramey and Commissioner 
and Mrs. Costagliola were also present. After dinner a few remarks of 
appreciation for Jerry Tape's magnificent service to the Commission and 
wishing him good luck for the future were made by Bill Johnson and me; Jerry 
responded with appreciation. 

Sunday, March 30, 1969 

I worked on my forthcoming talk, "The Environment - And What To Do About It" 
to be given at the meeting of the Solid State Physics group at Argonne 
National Laboratory on May 5, 1969. 

In the afternoon I took a hike in Rock Creek Park led by Naturalist Gardner 
with a group of about 25 people. We started at the Nature Center about 2 
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THE WHITE HOCSE 

WASIIIXOTOX 

Aprill, 1969 · 

Dear Dr. Tape: 

Although I previously a·ccepted your resignation from . 
the Atomic Energy Commi.ssion effective April 15, 
1969, I am now informed that your services may be 
needed· beyond that date, particularly in connection 
with the forthcoming Authorization Hearings before 
Congress and also in view of the fact that your · 
replacement may not be able to come on duty by 
April 15th. 

I understand that you are willing to remain in your 
post for a few more weeks, and I would appreciate it 
·if you would do. so until such date arrives. when the · 
transition to a new Commissioner is possiole. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Gerald ·F-:.· Tape 
. Crimm1 ssiOlie.l:: . 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 

UKCL. BY Doi 
llnv •1-
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THE WHIT;:: HOUSE 

WASH:NGTON UNCL. BY DOt5 
NOV II 

M:arch 28, 1969 

11EMORANDUM TO HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Equal Employment Opportunity 

The concept of nondiscrimination is inherent in the Civil Service Act 
of 1883, which calls for a Federal service based on merit and fitness 
alone. "Nondiscrimination" was broadened by President Eisenhower to 
11equal employment opportunity." with his issuance of Executive Order 
10590 in 1955. In the years that followed, other Executive Orders 
designed to insure equal opportunity in the employment, development, 
advancement and treatment of employees of the Federal Governrnent 
have been issued. This series of Presidential directives reflects con
tinuing support for this program at the highest levels of Government. 

I want to emphasize my own official and personal endorsement of a 
strong policy of equal employnlE:nt opport.Lmity within the Federal 
Government. I am determined that the Executive Branch of the 
Government lead the way as an equal opportunity employer. 

Although under the leadet·ship of the Civil Service Commis!:iiC'n signi
ficant progress has been made towards the goal of equal ernployment 
opportunity, much remains to be done. Accordingly, I have directed 
the Chairman of the Commission to make a thorough review of all 
present efforts to achievC' equal employment opportunity within the 
Federal Government and to report back to me on or before May 15, 
1969, with recommendations for desirable policy and program changes 
in regard to those efforts. 

Meanwhile, I want every reasonable effort made to insure that the 
Federal Government is an equal opportunity employer. I further urge 
you, if you haYe not already done so, to communicate your personal 
support for this program to all officials and cn1ployees of your agency. 
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p.m. This was the third of three such hikes scheduled on successive Sundays. 
Included in the group as members of our party were Stan and Rene Schneider, 
Lynne and Bill Cobb, Jodie Cobb, Eric, Steve, Scott Luria, and Suki. We hiked 
south on the Black Horse Trail, and generally parallel trails, to Broad Branch 
Creek near the Pierce Mill and then north on the White Horse Trail, and 
generally parallel trails, back to our starting point. 

Allyne Snyder joined us for dinner. The group included Lynne, Bill, Jodie and 
Pete as well as the other members of the family who are living at home. 

Monday, March 31, 1969- National Day of Mourning 

I worked at home off and on during the day on my talk, 11 Prospects for Further 
Considerable Extension of the Periodic Table11 that I will give at the 
Mendeleev Centennial Symposium at the American Chemical Society meeting in 
Minneapolis on April 15. 

At 4:30 p.m. Helen and I attended the funeral services for former President 
Dwight David Eisenhower at the Washington Cathedral. Officiating clergy were 
the Very Reverend Francis B. Sayre, Jr., Dean of Washington Cathedral; The 
Reverend Edward L. R. Elson, Minister, National Presbyterian Church; and The 
Right Reverend William F. Creighton, Bishop of Washington. The services were 
attended by essentially all of present Washington officialdom, some members of 
the Johnson Administration and state leaders from all over the world. Among 
those present were several Secretaries of the President's Cabinet, 
Presidential Assistants such as Kissinger, Ellsworth, DuBridge, Wilkinson, 
Moynihan and others. Former President Lyndon B. Johnson and former Vice 
President Hubert Humphrey also attended the funeral. Heads of State attending 
included President Charles DeGaulle of France, Prime Minister Mariana Rumor of 
Italy, Foreign Minister Joseph Luns of the Netherlands, Prime Minister John 
Gorton of Australia, Chancellor Kurt Kiesinger of West Germany, Prime Minister 
Chung Il Kwon of South Korea, Prime Minister Marcello Caetano of Portugal, 
Vice President Nguyen Cao Ky of South Vietnam, the Shah of Iran, Lord 
Mountbatten of Great Britain, President Habib Bourguiba of Tunisia, President 
Ferdinand Marcos of the Philippines, Prime Minister Suleiman Demirel of Turkey 
and former Prime Minster Nobusuki Kishi of Japan. 

On the way out Helen and I spoke to Governor Nelson Rockefeller, Governor Luis 
Ferre of Puerto Rico, Mrs. Bob Hope and others. 

• 
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Tuesday, April 1, 1969 - D.C. 

At 10 a.m. I met with Algie Wells (Chairman of the Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board Panel) and Julius Rubin to discuss, at Wells's request, a number of 
items in his area of responsibility. He said that he would like to have Jim 
Yore appointed as a member of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel so 
that he might participate as chairman of future Boards. I indicated agreement 
with this plan. He also suggested two names as possible candidates to succeed 
Warren Nyer who has left the position of Vice-Chairman of the Atomic Safety 
and Licensing Board Panel; They are Dr. John H. Buck and Stu Forbes. I 
recalled that I had known Dr. Buck through his work with Dr. Lee DuBridge at 
the University of Rochester in the 1 ate 1930's. We 11 s seems to favor the 
appointment of Buck and will check his appointment with Hal Price. He noted 
the status of the Commission's action in appointing a Licensing Appeals Board, 
which would take a good deal of the burden of this function out of the hands 
of the Commissioners themselves, and said that he fully supported the idea. 

I received a phone call from Sterling Cole who said he had been contacted by 
Harry Fleming of the White House staff, on my recommendation, about the 
position of Federal Representative to the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board, 
and he wondered what information I could give him about the position. I told 
him it is a part-time job, the time dependent somewhat on the individual, and 
that it would involve travelling around the area and meeting with the 
Commissioners occasionally. At his request I told him I would send him 
whatever information we have. 

Helen joined me and we went to the Washington Club at 15 Du Pont Circle where 
I was to speak at 11 a.m. on their Tuesday Morning Program on "The Nuplex and 
Other Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy." Stan Schneider met us there. The 
program was opened by Mrs. Young, President of the Washington Club. After a 
few committee chairmen made their announcements, I was introduced by Mrs. 
Lillie Olson, Chairperson of the Tuesday Morning Program. I gave my talk to 
an audience of about 150 people in the club auditorium using slides (shown by 
Stan), and answered a few questions. Following the talk there was a reception.· 

Helen and I and Stan then had lunch in the main dining room of the Club at a 
table with Mrs. Young, Mrs. Olson and about 15 other members. We learned that 
the Club has about 680 women members. The building was constructed in 1902 by 
the Patterson family and Cissy Patterson lived in it for many years. Stanford 
White was the architect. From March to September 1927 the building served as 
the Temporary White House for Calvin Coolidge during the renovation of the 
White House. President Coolidge entertained Charles Lindbergh there June 11 
and 12, 1927, upon Lindbergh's return from Europe after his famous flight. We 
were given a tour of the building, conducted by Mrs. Young, Mrs. Olson and 
Mrs. Robinson. In addition to the many valuable tapestries, jade carvings, 
paintings, rugs and pieces of antique furnishings, we saw the room where 
President Coolidge stayed and the bed in which Lindbergh slept (the Coolidge 
and Lindbergh rooms). · 

From 2:30 until 4:30 p.m. I attended a meeting of the Federal Council for 
Science and Technology in Room 208 of the Executive Office Building. This 
meeting, presided over by Lee DuBridge whose multi-hat capacity includes the 
chairmanship of the FCST, was the first meeting of the Federal Council for 
Science and Technology (FCST) under the Nixon Administration. 
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Present were the following statutory members of the FCST or their 
representatives: Lee A. OuBridge (Chairman), Secor Brown (Transportation), 
Donald Dunlop (Interior), Lee Haworth (NSF), Thomas Paine (NASA), Herman 
Pollack (State), Thomas Rogers (HUO), Myron Tribus (Commerce) and I. Others 
present were: Richard Ottman (OEO), Saul Nelson {CEA), Hugh Loweth (BOB), Dr. 
Allen Astin (NBS), Lionel Bernstein (VA), S. W. Betts (Commerce), Dr. Harvey 
Brooks (Harvard), David Challinor (Smithsonian), Dr. Philip Corfman (NIH), Dr. 
Charles Falk (NSF), Benson Gammon (NASA), Gerald Garmatz (DOD), Robert Green 
(NAS), Albert Heyward (DOD), Or. Norman Hilnar (NIH), Dr. Leon Jacobs (HEW), 
0. A. Neumann (Commerce), Rodney Nichols (DOD), Sidney Passman (ACOA), Carl 
Shultz (HEW), Ernest Pierkil (HEW), Rolf Verstieg (NIH), Russell Hale (Space 
Council), Patrick Moynihan (White House), P. N. Whitaker (NASA), Clifford 
Berg, Peter Rumsey, Robert Howard (BOB), Or. Charles Kidd, Dr. Donald King, 
Colonel Andrew Aines, Or. John Buckley, Paul Anderson, David Beckler and 
William Hooper (OST). 

DuBridge made an opening summary statement for the purpose of putting into 
perspective the role of the FCST in the Nixon Administration. He emphasized 
that the Council would play an important role and that President Nixon is very 
interested in the status of science and technology and the role they can play 
in helping to obtain the objectives of his Administration. OuBridge mentioned 
the importance of such problems as those connected with urban development (Pat 
Moynihan•s area) and foreign aid (John Hannah•s area). He also mentioned the 
importance of arms control activities which is Gerard Smith•s area of 
responsibility; he mentioned Secretary Rogers•s interest in the role of 
science and reminded us that the very first reception in which Rogers 
participated'was one for the scientific attaches from the various embassies in 
Washington. OuBridge then mentioned the report of the Marine Commission, 
prepared under the leadership of Julius Stratton and emphasized that the FCST 
would have a role to play in its implementation. 

DuBridge then went on to point out that this administrative interest in 
science and technology unfortunately comes at a time when budget cuts are 
necessary. He said that President Nixon has directed that there be minimal 
cuts in basic science in the course of this exercise. 

DuBridge then went on to talk about the future role of the various committees 
of the FCST, saying that many of these will have different members from that 
indicated in the 1967 report of the Council (the last report that was 
issued). He indicated that he would continue the Comnittee on Academic 
Science and Engineering (CASE) under the chairmanship of Lee Haworth. He 
referred to the Committee on Atmospheric Sciences and indicated that perhaps 
this should be expanded into a Committee on Atmospheric and Marine Sciences in 
order to accomnodate action on the Stratton committee report. He emphasized 
the importance of the Committee on Environmental Quality and indicated that 
Vice President Agnew will head a new committee on this. He said there should 
be coordination in this area. He also mentioned the Committee on Federal 
Laboratories of which Allen Astin is chairman and indicated, as a goal, 
further university participation in Federal laboratories. He mentioned the 
technical Committee on High Energy Physics and asked me whether this might be 
expanded to include medium and low energy physics; I agreed that it should 
be. He also indicated that the Committee on International Programs should 
continue. 
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DuBridqe then called on Pat Moynihan (Assistant to the President for Urban 
Affairs) to 9ive his report--DOD Programs as a Base for Innovation and R&D on 
Civilian Problems. Moynihan indicated that an Urban Affairs Council was 
established by President Nixon•s first executive order ana that it consists of 
seven Secretaries (Cabinet officials) representing seven Departments. He 
indicated that the DOD effort in the urban area is perhaps the most 
substantial of any. He said that Secretary Clifford uses this as a focus for 
wider Federal action in the urban development area. Moynihan said this is a 
good start but we need to do more. He suggested that perhaps the FCST might 
establish an ad hoc committee in order to help determine the kind of joint 
projects that-migh£ be undertaken by the Department of Defense and various 
other departments to start during the coming fiscal year. He said that such 
undertakings must consider the whole area of social science and social policy, 
an area that began to have substantial effects on a practical scale in the 
1960 1s. He indicated that the real auestion is how social science theory can 
be transformed into public policy. He emphasized that getting from a 
technical solution to a problem to public adoption of that solution is 
difficult. 

As a result of a query from Moynihan, Garmatz (DOD) briefly described the role 
of the DOD in urban development. He said that DOD has to deal with many 
relevant problems, such as where to build their defense bases and how to 
dispose of them. They also build housing on a large scale and have had a 
great deal of experience in this endeavor. 

Nichols expanded on Garmatz•s statement by saying that there are a number of 
cases where-joint R&D funding by DOD and another department might be good and 
he endorses the idea of an ad hoc committee of the type suggested by 
Moynihan. Tribus said the ad hoc committee would need to be composed of 
people with technical backgrounds, social scientists and colored people in 
order to be effective. 

Passman (ACDA) called attention to the fact that a number of agencies, such as 
NASA, AEC, etc. have joint technology uti1ization programs and advantage 
should be taken of these in the composition and operation of the ad hoc 
committee suggested by Moynihan. Paine indicated that NASA does have-5uch 
technology utilization programs, and I said that AEC also has such programs. 
I emphasized that DOD is the only agency that appears to have money to carry 
on activities of the type suggested by Moynihan and that the AEC line item 
budgeting process wouldn•t allow the diversion of much money to such a 
program. I indicated, however, that the AEC would be glad to cooperate in 
connection with their technology utilization programs. DuBridge summarized 
this discussion by saying that he will set up a small working group which will 
recommend ways of setting up the ad hoc committee referred to by Moynihan. 

DuBridge then called on Harvey Brooks, Chairman of the Committee on Science 
and Public Policy (COSPUP) of the National Academy of Sciences, who was 
scheduled to present the next item on the agenda--Current and Prospective 
Activities of COSPUP and Their Relationships with FCST. He pointed out that 
COSPUP had been formed in 1962, largely as the result of efforts by 
Kistiakowsky, and he gave a history of its activities in the intervening 
years. In the course of this he described the many reports that have been 
issued in the many areas of concern under the aegis of COSPUP and NAS. 

DuBridge summarized this area by saying he hopes to be able to continue to 
count on the efforts of COSPUP and NAS. 
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At this point DuBridge spoke a little more about the philosophy of the 
operation of the FCST in the Nixon Administration. He said that the 
Administration is interested in maintaining an adequate academic science 
budget. He intends that the FCST should address itself to policy questions 
and he wants these to be sufficiently important to have the principals attend 
the meetings in order to be in a position to provide their views and 
suggestions. He emphasized that we need to tell Congress something about what 
science does instead of always telling them only about the funding that 
science needs. · 

DuBridge then called on Philip Corfman (NIH) who spoke on the next agenda item 
which had to do with the population problem. He called for comments on the 
paper concerned with the definition of the population problem, which had been 
handed out as part of the agenda for the meeting. He also commented briefly 
on the Stevens report (Nixon's panel on science and technology) on the world 
population problem, an excerpt of which had also been handed out as part of 
the preparatory material for the meeting. 

DuBridge then called on High Loweth (BOB) who said that the BOB is making a 
study of the terms and conditions under which research grants and contracts 
might be made more uniform. They are finally getting around to this as a 
result of long, continuing pressure from the academic community. He said that 
letters requesting comments on this have gone out to the agencies and the 
first step is getting replies from the agencies designating representatives. 
This representative group would then be concerned with the problem of 
discussing the desirability or not of unifying these grants and contracts. He 
said that the BOB has no preconceived notion that there should be a 
standardized contract but merely wants to make an unbiased study of this as a 
possibility. He estimates that this study will take about four months. When 
asked whether the academic community is familiar with this undertaking, he 
said that it is familiar with it through their business officers group. 
Various members of the FCST indicated that this might not be a sufficient 
channel of communication to reach the academic officials and other members 
wanted better university communication. Loweth then said that he would inform 
the American Council on Education and use it as a channel to universities. He 
also said he would use other avenues of approach, such as visits to the 
universities. 

DuBridge then called on Dr. Kidd ior some final remarks. Kidd handed out a 
memorandum on the subject of strengthening biomaterials research and indicated 
that if the FCST members have any comments on it they should get in touch with 
Leon Jacobs before the next meeting of the FCST. 

DuBridge brought the meeting to a close by saying that the FCST will meet on 
an average of every two or three months and that the subgroups or committees 
will hold meetings between FCST meetings. 

I sent a letter to Bruce Adkins of the European Nuclear Energy Agency in reply 
to his letter to me of March 14, 1969 (copies attached). I assured him that 
not commenting on activities of the ENEA in my Grinnell College lectures was 
an oversight, that the Commission values its relationships with ENEA and looks 
forward to continued and close association in the development of the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. 

Bill, Lynne and Jody flew to Nashville today to visit Bill's and Jody's 
brother Steve for a few days. 

328 



UI"ITED S"7 .• ~:rc:s 

A"iOMIC Er~ERGY COi•:1MiSSION 
UNCL. BY DOl 

IIIOV 81 

W/,SHINCTON;c.C. 205-15 

. . . -~ 

!',.j_(· t'! t . ~· .. 

Mr. Bruce M. Adkins 
Eurc.r>~f!n ~luclcar r:n~-rp;~· Ag0ncy 
3f, Poulevard Sud1et 
Par is XVI, Frtmce 

Dea1· };r. hJki ns: 

This ~.s in r~ply to you-r letter of !'arc~t ltl, 19nCl, in l:~ich 
you C::!llod ~t-rcntion tCI the- ord.ssion of the ENP.A activities 
ia t 1}C· lectures I gave at Grinnell Coli13gt"} in J::tnuary of 
this year. 

~!F..}· I 2-s=urc you that ~-1c h-~re nt the COJ!~rr.h:~ion ~re \·rc·ll 
~wnr~ of the activiti~s of th~ TINEA. As you ~~~!, wa ~~ve 
hcon coc:H~:.rat:inp_ 1dt': the- .A~cncy as an ft.sscciato ~7enhcr 
sinr;(.., EIS:-1 r.1·~(, nn.• cu1·re~tly j~,-_~olv.::J. :i.n ti1c· th1·ec jo:i:1t 
int:<'~JI:l~·io::H!.l endt-rt~1:j·~1~S of r;:~~A. and in various of t:1(:! 
"·'C'j·J·. in~,; f.TO!!JJ5 concerned l;i th th c Jr.ar:y act i vi tics of yo"Ltr' 
/,r.er.c;·. l'·.'e value these r~l?ti onshi~s anJ 1oo1~ for.·:a:rd to 
cc~·Lin.u-::d and close associ::.tic~1 in t1~e: development of the 
poaC(!fnl uses of ctor.~ic cncrr,y. 

I sh~ll havr:: to ::tdrnit to t~ze cvcrsjr.-11t in not corr>J.!entiul7 
UiJ'JH tiJf"~c T'.ttr.erous vCirtin·il'lile actj\:ities of ENEA but \·!isJ,. 
to a~d assurnncP that the o~issio~ v~s unintentional. Yo~r 
init~ctive has been well direct~e and will he horne in min~ 
for tJ-·c future-. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman Seaberg 
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Ol~G·'.NISATJON DE COO.rf:R.ATION 
~T·l';~ ;;,J;VELO.?I>IiMENT i'!CONOMIQUES 

ORGANISATION FOR ECCJNO ~1 IC 
CO.QPJ!RATlON AND DEVELO!·: .. q;:--'T 

kfiFf:RF.NCE 

AGENCE liU;'..OP£ENNE POUI~ L'l1NEr~GJf NUCL£AIRE 
EUROPEAN NUCLEAR ENERGY AGENCY 

UNCL. BV DO! 
NOV I& 

38, boulevard Suchet, PARIS·XVI' 
tt'l. I i7t'·46.JO - rm~:r. : EU.I;.ONUCLI'AIRE - fAR!~ 

Tilrx : 62.16D • OCilE 

14th l'Iarch 1969 

Dear Dr. Seaborg, 

It is exceedingly remiss of me not to have 
\vritten sooner to thank you for so kindly sending :r;1e 
the photogrc!ph teJcen at the State Department and .AEC 
Reception i..ll \.Jashine;ton on November 14 last. 

There are tv10 reasons for the delay: the 
first a simple one due to the photoe;raph reachin~ my 
office just after I had left on a shcrt mission in UK. 

The second reason is more difficult to 
expla.:L"l, but basically results from a prolonged reflection 

· as to whether - like the prov~rbial fool treac~inG uhere 
angels dare not - I might risk clra .... :ing youx a-iite.11tion to 
the existence of the Europea..'l Nuclear Energy Agency. 

Since I am in charge of the Agency's Public 
Relations I have finally decided. that this uould not be 
inappropriate. The decision \'las at least partly proi•1I)tcd 
by your t~-ro-part lectv.re "The International Atom - a nev.r 
appraisal" which you delivered in January at Grinnell 
College, I01·;a, and in '·lhich you spoke at length of the . 
I~~, rather more briefly of Euratom, but not at all of 
Ei~EA. 

I know of course that there are reasons for 
this. Yet I SLl 1:1ost surprised that international science, 

·which I like to think of as represented by eminent 
scientists such as yourself, can close its eyes to a 
fact of existence in order to avoid distortion of a 
cherished theory. In my laboratory days I \oJas cons·t;antly 
warned by my peers and mentors against such sacrifice 
of objectivity in the interests of ntidiness" - and 
indeed instructed that tidiness so achieved l-ras bound to 
be illusory. 

Dr. Gler~L T. 3eabcr;, 
Chairman, 
U.S. Atomic Energy Co:runissio!l, 
Washington, D.C. 20545 
(Etats-Unis) 

./ .. 
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I You cannot possibly disagree with this - yet 
whert the eyes are so forcibly held shut that even the 
letter sending me that excellent t-lashington photograph ? 
had to have the ~{EA part excised from my address, I 
think you will understand my reason for writing this 
letter. 

I should perhaps add that this is a puxely 
personal initiative, l·:hich may help you to understand 
why it has taken so long to mature. 

Yours sincerely, 

r-: 
I. : • .-· .... ' . 

' \ 
,;·.: ~~ 

~· 

[. 
~ i 
i 

Bruce N. Adkins 

-----... --~-... ~-
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Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going along the White Horse Trail and Cross Trails 3 and 4 
past the Police Headquarters, and returning to our starting point. 

Wednesday, April 2, 1969 - D.C. 

At 11 a.m. I presided over Information Meeting 890 (notes attached). We 
decided that we would try to find about $500,000 through reprogramming in 
order to keep some effort going in the food irradiation program. If the 
budget cuts we made last week are allowed to stand it will essentially 
terminate the program. We also discussed the survey of the nuclear industry 
uranium supply that has been conducted by Rafford Faulkner (Director, Division 
of Raw Materials) and decided that the results of this study should be put 
into a report that would be issued to the public. 

I received a call at noon from Lee DuBridge; he said he has sent me a copy of 
his March 29, 1969, letter to Ken Pitzer (copy attached), informing him that 
he has decided not to release the Pitzer panel report on the hazards of 
nuclear testing. DuBridge said we can go ahead and release our report under 
AEC auspices, and we can make reference to the fact that some groups have 
pointed out the possible seismic dangers, and that we are aware of these 
considerations, etc., but without referring to any particular report. I 
called his attention to the editorial (copy attached) that appeared in the New 
York Times the other day taking Howard Hughes to task, saying it is not up to 
him to determine whether there will be testing. The editorial also states 
that the AEC should tell the public why it is necessary to test and to take 
necessary precautions--but that is what we're doing. 

Julie Rubin, Justin Bloom and I had lunch at the Madison Sandwich Shop on I 
Street. 

I had a memorandum from Mayo forwarding a copy of President Nixon's directive 
to him dated March 24, 1969, asking for a revised 1970 expenditure total which 
will be significantly below the $195.3 billion forecast in the Johnson budget 
(copies attached). 

From 2:35 to 4 p.m. the Commissioners, the General Manager, Milton Shaw, 
George Kavanagh and other staff met with representatives of the Gas-cooled 
Fast Breeder Reactor Advisory Committee to hear their presentation of a 
proposed program to develop the GCFR. This meeting was in response to a 
letter from Ralph Davis (Chairman of the GCFR Advisory Committee and President 
of the Puget Sound Power and Light Company (copy attached). Present, besides 
Davis, were William Lee (Vice President, Engineering, Duke Power Company), 
John Tillinghast (Executive Vice President, America Electric Power Service 
Corporation), J. L. Everette (Executive Vice President, Philadelphia Electric 
Company), Freddie de Hoffman (President, GGA), C. L. Rickard (Vice President, 
GGA), Art Rolander (Vice President, GGA), John Landis (Regional Vice 
President, GGA), D. W. Berplanch (Assistant Director, GGA) and P. Fortescue 
(Research & Development Engineer, GGA). 

Davis made the opening remarks to set the stage for the following discussion. 
Everette then described the success in the operation of Peach Bottom and said 
it has given useful information for the development of the GCFR. Fortescue 
described the proposed 330 MWe prototype and the eventual 1,000 MWe power 
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UNITEP STATES UNCl.. BY DO'!: 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION NOV 8E 

WASHINGTON, D.C. IOS4S 

COPY NO.. 2 
April Z, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 890 

11:05 a.m., Wednesday, April Z, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Commissioner Tape's Report on the April 1 Governors' Conference, Las 
_Vegas 

z. Discussions with Dr. Lee DuBridge, President's Science Advisor, re 
Pitzer Panel Report and AEC Summary Report on Advice for Assuring 
the Safety of Underground Nuclear Testing 

Appropriate action is requested. (PI-Rubin-SECY) 

3. Request to Name Building at California Institute of Technology after 
Professor Charles C. Lauritsen 

The Chairman discussed briefly the request from Mr. Robert Bacher 
. which the Commissioners approved. The JCAE ·is to be informed. 

<B&in-Congr.) 

4. 'Commissioner Costagliola's Oral Report on the Food Irradiation Program 

A staff report has been requested. (ID) 

5. President Nixon's April 1 Letter Request to Commissioner Tape to Delay 
Effe-ctive· Date of Resignation from the Commission 

6. Chairman Seaborg's Oral Report on the April Z Meeting of the Federal 
Council on Science and Technology ..... 
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7.. Commissioner Ramey's Oral Report on the April 1 Meeting of the Task 
Force on Power Reliability 

Comments will be circulated tomorrow for consideration at the· 
April 4 Information Meeting.· (SECY) 

8. AEC 359/SZ -Report on Survey of Nuclear Industry Fuel Supply Arrangements 

Revisions and reconsideration are requeqted. (RM) 

· 9. AEC 1083/136- International Conferences on Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research 

Approved. (R) 

10. JCAE Sta££ Request for Documents 

I will circulate the documents for review and consideration on Friday, 
April 4. (Congr. -SECY) 

11. AEC 1Z83/46- Revision of 1970 Budget 

Noted. (OC) 

lZ. Report of Canadian ZOO GeV Study (See Secretary's March Z4 Memorandum 
and Proposed Letter to Pr.ofessor Hincks) 

Mr. Er1ewine's April 1 draft letter from Mr. Rcunsey to Professor Hincks 
is approved with revisions. (AGMO) 

13. Revised Agenda for the Week of April 7, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

14. March ZS Reply to the Hughes Organization Inguiries 

To be circulated. (AGMMA-SECY) 

15. US-USSR Discussions 

- z-

· W. B. McCool 
Secretary. 

-
lZ:ZS P• m~ 
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PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. McDaniel* 
Mr. Bishop* 
Mr. O'Neill* 
Mr. Erlewine* 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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Dear Ken: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE Pf-~~:s1 D::NT 

OFFICE Or SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

Y/A!iHINGTON, D.C. ZO:iOG 

Mar.ch ·Z9, 1969 
lJNCLBYDOE 

' 1988. 

Yo·.1 raised some time ago the question o! the public release of 
tlw report prep4-..red by a panel on ha1..ards in nuclear testing. This 
rcpc.l"t has h~d an appropriate distribution in.government channels, 

. ...-..""'i h~!.·; caused th~C to.re ... :icw its policies on such tests. 
Fln-thcrmore, the considerations in lhe rcporfwill be-·uscdoy- me 
in discussions witl1 the President and the AEC in regard to the 
approval of fubne tests. 

/ In view of all the circumstances, it docs not seem to be 
/ appropdate at this tin""le to n1ake a public release of the panel 
\ report, but I certainly would encourage members of the panel with 

rexpcrtise in the various fields to publish through normal scientific 
lchanncls their data and conclusions. 1 think it is appropriate that 
this whole matter be discussed in the open literature and in open 
scientific mt: ctih~s. 

It has not, I understand, been normal for the Director cf. OST 
to relPC'.se ur.dcr the aura o! Wbite House auspices reports p~epartd 
for hi.s own information and guidance. Your report has bee11·and. 
will continue to be useful to m.e, and I thir.k it has accomplished 
its p\"trpose o! causing a review of the various hazards you mention 
in conucctior~ with undergrou~1d nuclear tests. I shc:.ll continue to 
urge the AEC to consider thE.:se matters in their tesf.ing program, 
and as specific projects are brought up !or authorization to the 
President, 1 will in!orm him o! the considerations set forth in your 
report. 

Dr. Kenneth Pitzer 
President 
Stanford Uni..-crsity 
Stan(o-rd, Califo:-::.ia 

/~bee: Dr. Glenn. T. Seabo-rg 

'fery~ours, 

L~~ DuBridge 
Director 
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New York Times - l April 1969 

The Croupier Safeguard 
. Howard Hu~hes, the eccentric Las Vegas magnate, 
is reported to be planning his biggest coup: a private 
nlOclear nonproliferation agreement between his per· 

. sonal business empire and the United States Atomic . · 
:..Energy Commission. ·. i 

The A.E.C.'s forthcoming underground tests at its ; 
reservation north of Las Vegas are designed for : 
defense purposes. Their magnitude, according to Mr. : 
Hughes's usual anonymous spokesmen, could possibly ~ 
resuit in radioactive cont.anlination of the Colo:ado . 
River .and geological disturbances. And t."-le Hughes · 
empire threatens court action to halt the tests unless : 
it :s reassured beforeh.:.nd on the seismic side effects. · 

There is, unquestionabiy, a case for cau1.ion here : 
· -but not for the unspoken reasons ot the Hughes · 

empire. The A.E.C. has an obligation to explain to ~ 
all Ame:'icans why more megaton explosions are nee· · 
essary at this time and also what damage the blasts . 
can do above and below ground. But Mr. Hughes is . 
not the most unbiased citizen to den"w~ the answers. 

Jf th~ atrnosphe:e will b4 polluted and other dam• · 
•u• cauud, that 11 one thing, .J\1& It Mr, Hushtt'• 
gambling tables and real estate holdings are disturbed, 
that ia another. The A..E.C. is unc:ter no obligation to 

· m&ke· Las Vegas sate· for t,be croupier. ·-·· -. .. . . .. ..... . . 

IINCL. BY DOl 
NOV 16 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 

WMHINGTON, D.C. 10101 

March 28, 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

I know that you have all been working hard on the review of 
the Johnson 1970 budget, as have we· in the Bureau of the 
Budget. In this connection, I thought .it would be helpful 
for you to have the President's goals for the review· . 
~xpressed in his own words. · 

~ttached is his memorandum to me on the subject¥ 

As you will no~e, he has directed me to prepare for hfm: 

• 

• 

'A-revi-sron.--o·f the-fiscal year 1970 budget ··that 
brings total 1970 outlays and appropriation 
requests significantly below the levels pro
posed in President Johnson's bu~get, and 

A set of agency ceilings which would hold 
total and· full-time civilian employment in· the 
exeeutive branch in fiscal 1970 below .the 
revel estimated for June 30, 1969,in the printed 
1970 bu~qet document¥ 

.ROBERT P. MAYO 
Director · 

Attachment 

- 2-

UNCl, e'f t>Of 
NOV 86 
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UNCL. BY 007' 
NOV 8': 

THE WHITE: HOUSE: 

,WAS H I N 0 T 0 N 

March Z4, 1969 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 

COP'! 

On January ZS, when I directed the heads of the executive depart
ments and agencies to .review the budget requests then before the 
Congres~~_x_p~~te<Lthat review to result in a sizable reduction 
"in the total Federal spending budgeted by the outgoing administra
tion for the fiscal year 1970. That budget was understated. Even 
allowing for that !act, however·, the report you have given me 
based on the responses of the department C!tnd agency heads is 
very disappointing. I appreciate that the Bureau of the Budget 
has negotiated further reductions in many instances. But several 
billions of dollars more must be saved. 

The inflationary environment in which we find ourselves, our con
tinuing commitment in Southeast Asia, the disappointing state of 
the Nation•s commercial trade --with its balance-of-payments 
impact -- and the recent congressional reaction to our request · 
!or a change in the debt limit, all demand decisive and substan
tive action to reduce the size of the budget and to keep Federal 
spending under strict control. 

I fully recognize the difficulty of stopping, slowing down. reducing. 
or eliminating programs with the momentum o! history behind them. 
Every program in the budget is a program somebody wants and is 
willing to fight for. Nonetheless, it is vital that we start to pro-· 
vide room for the resources needed to undertake the initiatives to 
which this Administration is committed. 

Therefore. in your further review of President Johnson1 s 1970 
budget, and your critical examination of the agencies• proposed 
revisions of it, I expect you to develop and recommend to me a 
revised 1970 expenditure total, including new initiatives, which 
will be. significantly below the $195. 3 ·billion forecast in the Johnson 
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budget. I expect you also to.take whatever steps are necessary 
~to keep Federal e-xecutive branch full-time employment at a 
level during the fiscal year 1970 no higher than the employment 
estimated in the budget as of June 30, 1969. 

Our objectives must be made· clear. to the heads of all executive 
departments and agencies. They must cooperate fully with you 
in meeting it. In some cases this means our Administration will 
have to propose and fight strongly for legislation and appropriation . 
reductions that will be unpopula·r in many quarters. 

·Fiscal responsibility ~oes not come easily.· We have a dutyt. 
however, to show the way to the Congress and the people. I 
am confident we can obtain their support. 

- 4 -
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PUGET SOUND POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
PUGET POWER BUILDING • GLENCOURT ••• 3e3 

BELLEVUE. WASHINGTON 

Ut\CL. E:Y IA'"l~ 
ku¥' es 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT March 7, 1969 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 

. U •. s. Atoroic Energy Comrnissio~ 
Washington, D. c.· 20545 

Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

Thirty-seven utility companies, representing 
approximately 30 percent of the investor-owned utility 
industry, are supporting a $4.2 million two-year co
operative program with Gulf General Atomic to further 
the development of the Gas-cooled Fast Breeder Reactor 
(GCFR) concept. Utility support for this concept began 
in 1965 by the 14 companies comprising the East Central 
Nuclear Group. At a meeting of the current. group of 
supporting companies on February 20, it was decided that 
I should send this letter to the Atomic Energy Commission 
in behalf of the participating utilities listed in the 
attached tabulation. 

Although we recognize that a great deal of 
development remains to be done, the GCFR appears to us 
to have a very high potential for meeting the objectives 
of a reliable, efficient and economic breeder reactor 
system. Moreover, the system does not appear to have 
many of the operating and maintenance problems associated 
with the LMFBR and sodium, which problems are of particu
lar concern to the utility industry as the ultimate 
users of fast breeder plants. 

We appreciate the very difficult budgeting 
problems confronting the Commission but note with concern 
that essentially all funds provided for the development 
of fast breeder reactors are being applied towards the 
development of the LMFBR. We feel there is considerable 
merit in a national breeder program which would encourage 
competition of concepts and technologies rather than 
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PUGET SOUND POWER 6 LIGHT COMPANY 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg -2- March 7, 1969 

merely competition within one technology, i.e., competi
tion for hardware of the LMFBR. Having more than one 
concept and technology would maximize industrial 
initiative and increase the likelihood that a breeder 
power system will be developed that meets the future needs 
of the utility industry for competitive and reliable power . 

..An._impor..ta_n_t,_ fea_t.u-J;:_~ __ of the_ GCFR concept is that 
it can be developed with a comparatively modest share of 
government fast breeder expenditures because GCFR fuel 
element technology has much in common with that being 
developed for the L~FBR, and GCFR component technology 
is similar to that being developed for the HTGR. 

At the present time the private funding by the 
utility industry directed toward the development of the 
GCFR concept is greater than the current level of direct 
AEC funding on this fast breeder system. We, therefore, 
recommend that the Commission give serious ·consider·ation 
to the support of a specific national GCFR development 
program with an appropriate increase in current funding 
levels. This would provide for basic research and develop
ment on the GCFR concept leading to the construction of a 
GCFR demonstration plant on a reasonable time schedule. 

Representatives of the utility companies supporting 

~
the development of the GCFR, together with Gulf General 
Atomic, would like to meet with the Atomic Energy Commission 
at its convenience to discuss this matter further. 

Sincerely yours, 

ff~,;n.d/~ 
Chairman 
GCFR Advisory Committee 

Attach. 
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PARTICIPANTS IN GCFR DEVELOPMENT PROG~~ 

Appalachian Power Company 
Central Illinois Light Company 
Central Illinois Public Service Company 
Cincinnati Gas and Electric·company 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
Columbus and Southern Ohio Electric Company 
Dallas Power and Light Company 
Dayton Power and Light Company 
Duke Power Company 
Gulf States Utilities Company 
Houston Lighting and Power Company 
Illinois Power Company 
Indiana & Michigan Electric Company 
Kentucky Utilities Company 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Monongahela Power Company · 
Ohio Edison company 
Ohio Powercompany-
Pacific Power and Light Company 
Pennsylvania Power Company 
Philadelphia Electric Company 
Portland General Electric Company 
Potomac Edison Company 
Public Service Company of Colorado 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 
Puget Sound Power and Light Company 
St. Joseph Light and Power Company 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company 
Sierra Pacific Power Company 
Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company 
Texas Electric Service Company 
Texas Power and Light Company 
Union Electric Company 
Utah Power and Light Company 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 
West Penn Power Company 

UHCL. ~y 00~ 
NO\ c·· 
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reactor. Landis then summarized with a discussion of the proposed schedule 
and the amount of AEC support contemplated by the group of thirty-seven 
utility companies and Gulf General Atomic for the development of this breeder 
reactor. He said that a decision would be needed by 1972 to go ahead with the 
330 MWe prototype which they hope would be built and go critical by 1978. 
They are contemplating converting the heavy water reactor at Lucens, 
Switzerland to a 100 MWT experiment to test the gas cooled fast breeder 
concept. Landis said that their program contemplates a total funding of $320 
million by 1980, increasing from the present level of support to $4 million 
for research and development, $2 million for irradiation experiments and $2 
million for design and construction in FY 1971, to a near term annual spending 
of $12 million per year. 

Landis summarized by saying that he hoped the Commission would: (1) carry the 
GCFR project as a separate line item in their budget; (2) include the GCFR in 
the fast breeder reactor demonstration program; (3) increase R&D on the GCFR 
to $12 million per year in the near term; and (4) consider participating in 
the conversion of the Lucens reactor to a gas cooled reactor experiment. De 
Hoffman concluded by saying that they hope there will be a new AEC attitude 
toward the GCFR program and toward the Lucens reactor conversion project. 
Ramey warned that they shouldn•t attack the LMFBR program in their enthusiasm 
for the GCFR. I indicated that I thought they were not making any such 
attacks and emphasized that the Commission would support the GCFR concept but 
the problem is getting support at the Administration level for such a project 
when it is clear that it will lead to a higher rate of spending if it is 
adopted as a national program. 

At 4 p.m. I met with Byron Price (General Manager, Eugene Water and Electric 
Board), Eugene, Oregon; Julie Rubin was also present. Price told me about the 
statement being issued currently by the Joint Power Planning Council, a 
utility planning group in the Northwest, stating that five large.nuclear power 
reactors will be built in that region, starting soon. One of these will be 
built by the Eugene Water and Electric Board, and they will consider the High 
Temperature Gas Cooled Reactor (HTGR) if Gulf General Atomic can be ready to 
make a firm Quotation by next fall. 

He indicated that Harrison Brown seems to be the leading candidate for the 
presidency of the University of Oregon and went on to ask whether I would be 
interested in being considered for the presidency of Oregon State University. 
I told him I would not want to be considered for the presidency of either the 
University of Oregon or Oregon State University. He said that a number of 
business leaders in the Portland region would like to have me join them as an 
advisor on their nuclear and industrial programs planned for the future. 

I received a letter from Lee DuBridge regarding the Canadian 200 GeV Study 
Group report entitled "A Particle Physics Program for Canada" (copy attached). 

Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going south along the White Horse Trail on to Cross Trail 3, 
continuing north on the Black Horse Trail (the Turtle Trail) to Cross Trail 5 
and returning to our starting point. 

Pete took a plane to San Francisco today to return to Berkeley. It appears 
that he will not enroll for the spring Quarter because he feels that he is not 
getting enough out of his graduate work. 
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WA~.HING'T(H\i • 

March 28, 1969 

Dear Glc:nn: 

The report o! the Canadian 200 GeV study group entitled 
"A Particle Physics Programtnc !or Canada, "which you !or
warded to me is extraordinarily int~resting. 

I think it is a very !inc thing that there is a feeling in 
Canada that they would like to be collaborators in the Westen 
project and even contributors to its financing. I would hope that 
the U.S. could welcome this idea with open arms aucl pursue 
fu1·thcr discussions very actively. I am sure you will be working 
to this end in collaboration with the D<::partment of State. 

lionorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20543 

Sincerely, 

~-.6e .t;;:-DuDndge 
Science Adviser 

(INCl. 8Y Do~ 
Nov as 
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Thursday. Aprn 3, 1969 - D.C. 

1 called Attorney General Mitchel I to tell him I am sending a letter to Chet 
Holifield, Chairman of the JCAE (copy attached) essentially along the lines 
that he (Mitchell) suggested in his letter to me of March 21. I said I 
thought we should be ready to expect that Holifield will ask to see the FBI 
file on this and this would be a request we would have to accommodate sooner 
or later. I told him I planned to try to deliver the letter myself in order 
to explain to him the sensitivity of the investigation. He said he thought 
that would be appropriate. I told him I would be sending a letter (copy 
attached) to him today more or less recapitulating where we stand and putting 
forth our views as to what the best method of procedure is. I said 1 am 
referring to the person involved as "the subject" rather than identifying 
him. Referring to the letter I sent him on March 18 with respect to an 
amendment to this company's license, I said that since he hadn't referred to 
this in his letter of March 21 I gathered we might as well go ahead. I said 
it is a routine matter and should not be held up. Mitchell said that he sent 
my letter to his Internal Security Division for review. They prepared a reply 
for his signature to which he suggested changes; it went back for re-write and 
he hasn't seen it since. He said the substance of it is that the Justice 
Department has no basis for recommending that we not do so. I asked whether I 
should wait for his reply before sending this letter and he said that would 
not be necessary. 

I then cal led Holifield who told me he was leaving for California in a couple 
of hours. I said we are writing to inform him of something he probably 
already knows: an investigation we are making concerning a certain party who 
has been suspected of diverting materials. We don't feel there is any 
concrete evidence or cause for action of the type that could blow up into a 
big thing, but we feel we should inform him in a formal way because the FBI is 
involved. I said we had to clear it with the Attorney General to let him 
know, and 1 stressed the extreme sensitivity of the matter. Holifield asked 
that we deliver the letter to Bauser, and he will alert Bauser and ask him to 
hold it in a security safe until he returns from California on April 14. He 
said he's aware of this case, and that he'l I talk to me in more detail after 
he gets back. I mentioned the clamor in Congress to name the National 
Accelerator Laboratory (NAL) after Fermi. Confidentially, we're thinking we 
might do that, and I might announce it in Chicago on April 10. He said to be 
sure to c 1 ear it with Me 1 Price, and to let him te 11 Congressman Frank 
Annunzio and nthe other Chicago boys.n I said that Price will probably be at 
the April 10 luncheon, too. 

Deleted 
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UNiT.;;:o s·iAil::S 

ATOMIC EN:!.~GY COMMISSION 
UNCL. BY DOE 

NOV 86 

WASHINGTON, C.C. 20545 

April 3, 1969 

lionorab~e Chet Holifield 
C~air~~n, Joint Co~~ittee on 

Ator.~ic Energy 
Co~gross qf the United States 

~oar Mr. Holifield: 

:·:y purpose in writing is to advis.z: you that the F€..:5.eral 
~~=~au of Investigation has been conducting an i~vesti
s~tio~ to establish the nature and extent of Zalca~ 
.S~z:.piro's relationship·with the Government of Israel • 
.So far, the investigation has not developed that any of 
~~e infornation he may have passed to officers or rep
resentatives of the Israeli Government was classified, 
and it is possible that much of it could have co:ue wit."l
;:.n t:.e scope of contracts his company (NUl•:EC) haC. wi t."l 
~he Israeli Government or· other legiti~ate business 
associations. The investigation to date has not 
.:5.avelcped any information that would indicate diversion 
of special nuclear materials. 

':·:,e co..-..-:-.ission has sought the legal opinio:-. o:: t!-.e 
~~~orney General as to whether or not i~ can be es~a~
:is~eG that any cri~inal laws have been violated. ~~e 
Co~:.ission is reviewing tr.e entire record in this ma~ter 
to deter~ine what action, if any, would be appropriate. 
A::ter careful evaluation in consultation with t.~e 
Depart.""r.ent of Justice, the Co::L.""nis sion will advise t.i.e 
~oint Co~ttee in ·further detail. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman 
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Cc-i"~i·-:~~-;:.~ip:i" ~lSO -~s· b~a.~ ziv~r. :o. -:h'- c._\;az:ic:: o: the ~~v:.s.:.:.ili:y 
v~ cv~'~c:in~ ~n i~tc~~ic~ o; :~~ £uhjec:. U~e~ ~~C proc~~u=c~, ~n 
::.:-. .:::.vie~;:.l. .t·r:..o is to oG i~ts:--vict7Gd is ir.~o=~ :h.:z.t. he h~s the ri::;h: 
Q·; c;.·.·.,.s;.:. .. d~::'i:l; t!;Q,.ir.:~;vi.::~·~ ~ncl th::.: ~is. GtOlt~~nts coul~ ~e useci 
~~:.:!.n::: hikl. J.n. il'1to~vic\o1 by d\o i.J!C C!gb.~·-o~wo -n=-·c't6.~!.ty ~1\fCI~~ 
:;.c~ c~ tl:.~ sub;ect 1 s associ:.: ions t·7ith !sr.:Gl. ~nd hopefully r:.igat ' 
::=ovi~e .:.::':.~itio~l ir.!o~tion on h::.s co:-.;:.:c:s t·1it:. :~:bG::s of the 
ls:.::.cli GQV~:.~~::.: .:.~d !s:=.;:li s~~~sy ~~-=.;::. ,;.:-. in:~:vie\1 co~l' :£-lso 
s~=.-,t~ ~o <ii::.i~ish :t~:::.cli 1-:.:a::~z~ in :.:1a su:,joc: as ~ pos~ible so~::ce 
v~ :.ssi~=~~ce ~d possibly i~~i~i: his ~ctivi:ies on b~elf o! !sr~Ql. 
C~ :~e v:he~ ~~ a s-.;bst~:: .. :ive ir.terr.ct~ t.ro.:.lC. £l:os: ccrto:.i:.ly es:~
:i;;;::. :h.:.= ::.~ inves:ig.:~.tion h.:.d to:.!~ pl.:ce ~d h.e l:.igh: ~ecuce tha 
::.:.:~=e o: i1:·. t·:'a could r.ot be s~re :h~-: an !.r.te:vie.w '1:\'o.:.lQ. no: cvo!.ce 
?~~lie c~:.=z~s by the s;:.bjec~ th~t he w~s b~ing victi:ize~ by the AZC 
~~~ ~~I bec.:usc of his su~~o::--: oi ~ha !s~.:eli cause ~ ~ be~ 
s~~jected to unl~w~~l inv~sio~ of his ?~iv~cy. 

~~~ ,ossibility of such ~~rses wo;:.ld n~t necess~rily .diss;:.~e th~ 
C.:~ssio:l. f~o:n -u::.C:e:t~dng the ir.te=vicw. In our e.--:?e::ience~ info~ 
!.::.:~=vi~~s g~~e=~lly ~ve bc~n af=ectivc ~d ccnsti:u:e a streigh:
=.::v~~d ::.e:hod ·of cie~lin~ ~th si:uatio:J.s which involve both. S(;:curity 
.:.:nsi~e=z.tio~ Ol:ld an/individ~l 's rights; l:.o~:ever, tU! would not o;-r:nt 
tv un.!e=t~~e such ~ itta~ieu withou-: the D.z.p~r:-...ent 's counsel auci 
ycur personal ~a~~ess of the attandant circ~t~cas. 

/ . 
:n ~eitio:l., as you ~y rec~ll, these :est recent ir.vestigations we~e 
net ini:i~tc~ by the J.ZC ~d we believe t~e initiat~ng agency s~~ulci 
be co~~l=~ ~~:h ~~spec: to ~ny' s:eps thGt would possibly result in 
disclos;:.=e o: the invc~ti~~tion. We sho;:.ld also lilce to he aw~re of 
:~c t~?~=t:ant 1 s intention wit~ respect to the '~estion of prosecution 
~eio::e an inte:view is undertaken. 

t-r~ b~licve it is ii:por:~nt to no:e tb.:l.t the attitudes ~::p=essc~ ~bove 
.:.=~ b.:lsed on evidc:.1cc not-1 in h.:: .. d. Ue w~uld be r::ost interes:ce ir.. 
~.y fu:thcr info~tion which cay bccc:c av~il~ble wi:h rcs~cc: to 
t~~ s;:.bjcct's ~c:ivi~ics, especi~lly info~:ion ~bout the De~:~g on 
:\c.v~~c:: 3, l96S, at th.~ su'lljcct 's ho:.e ~n.d. the seve=~l i...'l:o~tic::.
z.:.:he=i::.z ~ssign.-:?nts wl'.ich ~??.:l~antly ~e~e ade ~t that ti:c. If .the 
i~!or--.:~.:ion indie::.tes t~t·Res:rictcd Data or·c:hc= class!.fiec! in!o~
~:ion h::.~ oecn comp=cmised, the opinions·we ~~~assed above with 
r~~?~Ct to :ro~:.ds for·rCVOCAtion of the SUbject's security cle~r~ce 
would be affected. 

\ . . 
t-r~ tioul.C. ve-:y .tme~ appreciate your counsel on t~ .:.bcve t:.:ltters. Yo;:.r 
vie&rs also woulcl be hcl?ful to us in prc?~::-'.:l-3 ·an ~pp::-opri.:.te respo~e 
:o k:-.· ~er1a letter of Februaxy 18, 1969, to~.:. William z. ~ley. 
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.. :- ... : ... ~.:· ... "' ... - ... - - s . .. . 't. - .. .. .. • • .:--.... ., -'--"-'•'-"""- o~ ~cu::l.t", tc ~-;~~:..c .•• :-c::c::::~c. l.~ c1.:~ '-:.scuss~o~z 

-:,;.: :_:';_;.._·-..:-:.::y ~3, l9S9~ iu ~-::~ich l·~. :-:oovc:: .:.s~:s to·~~ i=.fo~-.·:.:.e of :any 
;..::~::...,::.; .:.:-:.~ .·.:c r:.:.:y :>l.:.n to :.:.!"~ t1i:h ::~::;:,~c: ::o ::-.::.voc~:;::.c:l o:Z :~~ 
~~~j~~: 1 s s~~~•i:y·clc~~~nc~ ~ncl c~nc~:l~:icn o~ cl~~sified co~t~~c:s 
,,..;:.:::-:. ::.:.s co-::::,;::.-::.y. llo b~licve S\6ch ~c::io-::.s i;.wolve lez::.l, ~s uQll as 
?Olicy .:o-::.side::::.:io::.s, with ;:espec: to '"::ic~'l you.:- cou::.s~l is esse."'lti~l. 

Chair-...a;l. 
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Deleted 

Upon my return to the office I joined a meeting that was already in progress; 
Commissioners Ramey, Tape, Johnson and Costagliola and Bob Hollingsworth and 
Julie Rubin were meetings with John Honrbeck, President of the Sandia 
Corporation. This was one of a series of regular meetings the Commissioners 
have with laboratory directors. We talked about various problems concerning 
the Sandia Laboratory and the relations of the Laboratory with the Commission. 
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I had lunch with John Palfrey at the Metropolitan Club. We discussed the book 
that he is writing which will describe a number of the involvements of the 
Atomic Energy Commission with national policy beginning with the earliest days 
of the Commission and emphasizing problems such as the resumption of 
atmospheric testing, the LTBT, the MLF and the NPT--problems with which 
Palfrey is more familiar as a result of his actual experience as a 
Commissioner. We discussed the possibility of his assuming the position of 
U.S. Representative (Ambassador) to the IAEA when Harry Smyth leaves that 
position, perhaps in another year or so. Palfrey had written to me about this 
possibility and also has written to Henry Kissinger and Elliot Richardson, as 
well as discussed it with Gerard Smith. I said that I would keep in touch 
with him with respect to this possibility. 

I called Laura Fermi to ask her if she had any objections to the 200 Bev 
Accelerator laboratory being named the 11Enrico Fermi Laboratory; .. she said it 
would be agreeable to her. 

She said she realizes that there is another point of view and she understands 
that. Either way would be all right. 

At 2 p.m. I attended a briefing by General A. D. Starbird who was accompanied 
by Colonel Clark Martin and Robert J. Sosco. The other Commissioners, the 
General Manager and Fred Tesche of DMA were also present. Starbird gave us a 
complete description of the Sentinel (ABM) program and its deployment plan; he 
explained the factor that lead to its change to the safeguard plan and its 
deployment. He described the safeguard plan. He also described in detail the 
command and control procedures that are in effect to prevent unauthorized 
launching of ABMs. 

I received a call from Sterling Cole who said he had looked over the material 
I sent to him concerning the position of Federal Representative to the 
Southern Interstate Nuclear Board; he thought the job would be interesting but 
quite time consuming. He said his main concern, however, is conflict of 
interest. I said I would have Joe Hennessey call him to determine whether 
there is a problem and then we could proceed from there. (Hennessey made the 
call with the result that Cole will probably accept this position.) 

I received a memorandum from Bob Haldeman addressed to all Cabinet Officers 
and independent Agency Heads regarding the use of the Advertising Council for 
national information campaigns (copy attached). 

At 4:10 p.m. I met with Paul W. McCracken, Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers, who was accompanied by Thomas Moore. Julius Rubin was also 
present. McCracken told us about the study on the future of the uranium 
enrichment plants that is being made by a committee consisting of McCracken, 
Lee DuBridge and Robert Mayo which was appointed by President Nixon. He said 
that since they are not familiar with this field and do not have the resources 
to carry on an in-depth investigation they are asking the Arthur D. Little 
Company to perform the study for them. He said that in this connection they 
would like to have a number of people cleared including the three principals 
on the committee. He will send us a letter listing the names and formally 
requesting their clearances. I suggested that they receive the same briefing 
from Quinn, Hollingsworth and me that we gave to Ellsworth. It was decided 
that we would try to set this up for next Tuesday or Wednesday afternoon, 
depending on Mayo's and DuBridge•s schedules. I gave McCracken a copy of the 
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-,- :-t .::. . \V :-: ; -.- .:: ;-', .;::;. iJ ;;;; .::. 

April 1, 1969 

~::s:~v~ORA::.J:UU~f TO ALL CABINET OFFICERS AND INDEPEXDENT 
AGEXCY HEADS 

St.i:JJECT: White House Liaison with Advertising Council 

G-::.n::~·:1:-:.1cnt dcpartrncr.ts should be awZ~.rc oi the £Zi.ct that, und.::.- cc~:.-:..:~i~ 

cc~::::..::.vr~s, ~xtcr'.sivc l'l~ti0!1.~1l inio1·r.iatior-. c~t)1p;.:.it,;n:=:. n1ay 1}c ;.;.u~cLuctcci 

L::·..::~gn telcvision, radio, newspapers, magazines, etc. viZ~. The 
AC.ve:::-tisi:.g Council. 

T~~ Advertising Council is the private, non-profit service organization 
wh:..c:.. has assisted in many information campaigns of the Government 
co::tinuously since 1942. Current examples include the campaigns for 
U.S. Savings Bonds, £ores~ fire prevention,· Peace Corps, and 
rehabilitation of the handicapped. 

:'l:c Council rna.kes no charge for its services nor t..,_c services of its 
vc~unteer advertising agencies. All space and broadcast time are free. 
r...::wcvcr, it requires reimbursement oi out-of-pocket costs of p:::-inting, 
:-":-:., plates, etc. Donated advertising for Council campaigns conducted 
:v~· ~:-iv~.~c or·g:;niz.ations;and the Federal Covel·nmcnt totaled $338. b 

·.-. : •.. :\· • . :. ! .. , ···' '•L :·..- ;.\!.~~.·~,;~!:):,: tu ~"t~v,··;·ti.-;i:1~ tt:c:lnicuc.-:. I . ., . 

. . • .. ' ;' ' • • t • ' • 

. : .. ( .•. ::~.;: • ...:.•:1::LJL c:.·:-.1 l:1dcp.::-:d..::1Lly w,;,ta ~Lgc:ac1c:> anc cJ.e~4rt~c:-.ts, 
...... it;,,,;-, :)1.:.·:-:. tl-:.,~ n:·acticc o£ -:x~:>t acl!ninist~:ations to channel rea1uests ' . .. . 
tv· tl;c c.,,:;.dl ,::hrou~h a :>ta(£ per·SOn in the White House. 

Ch;,:-1 .. ::; lJ. Wilkinson \vill serve as liaison for this administration. 
A:l rccjue ::;r;::; to the Council should be channc1ccl through his office for 
cv:.h..-ation and advice. 

~L~I 
I ' • 

H. R. l Haldeman 
Assistant to the President 

: 

UNCL. BY DOE 
NOV 86 
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package that we sent out to industry soliciting their comments and made 
arrangements to provide Mayo and DuBridge with similar packages. 

I wrote to Dave sending him some money to cover his expenses for the spring 
quarter at Davis. 

Helen and I attended a reception and dinner in honor of William C. Foster, 
given by his friends in the Presidential Ballroom of the Statler Hilton 
Hotel. Paul G. Hoffman presided. A few remarks were made by Paul R. Porter 
(former Marshall Plan and Mutual Security Program representative to Europe), 
who presented Foster with the Department of Commerce flag in recognition of 
his work in the Department of Commerce some 21 years ago. Gerard Smith made a 
number of presentations to Foster in recognition of his long service in the 
cause of arms limitation and disarmament. John J. McCloy and Dean Rusk spoke 
briefly in praise of the many contributions that Foster has made to the field 
of disarmament, especially the Limited Test Ban Treaty, the special treaty 
banning nuclear weapons in space and the NPT. Hubert H. Humphrey was the main 
speaker and he spoke eloquently of Foster's accomplishments. He included in 
his statement an attack on President Nixon's decision to go ahead with the 
deployment of limited ABM's. 

Helen and I sat at a table with Mr. and Mrs. Eric Sevareid, Mr. and Mrs. 
Leslie Ayers (our neighbors in Washington and former residents of Lafayette, 
California), Ambassador of Sweden and Mrs. Hubert deBesche, and Mr. and Mrs. 
Douglas Smith. I sat next to Mrs. Eric Sevareid which gave me an opportunity 
to get acquainted with her; she is a former singer and with a Spanish and 
Italian background has lived some time in Cuba. 

Among those present at the dinner and with whom we had the opportunity to 
exchange greetings were Mr. and Mrs. Herbert C. Blunck (University of 
California, Berkeley, alumnus and longtime manager of the Statler Hilton 
Hotel), Mr. and Mrs. John G. Palfrey, Mr. and Mrs. Elie Abel, Fred Korth, Mr. 
and Mrs. David Packard, Congressman Melvin Price, and Mr. and Mrs. Mason 
Willrich (whose book on the NPT was just published). I also had the 
opportunity to speak briefly with Dean Rusk concerning my experiences with the 
new Administration; I also spoke a word of greeting to Hubert Humphrey. 

Friday, April 4, 1969 - Germantown 

Dr. Alexander Hollaender of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory came by to see 
me at 9:20 a.m. He said he thought there should be a biologist on the 
Commission, gave me a number of reasons why he thought so and said that he 
recommended James Liverman of ORNL for this position. 

At 10 a.m. I presided over Information Meeting 892 (notes attached). We 
discussed the question of whether I should include in my talk at the luncheon 
in Chicago on April 10 the fact that the AEC proposes to name the NAL the 
"Enrico Fermi Laboratory" at the time of its dedication. (The luncheon is 
being held in connection with a ceremony at which the State of Illinois will 
transfer the title of the land for the 200 Bev Accelerator to the AEC.) It 
was decided that we might proceed in this manner provided it is satisfactory 
with the members of Congress who have proposed a number of bills for naming 
the laboratory in honor of Enrico Fermi. Representative Annunzio of Illinois 
is a leader of this group. We also discussed further the plans for the 
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!NFO::t:·.{J. 'TION ME::C::T!NC 892 

lO:CJ 3.. :n., ?:.·idav, A'O:-il 4, 196C,, ~oom A-458, Cermc:.ntown Heaccuarte:-s 

1. .!~~t-,;er.:: t" Atto:.-ney Oc::er~l Mitchell and Cha.i::o:"':.an Chet Holi!ield, JCA?:. 

':i:'hc Chai:-~an discussed briefly his conversat!.ons with Attorney Gene:-a.~ 
:\~itchell and Mr. Holifield prior to transmittal of the letters. A briefing 
for JCAE stai£ is requested and the regulations ma.y now be transmitted. 
(r.GM-DR) 

2. Cr.air:nan' s D~:>.cussi.:)n with Mr. Gerard S:-:-.~tn re US- USSR Meetings 

3. Ad:ninis:r..:.~ion S:-..;.~y o: Gaseous Di::'iu.sion Plar.t Dis?csitio::. 

':he C~ai:-=.oa.r. r.oteci ~ta.!f will b;-ie! Mr. ?a.ul McC:-a.cken, Chair::-.~n. 

Cc\:.r.d: o! ~ccno:n~c Advisers, next week and a subsequent rr.eetir.g o! 
Mess::os. DuBriC.ge, Mayo, and McCracker. with the Cor.:unissione::os 
will be scheduled. (a.ubin-SECY) - . 

~- ~a'!"!".i:.~ o! the 200 BZV Accele:-:.to::- ?aci:ity 

T:...e Cha.i:-ma.n will convey the Co:nrr.ission's thinking to Cong=ess:nan 
Mel Price. (Ru~iP.) ---

5. Ca=si!ica.:e !or Mr. Nu:'lzio Pal~adino 

':'.:; be prepa::-eC.. (SECY) 
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. 
6. ANS 1 Sth Annual Meeting, June 15, 1969, Seattle, Washington 

Commissioner Johnson noted he is the Honorary Chairman. 

7. Congressman Craig Hoamar'a Rasuaa~ £or AGGi~ional In£ ormation ra 
Diiiusion Plant Disposition 

~ 

Commissioner Johnson noted the information is is preparation for early 
consideration. (ACiMP&P..:Helfrich) ·· 

8. JCAE Authorization Hearings on the FY 1970 Budget Estimates 

The Chairman said the Joint Committee hopes to begin the hearings 
du::-ing the week of April 14, 1969. 

9. ?reposed Letter to Mr .. Hosmer re His Comment on Packet of lr.formation 
AEC Distributed to Representatives of Industry and Government (See also· 
:Mr. Hosmer 1 s March Z4 Letter to the Chairman) 

Approv~d. (Rubin) 

10. March z:; Letter from Bruce Bolt re Publication of Information on Boxcar 

. ' ' . 

and Benham r .: / . 
~cr/ /)/.I 0 ' :/y ,: 

A copy of Mr. Bolt's letter will be sent to Dr. Michael May.11 (Rubin) 

11. Age:-Jda for the Week of April 7, 1969 

Appr.oved. (SECY) 

12. AgF.!'lda for AEC-MLC Meeting, May 1, 1969 

Approved wi~ a chane;e. (SECY) 

13. AEC 141/126- Proposal for Release of Summary Report on Assuring the 
Sa!et.y o! Underground Nuclear Testing 

Approved subjeoct to the Commissioners' comments. Subsequent TID 
Publication is requested and Messrs. Klein and DuBridge are to be 
informed. (PT- TI-SECY) 

14. AEC 23/85 - Pro osed UK E ort of Neutron GeneratorS stems to the USSR 

. Approved.' (~Ci¥1A) 

- 2-
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13. T:-ansmi~al to the JC.A:!.4;' cf CoT)ies·of G}_C1s October 30, 1()49, Letter to the 
~.:! • .E C ·and AE C' s ~ov~n•b~:- ·9, · J. 9..-.d, ·Lett~.-· ~o ;ti~" :?resident 

· Approved. The t:-an~mittal lette•• is to be signed by sta££. (Congr. -SECY) 

16. ~..,!it!.i!ig Contractual Mr.ttera ~eport No. 30Z 

Noted. (PAR) 
• 

17. A::c 152/240- MeetinJ of A'Dr:l 1 of the Ta~k Fo:-ce on Electric Power 
~-=~iability anci ~ekteci Issues 

Approved with cha.ngea. (GC-Ryan) 

lS. Personnel Itemr 

PRESENT: 

<::--.a:rl':'lan Seaberg 
Co:-.:r.:is s;one_r .R.a.:ney. 
Co:::r.:nissioner Tape 
Co::-.. ""nissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 

•\1.=. Her.n~ssey 
Mr. Schoenhaut 
Mr. .Rubi:l 

·Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Giller*· 
!.t.:r. S;okeley.*. 
}.!r. F:-iec:..:na.n * 
~~r. QJN'eill* 
~ .... Prico * 
Mr. Beck* 
Mr. Shaw• 

- 3-

11:30 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Cozn..""nissione::-s"" 
Ge~eral Managei 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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release of the Summary Report on Assuring the Safety of Underground Nuclear 
Testing. As a result of consultations with Lee DuBridge it has been decided 
that this report will be released by the AEC and that the Pitzer panel Report 
will not be released. The AEC release will be issued through the Nevada 
office and may subsequently take the form of a TID report. The Commission 
approved the material on the disposition of the gaseous diffusion plants 
requested by Congressman Craig Hosmer. 

After the meeting I called Congressman Mel Price as a follow-up to our 
conversation last night and told him that the Commission does not feel 
strongly about the manner in which the naming of the NAL for Fermi takes 
place. I asked him to discuss it with Congressman Frank Annunzio. I said if 
Annunzio wants to do it through a bill in Congress, we wouldn't resist it. 
Our only concern is not to do anything that would jeopardize the accelerator. 
Price contacted Annunzio and called me back. He said Annunzio is very happy 
with the idea of my making the announcement at the April 10 luncheon. He is 
not worried about credit, except that he would like to issue a press release 
the day after the announcement. 

At 12 noon I presided over Regulatory Meeting 273 • We approved for 
publication for public comment the proposed amendment to 10 CFR Part 50, an 
amendment that defines quality assurance criteria for nuclear power plants. 
This is a matter that has been under discussion by the Commission for some 
time. 

At 12:15 p.m. I presided over Commission Meeting 2368 (action summary 
attached). We approved the broad· guidelines for the definition of a nuclear 
weapon. This is a matter that has been a bone of contention between the DOD 
and the AEC for a number of years. With the definition we have approved we 
now hope that we can get together with the DOD on an agreed position and then 
clear it with the White House and the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. We 
want to do this through a reinterpretation of the present definition rather 
than through legislation since supporting legislation on nuclear weapons would 
have an adverse effect on the NPT. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with Justin Bloom and John Totter; we discussed 
various problems developing in the Division of Biology and Medicine, such as 
the GAO report on the ANL's Biology and Medicine program which is somewhat 
critical of the management. 

I went to the Recording Room and recorded eleven three-minute tapes for the 
series "Seaborg on Science" that will be distributed to a number of radio 
stations throughout the United States. The programs recorded were entitled: 
Nuclear Power, Plowshare, Neutron Activation Analysis, Accelerators, Medical 
Atoms, The Experimental City, The Nuclear Rocket, Biosynthetic Foods, The 
Nuplex, Fusion and More Food From the Sea. 

I also viewed the film on my summary discussion of the origin of the actinide 
concept and the place of the transuranium elements in the periodic table that 
I recorded for the German television during my visit to Berkeley on March 7. 
Another film I viewed, made at the same time, concerned the announcement of 
the discovery of isotopes of Element 104 and involved, besides me, Albert 
Ghiorso, Matti Nurmia, Pirkko Eskola and Kari Eskola. 
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UNfTEO STATES 

. AT..OM IG_ENERGV CO~ MIS& ION 
WA ... tNQ"''QN, D.C ...... 

&. E. Hollingsworth, General Manager 

April 4, 1969 
Approved __ ~~----

UH Date ____________ __ 

ACTION SUMMARY OF MEETING 2368, FaiDAY, APB.IL 4, 1969, 12:15 P.M., aooM 4•410, 
GERMANTOWN, MA&YLAND 

SECY:JFB 

Commission Business 
·- ·, . . - . 

1. Minutes of Meetings 2352, 2353, 2354 and 2355 

Approved, as revised. (SECY) 

2. AEC 151/112 - Definition of Atomic Weapon (See also 
AEC 151/113 - Weapons Laboratories' Comments on Definition of Atomic Weapon~ 

Discussed. 

The Colmaissio.n app.roved the General Coun.-el's recommendations that: 

a. staff undertake discussions with the staffs of the DOD and JCAR; 

b. the results of these preliminary discussions be reported to the 
Commission prior to discussions with the White House; and 

c. this matter be formally considered by the Commission after staff 
discussions with appropriate staff of the DOD, JCAE and tbe 
White House. 

(OGC) 

3. AEC 719/76 - Special Analytical Study No. 68-4 - Selected Low-Dose 
Radiation Processed Foods ~ · -- ... 

.. ... l • .'. 

Approved, vith reviaiona. (ID/C) 

cc: 
Chairman Seaborg 

· Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson. 
Commissioner Co~tag1iola 

Orternat s1r,ned 

.Itt. Is. McCool 

.. w. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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I received a call from Budget Director Mayo who read me a draft of a letter he 
had prepared to the President on the Hanford reactor situation. I gave him 
some corrections and suggested changes. 

Ed Sauser called concerning my letter to Holifield on the diversion of 
materials matter and asked that someone go up to tell them about it. I 
agreed, and cautioned that this is very sensitive. He said that Holifield is 
still sweating it out how to get his information out without hurting programs, 
individuals, etc., because this type of loss cannot stay hidden. 

Charles Miller called to say that since five members of the Honorary Advisory 
Committee to the Berkeley Centennial Fund are no longer in Washington, he 
wanted my approval and assistance to get four new members: Senator Alan 
Cranston, Congressman Glenn Anderson, Secretary Robert Finch, and Joe 
Blatchford (Director, Peace Corps). He said his plan is to start with a 
mailing to everyone in1 the area, introducing them to the fund; this will be 
followed by a phone call or visit from a volunteer solicitor. He said the 
Honorary Advisory Committee members could help in two ways: (1) call a 
particular prospect whom they know to help obtain a pledge; and (2) make an 
appearance at one or two functions that will be held to get the better 
prospects together. I said I would call Cranston and Anderson. He will draft 
a letter for my signature to Blatchford. We decided he would ask Chief 
Justice Warren to contact Finch; I said that if I happened to run into Finch I 
would mention the Committee to him. 

I received an April 3, 1969 letter from Samuel De Palma, Assistant Secretary 
of State for International Organizational Affairs, replying favorably to my 
March 10 letter to Secretary of State Rogers in which I proposed that the 
State Department initiate action to increase the 1970 United States voluntary 
contribution, both in cash and in kind, to the Operational Program of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (copies of both letters attached). 

I also received a copy of the letter President Nixon wrote to Comrrtissioner 
Tape saying he would appreciate Tape's remaining in his present position for a 
few more weeks (copy attached to March 29, 1969 journal). 

Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going along the White Horse Trail and Cross Trails 3 and 4 
past the Police Headquarters, and returning to our starting point. 

Saturday, April 5, 1969 - D.C. 

I worked in the office until about 1 p.m. 

A front page, scare story appeared in this morning's Washington Post, written 
by Victor Cohn, claiming that the AEC is planning for high yield underground 
nuclear tests next fall. There is nothing new in the story and the headline 
obviously was written to give the impression that the AEC had suddenly decided 
to carry on high yield tests in the immediate future. It was apparently 
occasioned by the release of our answers to the ten questions posed by the 
Hughes organization concerning nigh yield underground testing in Nevada and 
the possible dangers of these tests. Obviously this will attract some 
attention. (Copies of questions and answers attached.) 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHIN91"0N 

The Honorable 
Glenn T. Seaborg, Chai~an 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear Chairman.Seaborg: 

April 3, 1969 

I l-tish to respond to your lett~r of March 10, 1969 to the 
Secretary "in which you propose 'that the Department of 

UHCL. BY DOE 
NOV 86 

State initiate action to increase the United States voluntary 
contribution, both in cash and'in kind, to the Operational 
Program --of the --Interna~ional.A tomic. Energy Agenc.y. (IAEA) . for 
1970. You have noted in your letter the increasing impor~ 
tance of the IAEA's Operational Program in its relation to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the role assigned to the 
Agency by that Treaty. The Department is in agreement with 
you that it is in our interest to take whatever steps we ' ·' 
reasonably can to consolidate support for the-NPT and we 
agree with your assessment that- greater financial support 
for the Agency's Operational Program is desirable in the 
interests of achieving this objec~ive. 

I am accordingly pleased to inform you that as the result 
of recommendations emanating from a meeting held on March 11 
in my office and attended by Ambassador'Henry Smyth, Mr. 
Myron Kratzer, Assistant General Manager for International· 
Activities, USAEC, and ~erman Pollack, Director, International 
Scientific and Technological Affairs, Department of State, 
the Department of State will request an increase in the 
U.S. voluntary contribution to the IAEA as follows: 
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1. to revise ~he formula of our cash contribution to 
permit the United States to cont~ibute to the $2 million 
target figure at our assessed ratio (currently 31.57 percent) 
with the provision that the U.S. contribution not exceed 40 
percent of the total unrestricted cash contributions received. 
We are requesting $650,000 fo~ this purpose. 

2. to double the sum allocated f~r the'u.s. contribution
in-kind from the current $400,000 to $800,000. 

To summarize; the Department will seek the necessary·au~ho
riza tion to increase the total U.S. pledge to the Opera·t-ionai 
Program for 1970 from $1 million·to $1.45 million. 

I would welcome the cooperation of your staff in preparing 
this proposal for review by the BOB and its subsequent pre
sentation to the appropriate Congressional committees. Should 

--we be successful-in obtaining the necessary legislative action 
'-for the change, I believe we will want to consider very 
carefully how best this increase in· U.S. support for the IAE~ 
Operational Program might be presented at the next IAEA General 
Conference to achieve the best possible impact. W~ will also 
wish to consider with you subsequently how this increase might 
be used to seek greater support of the Operational Program : ; 

\m. the·t'art of -other member~f--the-IAEA,--and--particularly "the 
more advanced countries. · · ' 

s;~~:u?t~ 
Samuel De Palma 
Assistant Secretary for 
International Organization Affairs 
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$eeret.u'J or Smtc 

Dcnr till: 

"~Av ,,. ~ \ 1 D 1969 

I UDdcr~tsnd t~t tha .tt;p~t. i:l p:c~i:.g ~tt:rhl for 
::ub:d:;~iO!l to the .Eurc~'.l or tb.~.: r;_.,d;:,;.:;t O:l t.hi! 2/:'C~C·.:~cl ~fi!'Ol'ri• 
~tic~ to~ VClll.~t~~J ecntrib~~!c~~ t~ i~~r-~~ic~ Or~ni:sticns 
'Zor l$i70 1 ~.d I '\.'OU!.d l.ike to c~ ~ ~-= ~ttex.";.io:t a ~t. t.cr 
~hi.ch I ~licvo- to be c~ ~--cr-wr:.n>"e :1...-r:.'ClVil:.$ C';.:l" c:c=.t...~b~tic!::l 
tc; tho Intert:.s.ti...-:n'•l J>tc::!C F::.:::':r.:;; !~::;.cy'a. O~r.::t1c~""l n'"Os;:'O• 

t~~ thl} It.:!o.'s r;-.. ~;!l:tth C-:-n"'rc.l Co~C4'C:."~a 1::! C~pt.c~:o 19$, 
.. \. .... •!-.~:.-.,~ <'!.~·~t..,·· "'""'-'~·····d ........ t-:....,. lt"·t:"Cr ..... ~.-,~ .... , .... , "'r-'·1 \ ,_ .• ~-,.- • .., "', .......... 
~.J.J.;; ~~- ~""'- "'"'.,.. l.,_,._.....,~"-' ....., ,..,.,. .,;w, ""Jr'"""•~:.r ... '-· ._-.. ···\,.,..-'--:...1 ••'-'-"" 

l<!::.ic~ tl:~ N::F:.-~· a tccr.r.:.:iccl cc:.i£umc~ r-=;j~·~ is !'i::.~::.::~a, a 
::.:.t; .. J:1 '~Z c:l:b. cc::ltrib-.lt.io~ ~ 32·5·~ o:.t: th.e tC~t!!l 1!.'1:'o!~t.rictcd 
c~~ C:~l4tl·it.u.t1c~ ~:-ec~!·,cd fl.·:.::s WJ. :-·~·~;;.....!:::- St~tcs up to a totcl. 
ct ~Goc~,ccc. ~perc~~~ w...:n r~C:.;.e~..t ~tea~" e:-.ch y:.:.~· 
si:"'e l$:0;.1 '\.t.~ it \r.lJ e'bcut ~~. J.~t11tic;~ly1 ~ in ~t. :;~~, 
~~ r.J.cC::{;.~d ~at ~4CO~COO 1zl ~::otric~tio;:.s-~i:"Sr:.d. 

£-jth octo~ e!:A c.f'tcr t.t~ plce~ ~ tMC.::1 I 1'\::co::.::."~i!-::d that to'"..:: 
eUJh co:::.tributic:l ec bi:~ed en a pt.;r<:c:.-:~ cf tlle a:p~l"''V~d tarc.::·t. 
:i::.m: c~ ¢2 clll!cn ~cr thG C:(:r:.t.!~ ~~ct, r.!t.ll:::r t~ en 
t.l.i: ~t.t:.l ~ ecr..t.:-i!:>'.ltio~:l rec-~!.v~e.,:. a:.~ t~:.t. the pc_1"f.::.:::rit.c:;C! 
~ t!:>"" ~<l CS Gur l!.G~~s::ed J?~!'~~nt~C U~:1~r ~.hr· 1}.£.!\ ':;> f.c~i.!l!l:.. 
~·A.,... 1 A ~., 5"'/ 't ..... ,, ....... ,. ....... -···"d <t-.., .......... ~_..,, •••• 1 ........ -·~ •. , ... ... 
.....,...~ . .,.,, •t,;•~ .;JII4• It=:• ,..........., .. ...._.__, .,..,\.W.. '-•"..; •'-~~ .. iW"- .._..... .. o..:t.,.,W.:.&.'-

i.l:.crc~ 1:l Ci':.lr C;!~h cor.tricut.i.cn, this :on.:·,, •:tic~ v~cld h.:lv.J 
br-.Ju~t t.l1e u.s. ir..~ C"'...::,?llc.:.ce, to~ t.!le l'.U·~t t.i=.c, \i'1th c 
IAZA ~c...-al Confcrex:ca resolu:.iQ:;l £\~'-4'CI~-cl! 1:l l~-62. \i~~ ~:-:--::~ 

-~ ~ # -

r.c-~~r~ cY! ~ A~-er:.cy to ;?lco,sr.;: to t~ O~;;.·sti.c~ eu·.:~.::~ on . . 
th~ b!;!j1:J. 'i'h!:: ecr..U..~ h:lve ~en ;:.e~cvuG by ~lizht~ c~ct-;::::..5:i..~z 
our co:ttrtwtio:::•ill•li.i::.d ~~ that. ':fo3C::1 1n o~r to G~ ~it:!:.!.!i 
'the f;l :.Ul.icn cl.J.·~~'7 c:r-pro~rlatcd tcr our vol.unt:?.rJ co~tti.t~t!c~ 
ill C!'Qb c:d 1n ~& to tho II~\. I mi.5ht. ~t.c ~t ov~:- t..~~e 
tourt.~ or ~'la: Ac~~·s ot.h:i:r ~.r St~tcs cc::plled with t..'l"· 
re~ut1c:1 1n lSStl. . 

UHCL., I!Y DOE 
Nove~ 

.. 
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Jfaacn.bl.e ·Will saa /. P.opra -·2-

'I'he te~nt :~aspcmdecS. tbat. it voulcl be dUticult to clwlge 
the ~~ o::; 19$ pledgl3 a:ttezo lzaving intor.=ed tbe Congre:Ja 
tb:lt- it vas c1 on a percentage of the c:ontributiona act~ 
received ra th:m OD the target figu~"e, but that. tbe llatun 
~ t.bc ,«19 ~ozo 1970 c~ perhaps 'bel revic:ve4 tl'd.a &Prine:• 

Tbe J\.eelle7~ a devcl.opiJl& Member Statea have expreaae4 to.zo more 
tntc~~t ill tbe AgeflJ:y'• teclmical ~3iBtance proarua t1um 1D 
the satecuara:~ qat= o~ t.be .Ncn•ProliteratioD Tree.t7. L'Ul-1ns 
the. past ~versl. mrmths1 mo3t at theae countries have a~ 
reinforced tllia v1ev, particule.l"~ 1D 11$1t of tho decl.iJ:ing · 
.rcsourc~s ava1lalU.e tor technlcal aaniatance and tha proupect ot 
cou1d::ruble 1ncreaaca 1n expen41tures tor :;ate~.m.rds wrlt in the 
ncs.r future u a result. ~ th2 NP!'. At.tit.udes retlect1ng th:U 
viev were particular~ ·evi®nt ~the :-esolutio:25 adopted or 
p~:scd at the Conference ot noa-r.uclear lleapon St.Atoes held 1D 
Ceneva last ~t., en4 at the l.&nt. sessiOD ~ tbe UD.ited Nat1cms 
Oeneral. .ABaem~. SS::n' 1 er view have 8.loo breeD t"orcetully OX• 
pro:~ae4 'b7 t.hB 4evelo:p~ Member Sta~s 1:l the A&em::~'s Board o~ 
ao~a ad OeJseral. COAtue=e. 

I bt!l1CYe that, in· view o~ our Oover=ent' s l4lldi:as role in 
ndvoc:atinS and auppo.~iDs the 'HPT snd t.hs IA:!A' s role thereunder, 
c.nd our . deatre to st.rellGtlleD, tihore pcadble 1 tbc cll:mlit.'::t:::~.t. ~ 
t.bQ developizls counUi.es to t.M Treat.y and tho Aaene:l, it wul4 
aene our intere:sta to t4ke whatever stcp3 w reasozmbly can to· 
cou:rter 't.hU eoDCem sz:d to stre~ the oe::sc o-r cam:dt::lent ~ 
thc:se countries. I believe tbat orm ot ~ moa.t etfoct.ive ~ ot 
achieving this goal would be to ba::e · o~ 1970 pl.edt:..~ to tlw Opera
~1onal atdGetr on tbe to.re;et t1.sure :~t ~ .sc:10 :r;ercentD..go as our 
~acose4 contr1but1cD, 1n ac~..t~.nCe v1th the etorea:nt1oned l$162 
%\JSOlut1oa, Wich VOv.ld S::Ount to e.~~ ~301000. Tlli& would 
el1mtm.te ezq 'ba.Gia tor critieim t.h.at ou: CO;-itment. to tbh 
P"tioD ot ~ AtV:'"'T' e bwlset. va:1o le.sG tJlan co=pleto. 

ID Cld41t1cm, I shoul4 l1ka to prc~c t!lat. ~r1ous cot!~1derii~i*n 
be e1,ven to our pleasiDG an a:aow::.t. ot :;1 aillio:1 tor contril:r..1t~-
1D•tin4 to tho~ t~ 1970 u tur'"~.er con:rl.ncilla evidence Of' 
~ de:s1re to s~n tbe ~nc:~•s ti,(.-.cbnical aa.sia-:.e.z:ce··~Bram 
1D aupport ~ ~ obJeative5 cited atxJve. 'I'OO.;;ic-contr1b\.lt1Gnaj 
enable ws to satisf.r mrq needs or t.2 dcvelopixlg ~ StateiJ 
t.h:lt. voul4 otherWi:Mt DOt be ~t, o1Dce t.b:a A;JJ:ncy has :at:\'U l;.:!:n . 

. able to tul1'U1 more thfm a »>rtiOll OZ the tec:bnie~ ~sict~ci;! 
rcqueata received. For us-"'"Ple1 the Agency, tor 1969, !.laJJ bce:l 
able to select ~Jecta (imolvi:la experts a:K1 equi~) totalll:lr:· 
~about. $9751 000 out Ot ~,&.;41000 \i'O:'tll aubmitted, on the : 
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CS&V:lPtiOD., b:use4 em put, upJrie=o, t.bA$ tJae $2 •1ll1oza t.arp't. 
t16W1'8 wuld not be noc:M4. 

~ ~or ccnt.ributlcma•iD•ld.Dd ~ ~ on I.AEA approvecl p~ 
Jects m:4 act1v1Ues, and .1:1c:lude ~st. equ1P=Dt er;-a:t3 4Dd 
co~t.-tree o.x;pc-rt:s 'lor lJ.c:!!bel'" ~..utea~ !ellov.sld.pa -ror tra1nta.s 
fore~ mtionala 1n .4..=-rlc:m instituticm, a= Ase=:f•apozasorecl 
technical .cceti.Dg:1 =c tro1 c1n& coursea held 1D the· Oll1tec! 'Statea. 
A I:WJOl' advan~o 1n ~ use of these ~tributicma 1o the .tact. 
tbst we cxerci4o ccns1~:-ablc intlucuce ovu hav the fm:L4a aN 
SIX!J1t1 whiCh ve are uuable to do .-:ith re.zpoct to the ~·s 
c.QSb contrlbut.i.:m3. J.lOreOver, Gitlce z=:st. or tho tun<l!s are s:pcnt 
1:1 the .u.s. (exc.l\.ldins, to1: em-~, C1DJ..:3. such z:dAor items a.a per 
Ciem tar a u.s. expert. travelbs ~)1 there 1a 110 e.<l'Vone 
ef'tcct en our 'b4lo.De0 of ~nt.&l.. An ad1ii:t.1cmal. bcmcr!.t. :recul.tU& 
frCiil our eqt.li:p:5~:ut sr=ta 1.~ the ;poterrt.UJ. -ror ~t.i:a e::A/~ 
ex;paDd1.Ds ~a abroed tor u.s. eq\dJiQ::lt. 

~ tlle pas-t soveml ~ our a:wml pledge for contnbttt1o:s-
1n-k1r.d ha3 bc:e:2 l.it!1ted to a~t. $4001000, azl41 al~ it. hu 
becu u:soi'.Jl.• I b=licve that. cur Clll':'en't ana ~..ltu.ro o])Ject1vt:a 
cl<tC!'~ ca bat core ettcctivo]J real.Ued by 4t:bstm1t~ 1ncreaa1Jla 
om- plcdsa. I ~ve cnclosac:t a b.-::~vc ot tbo use t4 the i\mds 
that. w voul4 anticipa.to ~~~ to a ;J. m l11oD pleclse. 

Tlu.ul, I .r"eCQQiilend ~ w seek c.n ~t1cm 1:l the amaw:1t ~ 
;1,6;o~ooo -ror our ccm~buticm:a to tho NrPZJJZ3'a tech::ical asa1st.o:tlc8 . 

• 

~~-= ~ 1970· 1 ~ne that a contr1but1..."":1 ot tlWI Geunt ~or -
the ~lS uutl1De4~ lliscU'tc=t17.a~ our hand 1D .--- · 
&alina v1tA_tU ~~~a em th1a uuue at thiD C~"Ucial .~ 
'time. . bee: ~ See.borg-(2) 

Comm13sioner F~y 
Commissioner T.a~e 
Co=mnizs1oner Johnson 

. l.~:..~) c.:..;.;~ ! 2_,.,-:, •• .,.. Commssiqz:er Coatagliol.. 
• -....... ".. C1·1( 2) 

EAGM 
DGM 
Sec(2) 
AGMIA 
A.S.Frtedman 
Samuel ~Palma1Asst .Sec, 
ID~t.o~z.,sta1 

Gerard C. Smith, Dir • .ACI 
Berman Pollack1 D17:.,£CIJ 

Stat 
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CON'fRIDUTION3-Ul-KIUD TO 'filE Ill"fEHl!l\TIOHAL A'fOKT.C EHF.HGY AGr:JICY 

! . 
Proposed for 1970 Estimated for 1969 Actual for 1968 

$2871 000 40 Fellmwhips $ 425,000 
30,000 

1001000 
4251000 
2_9L~Q 

~11 ooo.,ooo 

w 
0'\ 
0'\ 

60 Fello-:..,ships $2871 000 
1 or 2 training courses · 221 000 
Cost-free experts!/ . 171 000 
Equip~ent grants 811 000 
Scientific/Industrial study tour y __ · 

. ,. . . .. . . . .l407,000 

l~O FellO\Tships 
~ training courses 
Cost-free experts 
Equipment grunts 

161 000 Cost-free exp~rts 
1041 000 Equipment crunts 

~~07,000 

!/ Approximately $751 000 'trould be used ·to supplement Agency fund
ing of several u.s. experts for technical assistance assignments 
of less than one year's duration, to enub,le theexp-~rt's family 
to accompany him in selected cases where the expert l:ould other
wise not accept an assignment. The IAEA does not cover expenses 
of family 'fol~ short-term assign.rnents and obtainin~ experts for 
such assie;nments has accordingly, been extremely difficult. 

gj Costs of travel and p~r diem 'tlithin the u.s. of tour participants 
from developing countries to scientific and industrial establish
ments in various subJect areas, e.g., industrial and medical uses 
of isotopes. 
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Question 1: "How big will the future tests go 001 the Pahute Mesa in view 

of Dr. Frank Stead's warnir.g? NV0-40, pabe 17, Ceolobic Section, areas 19 

and 20, ~e,:ada Test Site ••. '!he geology dictates a tr..'lxi~~ test de?th of 

about 4,500 feet. Two ~jor criteria: first, the spacing of ~jor fault 

planes at ~re than 2,400 fee: apart at a depth of 4,500 feet, because of 

the possibility of venting of radioactive debris t.o the att:lOsphere alo&\0 

fault planes is a major seiscic safety cor.sideration~ ar.d seco01d, the rock 

t)'?es, at depths between 2,000 and 5,000 feet'below the surface, whic:h have , 
lo• transcissibility to ground•ater ~~v~~cnt~ this is bvth a co01struction 
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Answer: A$ you are aware, both the BOXCAR and BE~~ tests were a little 

over .a megaton. It is planned to continue tests in this general yield 

rang~, although we have not established a size limitation for tests at 

Pahute Mesa. Each event will be thoroughly examined before execution. 

Our prediction capability, which is now quite good, will improve further 

with tests in the megaton range. The yield limitation for Pahute Mesa 

is obviously related to the effects of ground motion on structures external 

to the test site. We recognize what Dr. Stead has said in the separate NV0-40 

passages you quote. As mentioned above, NV0-40 iS being reviewed in order 

to remove ambiguous statements and statements that appear to conflict with 

one another. We do not feel that the faulting situation at Pahute Mesa 

will be determining as far as yield limitation is concerned. However, the 

geology at any test location is always examined carefully prior to site 

selection and then monitored closely during drilling and construction opera-

tions •. You are undoubtedly aware that exploratory holes go considerably 

deeper than the depth of the emplacement facility to investigate the 

hydrological situation. 

Question 2: "How big will the tests go at Hot Creek Valley which. is isolated 

from Las Vegas but not too far away from Winnemucca and Carson City; and 

even S~lt Lake City and the Wasatch fault in Utah? It has been the reasoned 

judgment of seismologists in Nevada that the earthquakes at Winnemucca 

-· 
following FAULTLESS, January 19, 1968, were triggered. Also the sudden 

appearance of a 6 magnitude earthquake in Salt Lake City shortly after 

FAULTLESS, although unrepo=ted in the USC&GS catalogue is believed to'be 

related to it also." 

368 



- 3 -

Answer: I 
O~r purpose in selecting the Hot Creek-Little Smoky Valley location 

was to investigate the possibility of the use of this area for tests of 

yief.'s higher than could be carried out at Pahute Mesa. The preliminary 

results of this investigation permit the conclusion that the yield range 
I 

of several megatons can be conducted without undue hazard to structures or 

people. So far in Central Nevada we have conducted one calibration test 

with a yield range of less than a megaton (FAULTLESS). As you know, we 

have consulted with recognized seismologists and geophysicists about the 

effects of that test and of the higher yield tests at the Nevada Test Site. 

Obviously, interpretations can vary. There appears little doubt that 

microseisms have followed FAULTLESS and other tests within distances of up " 

to 20 or 30 kilometers. We find no basis for the statement that earthquakes-· 

at greater distances such as near Winnemucca have been triggered by FAULTLESS 

or other nuclear tests. We have checked all available records and consulted 

with the University of Utah and find no record of a 6 magnitude earthquake 

in the Salt Lake City region following FAULTLESS. We are continuing in our 

efforts to obtain a better understanding of these phenomena. 

Question 3: "At what size will the tests be taken to Amchitka, Alaska? 

In view of the increased costs estimated from•double to five times ~TS 

costs,~ill sufficient budget be given during the coming economy period 

to provide for taking yet larger tests there?" 

· Answer: Our purpose in developing the supplemental site at Amchitka was 

to provide a location where devices with design yields greater than those 
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feasible for testing at the Central Nevada area could be detonated safely. 

Again, we are planning an initial calibration test so as to look at effects 

from a yield lower than those which may ultimately be proved possible. 

Although the entire test budget is somewhat tight because of the national 

economy period you mentioned and one future test emplacement site at 

Amchitka has been eliminated from plans, other plans for operations there 

are not affected, nor are any tests presently scheduled for Amchitka being 

rescheduled elsewhere. 

Question 4: "How large will the Plowshare tests be over 35 KT and how much 

radioactivity and what kind will be released to the atmosphere1" 

Answer: You recognize that many Plowshare tests do not release any radio

activity to the atmosphere. On the other hand, active planning is underway 

for two cratering experiments which ordinarily do release some radioactivity. 

One of these is YAWL. proposed for the Nevada Test Site or the Central Nevada 

area. that could have a yield several times that of SCHOONER. However, even 

though the yield may be larger. the amount of radioactivity released to the 

atmosphere will still be very small, and it is anticipated that radioactivity 

levels beyond a few miles from ground zero would be less than that from 

SCHOONER. The second is an experiment designed to determine cratering 

characteristics in saturated shale to simulate geological conditions in 

some areas of the isthmus between North and South America. Possible sites 

for this experiment are being investigated in southeastern Montana, western 
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South Dakota, ~nd northwestern Nevada (the Black Rock D~sert area). Desi0n 

of thc·ex?eri~ent must await evaluation and selection of a suitable site. 

Both of the proposed experiments would be conducted with ~inimum fission 

nuclear explosives, so that most of the small a~ount of radioactivity which 

reache3 the atcosphere would consist of short-lived activation products. 

Other possible ?lowshare experiwents have been discussed, the highest yield 

of which is PHAETON, at one megaton, but the radiouctivity fro~ PHAETON 

~ould be about that from YA~~. i.e., less than that from SCHOO~~R and much 

less than past experi~ents like SEDAN. 

Questio:t 5: "What are the percentages of fusion and fission in future 

·rrowshare tests -

Ans\."er: While you appreciate the sensitivity of dis cussing precise ratios a 

we can say that in future Plowshare cracering tests at useful yields, we 

expect the amount of fission product radioactivity released outside of the 

crater area to be no ~ore than that which ~ould result frvn an equivalent 

20 :o~ fission explosion, irrespective of the total yield. Results of the 

SCHOO~~R experiment of December 8, 1968 (about 35 kilotons) at the Nevada 

Test Site showed that ~nly a very srwall amount of fission products entered 

the at:..os?here. 

Question 6: "Will any test at the cegaton range or above be held before 

in April (21-25), (b) Ceolo~ical Su~·ey nydrol~sical St~dies in April to 

~e relea.scd in "o;>.at! fi.l.~,:·. c:ond (c) U. S. Pu~l!.c Eec1ltb. ?Si.?.:-:I.. Plo·.:~h.:..re 

Seminar in Las Vegas in A?ril ?" 3'71 
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Answer: No tests of a megaton or more are currently planned for readiness · 

prior to May 1, 1969. 

Question 7: "Does the AEC plan to use Nevada as the center for a series of 

'programmed earthquakes' in order to find those areas where nuclear power 

plants can be installed safely away from earthquake hazards. How large will 

these explosions be and where?" 

Answer: No. The AEC is not involved in anyway with "programmed earthquakes," 

nor is such involvement envisioned. Measurements of ground motion from 

underground tests (weapons and peaceful uses) are made in order to provide 

data for study of: (a) ground motion amplification factors as a function 

of local geology, local soil conditions, intensity and frequency characteristics 

of input motion, wave path, and focusing effects, and (b) wave transmission 

from the energy source as a function of the geologic path or paths traversed, 

over a range of distances from a few to many miles from the energy source. 

These measurements will be made as tests of suitable yield are conducted 

during the weapons and peaceful uses test programs. Since the ground 

motions from underground nuclear tests in many instances are similar to 

earthquake motions, and since the weapons and peaceful uses programs are 

continuing, the opportunity for measurements which may lead to a better 

understanding of ground motion characteristics and their effects on safe 

siting-and design of reactor plants in any areas of naturally occurring 

·seismicity, will be utilized. 

~estion S: "Will t~ere be an effort at the governors' conference bricfin3 

to draft a regional AEC compact between the states of Oregon, Idaho, 
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Montana, Utah, New Mexico, Arizona, California, and Nevada to surrender 

lstates rights' to the AEC covering safety aspect of this programmed earth

quake program?" 

Answer: As noted above, the AEC does not have a "programmed earthquake" 

program. A regional nuclear energy compact between states in the western 

United States has been drawn up and ratified by at least some of the states. 

We understand that a number of state legislatures have bills before them or 

ready for introduction ratifying their membership in the compact. However, 

the compact has no relationship to the so-called "governors' briefing" which 

the Nevada Operations Office of the AEC will sponsor in Las Vegas April 1 and 2, 

1969. Governors invited to attend or send representatives to our briefing 

are those from Nevada and the states adjacent to it--California, Oregon. Idaho, 

Utah, Colorado, and Arizona. We have also invited the Governor of Alaska, 

since we intend to conduct test operations there. The~oup was selected 

because it seems to represent the region where effects of our larger tests . 

may have some impact, real or psychological. The only purpose of the 

governors' briefing is to present facts on why and how we test and the 

observed and potential effects. There will be no effort to obtain the 

consent of the governors or their states to any AEC-proposed compact or 

other .proposal. 

Question 9: "Will there be planned tests for mining of copper, preparation 

of gas contamination caverns, creation of water aquifers, and other novel 

uses of atomic energy at the h'TS or the CNrS sites or where?" 
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Answer: We believe you meant gas contai~~cnt caverns, in your question. 

Under the Plowshare program to develop peaceful applications of nuclear 

explosions, the AEC. is studying, planning or discussing with a number of 

industrial firms and others the use of nuclear explosions in several 

applications of the underground engineering technology. In these applications, 

void space is created underground for various purposes. One specific applica

tion is enhancement of natural gas production from relatively impermeable 

rock. 

Such an experiment, Project GASBUGGY, was performed on December 10, 1967, 

near Farmington, New Mexico. Results are being evaluated and gas production 

tests are still being run. The AEC and the Department of the Interior are 

developing plans for similar gas stimulation experiments, Projects RULISO~ 

and DRAGON TRAIL, both in Colorado, with the industrial sponsors. A proposed 

contract for RULISON has been negotiated and is now undergoing management 

review within the government and by the Austral Oil Company, Incorporated, 

and the CER Geonuclear Corporation, the industrial partners. Project DRAGON 

TRAIL has been proposed by the Continental Oil. Company and CER. Discussions 

are being held for two additional stmilar experiments in Wyoming. The 

industrial firms concerned are El Paso Natural Gas Company and a joint 

venture headed by the International Nuclear Corporation. Project BRONCO 

in Colorado would be an experiment to determine the possibility of producing 

shale oil from kerogen-bearing rock after creating an underground chimney 

of broken rock. It has been formally proposed to the AEC by a group of 

industrial fir~, led by the CSR G~onuclear Corpo~ation at Las V~zas, N~vada. 
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A contract bas been negotiated and awaits implementing action by the parties. 

The KP.nnecott Copper Corporation has proposed Project SLOOP. in whico a 

similar rubble-filled chimney would be formed in a copper-bearing formation 

near Safford, Arizona, to provide an underground environment for in-place 
I 

leaching of copper. The Columbia Gas System Service Corporation has proposed 

an experiment to investigate the feasi~lity of creating space underground 

for the storage of natural gas. No site has been selected for this project. 

All the above experiments would be designed for complete containment of all 

radioactivity underground. The State of Arizona, the AEC and the Bureau of 

Reclamation are engaged in a joint study of possible uses of nuclear explosions 

for water management and development projects in Arizona. This may involve ·.~ 

principally the creation of additional reservoirs. Project AQUARIUS, as the. 

study is called, is in a very early stage. It could involve earth moving 

applications of nuclear explosions at some future time. 

9uestion 10: "Is the AEC prepared to assume responsibility for requi~ing 

all future uranium contracts for mining or processing uranium along the 

Colorado River to adequately cover the tailing piles or filter radium and 

to pay for covering abandoned tailing piles now a potential danger?" 

Answer: The AEC does not anticipate any further contracting for uranium, 

the present supply being more than adequate to meet AEC requirements for 

the foreseeable future. The AEC states to the Subcommittee on Air and 

Water Pollution. United States Senate Committee on Public Works on May 6. 

1966, that "The evidence available at the present ti:-;1e does not support a 

conclusion that the uranium tailings piles represent a radiation hazard 
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to their environment. The exposure of persons to concentrations of radio

activ~ material in the vicinity of tailings piles would be only a small 

fraction of the concentrations allowed by applicable standards." Con

sequ~ntly, AEC is not considering the action of making payments for covering 

abandoned tailings piles. 

"376 



Helen, Steve, Eric, Dianne and I attended the wedding of Marianne Price to 
William H. Liddle at the Columbia Baptist Church in Falls Church, Virginia, at 
2 p.m. The following relatives were present: Robert and Louise Price (the 
parents of the bride); Roberta Price (sister of the bride and one of the 
bridesmaids); Mr. Liddle (brother of the bridegroom and the best man); Gordon 
and Helen Swanberg, their daughter Carol, 5-1/2 years old; their son Scott, 
10-1/2 years old; and their son John, 16 years old (one of the ushers); Jerry 
and Viola de Gabriele, their daughter Caroline, age 15 (one of the 
bridesmaids), and son Christopher, age 13 (one of the ushers); Esther Arnott; 
Jack and Adelaide Gittins; and Jim and Alice Robinson. Following the wedding, 
the relatives had an opportunity to visit. 

After we returned home Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park. We 
started at Oregon and Nebraska Avenues, hiked along the White Horse Trail to 
Cross Trail 2 and then back on the Black Horse Trail (including the Turtle 
Trail) to Cross Trail 5 and back to our starting point. 

Sunday, April 6, 1969 

I spent a good part of the day reading various AEC papers. 

Helen went to the airport to visit with Bill and Lynne who were between planes 
on their way back to Cambridge from Nashville. They visited in Nashville with 
Bill's brother Steve. During their stay in Tennessee they visited the Oak 
Ridge Nuclear Energy Museum at Gatlinburg, and the Hermitage~ and attended a 
radio broadcast of Grand Ole Opry in Nashville. 

In the afternoon Eric and I shot 9 holes of golf at the Chevy Chase Club; I 
had a 52 and Eric had a 79. 

I read the galleys of "The Atom's Expanding Role in the Medical World" (my 
Livermore speech of March 6, 1969) preparatory to its publication, as part of 
the Livermore symposium on Biological Implications of the Nuclear Age, in the 
AEC symposium series. 

Monday, April 7, 1969 - Germantown 

I presided over Information Meeting 893 (notes attached) at 10 a.m. We 
discussed the question of the current efforts among a number of members of the 
IAEA to enlarge the Board of Governors. At a recent February meeting of the 
Board, the Board passed a U.S. resolution establishing an ad hoc committee to 
consider the subject in preparation for the June Board meetTng:- The ad hoc 
committee will meet in Vienna on April 15 and Ambassador Smyth will attend. 
Members of the IAEA not on the Board have been invited to participate in the 
discussions. At the February Board meeting papers were submitted by Italy, 
Mexico, and Pakistan outlining three different schemes of representation. The 
Italian and Pakistani proposals would increase the size of the Board from 25 
to 31. The Mexican proposal would increase the size of the Board to 34. The 
proposals which have been submitted by Italy, Mexico, and Pakistan broadly 
fall into two categories: the Italian and Mexican proposals retain the 
concept of "designated" states which insures that technically advanced 
countries will be well represented on the Board; the Pakistani proposal is 
unfavorable to Western Europe and would limit the number of designated seats 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. IOMI 

UHCL. B'i DOl 
.wv 86 

INFORMATION MEETING 893 

COPY NO.~,..--:~:: __ 
April 7, -i 969 

10:00 a.m., Monday, April 7, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. April 3 Letter from Kenneth Ford re History Df Thermonuclear Weapons 
Development 

Staff views are requested. (SECY) 

2.. AEC 973/109- Composition of IAEA Board of Governors 

Approved. (AOMIA) 

3. AEC 783/119 - Proposed Comments on Section 355 of the Revised Statutes 
re Title to Lands 

Approved. (OC) 

4. Release of Summary Report on Assuring the Safety of UndergroundNuclear Tests 

The report will be released as a TID document. The Commission will be 
informed prior to release. (PI- TI) 

PRESENT: 
W. B. McCool 

Secretary 10:25 a.m. 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Coetagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Brown 
Mr. Ferguson 
Mr. Schoenhaut 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Hewlett• 
Mr. Kratzer• 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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to four in contrast to thirteen and would open al·l other seats to election. 
This approach might be attractive to developing countries who might see in it 
the possibility of more frequent rotation for themselves on the Board. It 
would, however, alter the philosophy of Board composition radically and could 
place the technically advanced countries at a serious disadvantage. 

I replied to Craig Hosmer's letter of March 24, 1969 (copies attached) in 
which he commented on the information we distributed to representatives of 
industry and Government soliciting comments concerning the question of future 
responsibility for uranium enriching activities in the United States. 

I received a copy (attached) of the letter Robert Mayo wrote to the President 
on the shutdown of the AEC pluonium production reactors at Hanford. 

As guests of General Pete Quesada, Helen, Steve, Eric, Dianne and I attended 
the opening ball game of the 1969 season which was played by the Washington 
Senators and the New York Yankees. Helen and the kids went to the stadium by 
bus with a group from General Quesadas' home, while I went directly from the 
office and met them there. Members of the Quesada party included Mr. and Mrs. 
Joseph Charyk (COMSAT) and daughter Dianne, 9-1/2 years old; Mrs. Stuart 
Symington, Mr. and Mrs. Corliss Lamont; Mrs. Sally McConnell (whose husband is 
the Air Force Chief of Staff) and son Dorsey; and Justice and Mrs. (Marion) 
Byron White, their daughter Nancy and son Barney. President Nixon threw out 
the first ball which was caught by Hank Allen, a Senator. The President threw 
out two more balls and he stayed for the entire game; we saw him as he drove 
away from th~ game. On the bus ride back to the Quesadas', I sat next to Mrs. 
Symington. Durin~ our discussion of hiking in Rock Creek Park, I learned that 
her father, Senator and Representative Wadsworth, was an ardent hiker in Rock 
Creek Park with Nick Longworth as his hiking companion. Mrs. Symington's 
brother is James Wadsworth, a former U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations and 
now a member of the Federal Communications Commission. 

~ric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going north on the White Horse Trail and then along Cross 
lra1 Is 3 and 4 past the Police Headquarters, and returning to our starting 
point. 

Tuesday, April 8, 19&9- Germantown 

At Commission Meeting 2369 (action summary attached) at 10: 10 a.m. we 
discussed our draft statement regarding the Atomic Energy Commission policy 
with respect to the future of uranium enrichment activities. We agreed on a 
draft that would make the transfer of the uranium enrichment services to 
private industry the ultimate objective of the Government but would state that 
this would not be done immediately and that there would be intermediate 
operation through something like a government-owned corporation. There was 
some difficulty in getting agreement among alI the Commissioners on a 
compromise position, for which a new and, we hope, final draft will be 
considered at the Information Meeting tomorrow. We also discussed the 
difficult question of U.S. policy concerning possible forms of cooperation 
with foreign governments in uranium isotope enrichment activities. We decided 
that we would begin to discuss with the State Department, the Executive Branch 
and the Congress a policy for commencing discussions with friendly foreign 
governments concerning possible U.S. cooperation in the building of uranium 
gaseous diffusion facilities in their countries. 
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Honorable Craig Rosm.:;r 
Eouse o£ Representatives 

J.:;:::r Craig: 

WASHINGTON. C.C. 20545 

Al'R 7 1959 

'Ii:~n:~ you for your tinely and helpful comments and suggestions on the 
p.::c:;.,;t of infomation ,_,e distributed to representatives of industry 
~m-: Gov2rr...:nent soliciting co:mnents concerning the question of future 
::.::s?cr.sibility for uranium enriching activities in the United States. 
::!::1 2ddi tion to the p.Jckets sent to 150 executives in indus try, \-le 
l:.2.vc s ir:ce had num::!rous requests for additional copies. We believe 
t>.e:::-c is great interest in this matter, both in industry and Government, 
.;,r:.::. are hopeful that worth,.;rhile and helpful comments will be received. 

Tlh: references in the staff report to United States Government require
-::.e<:.i:s \·lerc neant to be all inclusive and npt limited to weapons uses. 
'Ii·;.:; .:sti.::ates of requirements were made with full awareness of all 
p::ojcct~d Governmen~ uses including weapons, Navy propulsion, isotope 
p:.·oduc tion, Plo,v-share and Government reactor and development programs. 
:-:i.~h res?.:oct to the Plov1share program, there is still considerable 
uncQrt~inty in the related oralloy requirements because the designs 
of Plc'.:share explosives, particularly those for applications in the 
u~dergrou~d engineering field, are still under development. However, 
th.::: totc:l projected separative work requirements for the Plo\o~share 
p::o.;r.:~,1 are very sma 11 in comparison to the overall requirements, and 
<1::e ,,·ell \vithin the range of uncertainties in our projections for all 
other Gover~r.ent requirements. 

C:1 tl1e sec~nd point, the possible disposition into civilian channels 
of u-::aniui:< presently tied up in the weapons inventory, we recognize 
this .::.s 0r:.e of the issues that must be considered in any decision on the 
iu cu::c of tl:e .uranium enriching industry. In the event of a future arms 
control o:.greemcn::: involving removal of oralloy from weapons inventories, 
::l-,e: exte:n.t to ~v-hich oralloy should be blended down would, of course, be 
c~t~l7:in~d on the basis of an economic analysis of alternatives to 
d.:::v.::lop the greatest economic benefits to the Government in ma·naging its 
inventories. Such analysis would recognize the then projected future 
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Eonorable Craig Hosmer - 2 -

requirements for oralloy, the blending loss associated with immediate 
sale and the relative time value of money. In addition, in the event 
uranium enriching were a private commercial activity at that time we 
~vould have to consider the impact on the uranium enriching industry of 
a disposal action, just as we now plan to do regarding the raw material 
industry in terms of disposing of our natural uranium inventory stocks. 
It is important to note, however, that the projected growth in require
~ents for uranium enriching in the early SO's is so great that by deferral 
of new plant construction for only a short period a considerable quantity 
of Government stocks of oralloy could be absorbed by the nuclear power 
industry as blending material if blending and disposal are then desired. 

tve were particularly appreciative of your views on the desirability of 
instilling confidence among other countries in our willingness and desire 
to supply their uranium enriching requirements under appropriate safe
guards, and your view that comments from outside our borders would be both 
fruitful and proper. We have already undertaken a limited distribution 
abroad of the packet of information in the expectation that helpful com
ments may be received from foreign groups. As you know, foreign organi
zations have closely followed thinking in the u.s. related to the possible 
transfar of AEC diffusion plants to private ownership, and have express~d 
some concern that such a transfer might interfere with the fulfillment of 
U.s o commitments to supply enriched uranium abroad. We believe your ,, 
suggestion that these organizations should be given a broader opportunity 
to comment is an excellent one, and we are taking steps to insure that 
they have this opportunity. 

We would be pleased to receive any additional coument you may have and 
would be happy to provide any additional information you may require. 

K'/A~t' 
Chai rm.an (2) 
Commissioner 
Cvm:nissioner 
Commissioner 
Commissioner 
OCR (2) 
Qt (2) 
AQtPP 
AGMIA 
OGC 
PNE 

Ramey 
Tape 
Johnson 
Costa g lio la 

E. Shepherd, OC 
J. Work, OA&F 
Secretariat (2) 

Cordially, 

Chairman 
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. ' 
~iJHf;c .of ~1c:in:czcntatflte5 
t[:f!~!untl'lrt, n.~. 20~15 

Dr. Gltn T. Sca!:5brg, Chain~:an 
U.S. _r,to:rric cnc:~gy Cor•;~:lission 
H~shingt~n~ D. C. 20545 

Dcr.r Glenn: 

f·iarch 2ll,; 1 ~69 

I \'iilS .imrn"ess~d \·lith the packet of infor:nation issueri :iilrch H by 
the Coi::•l!ission in solidtin~ crm-:1::nts concf!rninr; the possible J·is~;osi
tion 'Jf its o·:ffus·ioil plants ilnd cstablis11:n~nt of a stl"uctt:l"C to pr·o
vici:::- for n~::c~ing future civi1iai1 em·ichecli:r·uniUin re~:uirericnts. It ·is 
uildcrstood that COiT:ir.:::ilts were soli c·i ted from apprGxir,letcly 50 u.s. ad
rir~~.sc·~s in gcv~rr.;:1ent and i nd~is try. 

l\1thou~i1 th~ iiitlte:n~i~ls r;tC:1tion « cor.tinuing n·::ed to pt'ovide for· 
th~ L'r,itcd Stat::: Governr.1c.•nt's l'eq•.;ir·~!,;2lrts fo;- hi:lhly cnrichr~d uri)r;i
r.::n, t:~c projections of <.lcrj;(-:n:! for cni"icir;J::ilt capa:ity see;;: to bz r.a!.tt 
P.ntil~c~l~! in t~rm::; of cith~r \·Jea:,or.s use b.Y the Governi1v~nt cr civili.~:1 
m;cl~.;:~ pct:.;cr us~~ by do.~cstic er.d fo;·ei~m utilitif:s. Over1o.;;,!<,:)rl, 
&p~~rcnt1y, arc possib1y substantinl demand~ based on Plo~sh~re u~Gs. 

So:-:-:::: c~:l')erts m·,,j.~.:t e VP..i'Y h~'-10 Jnw~lu::·i·:.r~ilt of Pio~·lshai·•~ z.ctiv
it.'.' t•·:tiiin t},c L'nitcd States. In adlit·ic·n·~ t;1e r·cccntly rt:tific_>cl 
Tl\~~ty Oil the :!oilpto~ i fcl~clti on of iiuc1c:ar t:aapons irilpoc;cs 'ln th€ ~lili tc.:l 
Stet.::s ~nd o·i;h~,~ nuclec:l" sisnato:~-;~s ~n obl·ignti·on to su~.>p"J.y the iie?.ds 
of r:on-7tucl~ar countries fcr·ncHs;li~r~ pxr~1o~ive s'.?rvicc~. ·rt is hope.:! 

&INeL. BY D 
NOV 86 

t l ··-I- t:,'-' c .... ,. . ~ ,. " .. .,, " .... . ..... : -~ .... ,,~ .· '~r·\40., .•.. a"'-i "'C't.;r.· .. tn~ .1" .. c~.:: O""t,1SS1..,n 1..:1,, ._,e; C\t;,~;, 1.C' r .. ru,s,, ~v; .. ~ ilil~o .. th.lC'!I ..... .:. ...... , .... , ~· 

ii1 ~ll:?s? r::;~~rds sc· that· fut:.~te sr.pal~i:tivc ·wc·r!~ r~qui;~~r,~:~:it: ;k'-Y be 
b:!t!.e;~ uncerstood !Jy th&sc \·:ho \'li 11 t·csr)or,d to ti~~ Go:1\'Tiissiori 's itJVi ti\-
t i en for co~.1;;:~n ts • 

/~lor:g the S~l:l~ 1inc:s, the m~tc;-iai~ \·1!-.ich him;: i.·~cnfvr1'li.;hc~ -:1r~ 
not cle&i··~~ to t!to ;'\c~'s t:•in!~·in~: a!JUIJt r,o~sib.te disposit·ion c.(cit
ric!!'.:!d u;·an·irJ:r. pt·cscntly t·i~d ll!' ·jp t!H:~ \·!ai1pJns irw~r.'tory in th::! C'lont 
variou~ c.:r;11!", c.ont:·:>1 chj~ctivc~ sou:i~t by tire Go'tcrt,~c:at ar~ ach·i~ilcd. 
Per'11ap:. t:1e$e tl"iffic11lt ot:jective:s may ~;ev~r b2 ~ch·ie\'Cd, but, in tile 
event th~y ar~, t:1n Covel-n:;:~nt's int•}ntior.s r~ac:;-ding blendin~ dc·~:n its 
inv€'ntcry of Ora~1oy for civi.lian use ai .. <! rcle\'ant tp the cnrichF.d ureniu:-.; 
s•.J~ply situilticn of tf'!c futll:··e, 
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Tile above are thcughts ,.,hi ci1 have co;::e to nri nd as I. huv!:! been con
tcr.lp 1 il ti ng the pri nci pu.l pu!~po:le of this letter, \':hi ch is to urge the 
Com:ni ss ion to entcrta in a somc~·;i1at Ni der dr.gt-r~e of co1W1ent on tile fu turc 
of cnri chment than \•tilS soli cited on i'larch 14th. I am particularly con
corned that potential users of United States cnrichm~nt services in 
othel" cour.t.tics ·have an opportunity for inputs regarding the future m·m
ctship and manC\gcm~nt of.utanium enrichrr.ent facilities in the United 
States. · 

. _ As properly~ pir ted out in th~ Sur.i.i1ary Report by AEC Staff included 
in t:1e pncket, "vir"ually all of the Free Ho1·ld's uranium enriching ca
pncity that is ava· able fo.r co:nmer"cial purposes ·exists in the· U.S. gaseous 
diffusion complex. • The Staff Report re-cndorses the Commission's policy 
of offering, \·lithin thc limits of its available caf,lacity, "long-term con
tl·acts for· en17id1ino services" to foreign users. It contains this patticu-
larly pertinent lanauage: . 

"It i;S therefore important not only to the intere5ts of 
oth~ friendly nations, but also of the United States it-

~
f, that the p14 oduct of U.S. enriching capacity continue 

t be available to other nations on reasonable and attrac
.· i vc terms and undar appropriate safeguards' even beyond . 
specific contractu a 1 ccmmi tments and the capacity of the 
existing diffusion plants.u (p. 3) 

Elsev1here tho Staff Report indicates the des·irability of instilling 
confidznce among othet• count1·ies in the sincerity of the above quoted 
declaration. 

For these r·easons I think it \·tould be both fruitful and proper, even 
at this early stage of consideration of the problem, to receive aprrorri
ate comments from those outside our borders \·tho r.1J..Y be affeGted in a sub- -
stantial Nay by the future O\'/{lersi1ip and rqanil.gemcnt of the U.S; facilities • . 

I recommend not or.ly that this be done no\'J, but that provision be 
made as this mat·i:er progresses for continued non-domestic comments of. 
an advisory nature. This procedure secr:1s to possess a potentia 1 for bring- · 
ing the matte.r along to its eventual resolution in a manner in t:1e r.~utuill 
self-interest- and to th~ satisfaction of both the United States and our" 
friends abroad. 

Thank you for your considera~ion of these coi:1ll1ants· and su~gestions. 

Verr.ly. yours, .. 

CP.AIG HO~y 
Member of :c~1gress 
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or. Glenn Seaborg - AEC 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 10503 

,.-

·APR? 1S69 UNCL. BY DOl 
NOV 86 

Hf-.l•IOl~NDlU FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Sbutdo'Wll of AEC plutonium production reactors 

b "th~ cour~e o'£ rcoxc..'Ilinin~ the FY 1970 budset, on issue has arisen which 
requires your attention. The-Johnson Administration decided to shut down tvo 

..o-r- tho--fout!---p-lutoni~.ml--production-reactors nt H:J.nford, ··· \/ashington, in order to 
achieve sa. vines of $16 million in outlays and $21 million in budget e.uthori ty 
for FY 1970. {There arc also three reactors at Sava.nncll River, S. c., which 
vill continue to operate.) Stron6 objections to the proposed shutdowns vere 
raised by Senators l·laGDuson o.nd JackGon and Rt::presentative Hay and by local 
officials who were concerned about the impact closing both reactors vou1d 
have on the economy of the Hanford area. 

Initi.ally the Ator:rlc Energy Commission suggested keeping one of the two · 
reactors in op~ration in order to lessen the effect on the community and to 
produce additional quantities of plutonium for peaceful and contingent 
cilito.ry purpo~es. However, Chair.can Senborg now agrees that both renctor3 
c::.n be Ehut dovn since the Con11.nission is not able to find the funds w:l.thin 
its bu~et allocations. In addition, Deputy Sccretc.ry Packard he.s iti'omed 
me that DOD hes no objection to the proposed closing, since the five remainins 
reactors arc quite capable of meetin~ any foreseeable military needs {including 
contlnticncics). {I understo.nd Senator Jackson would still urge continucmce to 
meet unforeseen contingent military needs.) 

AEC, it miC}lt be noted, has sub::t3lltially ~xpo.nded other elements of its 
progr?lil at Hanford in order to ec.se the impact of reactor shutdown. l/ooreo...-er1 
AEC ~s activelJ cncourcccd privutc industry to coce into the area for ~re
ciscly the scmc ree.son. There w1111 nc·•ertheless1 sti.U be e.n impc.ct on the 
.:bcnl. coa::.tunity. AEC employment will decline about 4~ as a result of closing 
the second reuctor. 

In vie"il or the cevere budc;et ctrinc;ency e.nd AEC 's continuing ability to 
:rt"'duce sufficient plutonium o.nd reactor producJiis for all civilian and ron 
needs, I r~co~~~nd that we rc~firm the decision to close down both reactors. 
Your c.:pprova.l j.a needed in order to CA11Cdi te chutdo'm. Signiflca!lt del:~.ys 
in clo::olnc; dovn both rea.ctors will reduce the dolle.r savings anticipated 
for FY 1970. 

Before any public announcement io me.de 1 Bryce liar low or Gle:Jn See. borg wil1 
wish to advise Senators Magnuson and Jackson, o.nd Fcpresc:1tativc May. 

\Signed) Robert P. l.tayo 
Ro berl. P • Kayo 

Approved 3)1reat.o.r 

Disapproved -------
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UNITED $TAT:S 

A70MlC ~Q!':QY CC:-1M1:ZIO~J 
WADHING'I'ON. o.e. IG:A 

~. .J. Bloch, Actin; Ceuaral Manager 

. S:tCY : BllM 

Co~iscio~ Businecs 

April 8, 1969 
Apprcrvecl~~-

&.m • Data. ____ _ 

1. Stata~~nt of Pr~posGd Policy Res~rdir.s the Future MeAns of ProvidinR 
U=aniu: Enri:~ent Services to the Nuclear P~er Industry 

To ba revisad aud resub~itted for Co~ission review Wednesday, 
April 9, 1969. (AGU?&P) 

The Commission vill discuss with the consultants on this matter at the 
appropriate time. (AmiP&P-SECY) 

2. AZC 610/136 ··U.S, Policv Conee:-nint; Possible Fo:"t:S of Cooperetion ~71th 
Fo:"'eip,n Enti~ies in Isotopa Er.ric~~ent Activities (See cleo 

}.ZC 610/163 - u.s. P~rticipation in Foreisn Enrichment) 

Discussed. 

A tal~iug paper for Ccmmissio~ review 1a requested for use 1n cliacuaaiouo 
wit~ tl:a White llouaa anc:l the Department of StAte. (AGl·llA) 

3, }~C 894/27 • Foreign Distribution of Evaluated Nuclear Data 

-~. Cost ne~efit ~1vsis cf ths u.s. Breeder Reactor Pro rem -~~B 1126 
S 2e Y~. Shsw' s !"Arch 20 Ml!morac.c!w::a 

Approved for ral ... • aftar DOtification of the BOB. (ID'r) 

. -~( 
cc: . .~/ . 
c~:s i:":~au Se£.borz .:·· 
Ce~~issio~er ~y 

Ce==issionGr Ta,ca 
Ce~iSsione= .Johnson 
CocQisaiouar_ Coatasliola 

.. 

or;~:r:~l si~ncd 

\'1, ~- MoCool 

w. B. lfcCool 
Secreta~ 



I received a letter (copy attached) from Gene Schubert of the General Electric 
Company in which he referred to our meeting with him and his group on March 27 
and reiterated their hope that the AEC would include funds for the LMFBR 
prototype in the FY 1971 budget. 

I sent my biweekly status report on significant developments in the atomic 
energy program to Or. DuBridge today (copy attached). 

I had a somewhat stormy session with Commissioner Ramey who feels that 
Commissioner Johnson and I have been a little devious in our attempts to 
assess the safety of the liquid metal cooled fast breeder reactor. I tried to 
convince him that my main objective is to satisfy myself that no serious 
nuclear explosion could result as part of any mishap. He also expressed deep 
concern that the study being undertaken by the McCracken-Mayo-DuBridge 
committee on the future of the AEC's gaseous diffusion plants might be the 
prelude to a giving away of these plants and could lead to a situation 
reminiscent of the Dixon-Yates scandal in the Eisenhower Administration. I 
tried to assure him that I thought the Executive Branch's interest in this 
important matter is legitimate and the analogy to Dixon-Yates is erroneous. I 
said that I would try to arrange for a meeting of the Commission with the 
McCracken-Mayo-DuBridge committee. 

At 4 p.m. Ed Bloch, George Quinn, John Abbadessa and I went to Room 415 of the 
Executive Office Building for the purpose of briefing the 
McCracken-Mayo-DuBridqe committee on the uranium enrichment program. Mayo was 
not able to be present; those·present were: Dr. DuBridge, Paul McCracken and 
Thomas G. Moore (CEA), Jack W. Carlson, Fred Schuldt and Donald Crabill 
(BOB). Quinn gave them essentially the same briefing that he had given 
Ellsworth, Whitehead and Hofgren on March 20. It was apparent from the 
comments of those present that they are seriously considering the advisability 
of the immediate sale of the gaseous diffusion plants to private industry. we 
tried to explain to them some of the problems involved in this course of 
action. I described the need for an Executive Branch decision on the degree 
of cooperation that we should have with European countries and Japan on any 
program they might have for building gaseous diffusion plants, having in mina 
that this might reduce their incentive to build gas centrifuges and hence 
might help reduce the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons. we 
would, of course, insist that the Non-Proliferation Treaty be in effect before 
we would undertake any such cooperation and would require the involved 
countries to be signatories of the NPT. 

After this meeting I met with McCracken and DuBridge in McCracken's office in 
order to emphasize to them the importance of bringing members of the AEC into 
the discussions of the McCracken-Mayo-DuBridge committee in the course of 
their consideration of their assignment to come up with an Executive Branch 
position of the future of the AEC uranium enrichment plants. I warned them 
that there is considerable opposition in Congress to the immediate sale of 
these plants to private industry. 

Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and Nebraska 
Avenues, going north on the White Horse Trail and then along Cross Trails 3 
and 4 past the Police Headquarters and returning to our starting point. 

Eric went on a bicycle trip to Great Falls with his friends, Scott Luria, 
Harvey Washington and Benny Lagueruela. They were joined at Great Falls by 
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GENERAL·~~ ELECTRIC 
·COMPANY 

176 CY"TN~Il AV"NYC 

.,_,.. ... OaC,CAI.IP'O..NIA 861aa 

:Jr. Gl~n.."l T. Seaberg, Chairman 
't.::lit~d States Atomic Energy Commission. 
\Vashil1gton D. C. 20545 

Dear Dr. 5e'aborg. 

. ' 

April 4, 1969 

.a.. BY DOl 
~V8fi 

This is to thar.!' you and your f~llow Co:r..rr.is sior.er s, G-:1\::. 

the members of the Atomic ·Energy Commission staff i:l atte:lC.ance, ic-= 
t."-le opportunity for Dr. Cohen and me· and our associates to review w:-:::. 
you on March 27 our views on the program for the development of liql.liC. 
metal fast breeders. 

In retrospect, it occurs to me that we may net !-.ave beer .. as 
clear as we wo.uld like ccncer:o.;.ing our outlook on a good scr.eC.ul<; fc-= a · 
demonstration breeder plant. As I noted in my letter to you of Febn:.a:::y 2.6, 
our .ESADA arrangements presently contemplate that ii General Elec-:ric 
:eels it prudent, in light of the state of the ted:.l'lology, we may ':Jy Sep-:e:-.:
ber 30, 1969 submit/to ESADA an offer to suppiy a 300 MWe soC.i~'Y..-ccclec 
fast breeder nuclear power plant. As I indicated to you in ou::: disc;.:..ssic:l o:::. 
-:."-le 27th, we no~ pelieve that s~hedule will slip somewhat. The ex:e=.: of 
u.e slippage wil.~lbe in great measure ~epe_ndent on the resolution of prob:e::-.£ 
associated witl;l/an appropriate site for the plant. and with the develop:ne:-.t oi 
data in the SEFOR research program. 

Our current thinking is that the slippage could be i:-.. t:-:.e cr.:ie-= 
o! some _s'ix months. This would mean that the remainder of the ES--\DA 
schedule would slip some also • 

. However, as we now s\~e it, even with this delay, ar.c. '-S s~::::::-.; 

~.EC, ESADA, <.~.nd Generc:.l Elect1·ic ag1·eemcnt, the ESADA an·~::-:.gc.:11-:::-.::> 
would con(cmplCJ.te commitn1cnt to const1·uct thi:-:; breeder demcr.:;tr;:.tiur. pl<.~-.-.. 

in :nc Govcrnmcnt 1s Fiscal Year 1971. It was in this i1·amc of rc:f~re~c.:.: :!:;;.-.: 
D,r. Cohen noted the nec~ssity, in view of the std.te oi the art tociay, oi pro
ceeding without delay with the research and development programs, sp~.:ially 
in the safety area, which will have to be well advanced when a const:-u.:-:io:=. 
~erinit ia sought !or the plant .. 
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D•·. Glenn T. s~abor S - 2 - April 4, 1969 

Once again, thank you very much !or the opport~ity to 
have this discussion. · 

AES:mm 

cc: H. VI. Gouldthorpe 
K. P. Cohen· 

·:Since~ely, 

- / ,. !' /' ,·- _,-/ .. •. /• I~-- •' ·;·. ,:/ /.; / 
I ,. : ,'-~ .;" , · · ~.. · t ....... " .. ""~ ·, v·· . . - ~ " .~ ,' ., .. ... . . ;.,I • ' 

A. "E. Schubert '\ 
•. 
'' .. 
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April a. 1969 

Honorable Lee A. DuBridge 
Science Adviser to the 

President 
The White House 

Doar Lee: 

Enclosed is the biweekly status report 

on si,nificant developments· in the atomic 

energy program for April 8, 1969. 

Cordially, 

Glenn T. Seaborg 

Enclosure 

Identifical let~er prepared to: 

Honorable Robert F. Ellsworth 
Assistant to the President 

bee: Cecil Xing 

.JLB/jel 

UNCL. BY DOE 
NOV 86 
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AEC £!WEEKLY STATUS P~PORT FOR AP~IL 8, 1969 

UNCL. BY DOE 
NOV 86 

1. Tho Senate Com~ittce on Appropriations, Subcom~ittce on 
Public Works, has scheduled hearings on ALC'~ Fiscal 
Year 1970 appropriations for A?ril 24, 25, and 28, 1969. 
The House Appropriaticns Cor.:mittee~ Subcommittee on 
Public ~;orks, has also scheduled its hearin~s on AEC' s 
appropriations for .-.fay 12, 13. and 14, 1969 ~ The Joint 
Co~i:littce on Atooic Energy has tentatively schedulec 
April 17 as the beginning date for AEC authori:ation 
hearings. 

z. AEC h~s accepted an invitation to testify on cost sharing 
3nd payment of inJirect expenses in connection with 
research contracts and grants before the Senate Government 
Operations Co~~ittee, Subco=.mittoc on Government Research, 
on April 2l, 196~. 

3. ALC testified in support of a bill to establish a 
Co~ission on Covorn~ont Procurement (H.R. 474) before 
the :.~ili tary Oper11tions Subcor.:r.:1i ttee of the Hou.se Coc• 
aittce on Covornccnt·Operations. 

4. Governors of eight western states dcsign~tcd SG repre
sentatives to attend the tcchnic~l briefin~s on under
ground nuclear test safety that were held at AEC's Nevada 
site on April 1. Alcost all tho representatives wore 
state officials. In~luded were scientists, c~ucators, 
an~ ac~inistrators. 

S. AEC's Atoms-in-Action Demonstration Center in M4nila 
closed on ~tarch 16, after a £our-week exhibit. Total 
general public attcndanco was 82,000 ~nJ 5,600 high school 
students attended a threo-hour lecture demonstration. 

6. ).. high·lc.vcl Japanese team will \·isi t AEC on April 11 to 
discuss the U.S. approach to comprehensive and systeruatic 
research and dovelopl:lcnt. The tcal:f will includo Noboru 
Shinoh~rm, one of the full·ti~e ~embers of tho Japanese 
Council for Scionc~ and Technolo~y. They will then visit 
our Oak Ridge ato~ic cnorgy installation on April 14 to 
discuss the 5ame subject. 

7. An AEC ~obil& radioisotope l:1boratory will begin :1 t~o
weck visit to the Fo~cr~l City ~ollcgc in Washington, 
~.c., on Arril Zl. This visit will ~~rk tho beginning 



•• 

•• 

10. 

11. 

1Z. 

13. 

14. 

• z • 

of. the. second decade of operation of this prograa, 
which consists of an_ .intensive tlto•veek course, 

. ..illcludin~uures _an,t_~aboratory experiments on the 
principles aud applications of radioactivity in 
teaching and research. Plans are being made to invite 
local officials to visit the laboratory and to obsorYe 
its use as an effective toad1ing tool in small colleges 
and universities which aro not well equipped with 
scientific facilities. 

A cooperative program for strengthening predominantly 
Negro onginoerin& schools is being started between six 
Negro schools, soveu predoMinantly white southern state 
universities, and AEC's installation at Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee. Faculty from the Negro schools will work at 
Oak Ridfo, while people from Oak Ridge or othor partici• 
patin& ustitutions serve at the Negro schools. 

During Fiscal Year 1969 AEC has awarded SSOO,OOO ia 
aatchin&·fund grants to 6l educational institutions for 
purchases of laboratory equipment to be used for research 
and trainiAI ia the nuclear sciences. 

In 1961 AEC purchased $117 million worth of U30a in uranium 
concentra~e (14,675.000 pounds) froa u.s. ore processin1 
aills. The mills also sold commercially •ore than 10 
aillioA pounds for use as fuel in nuclear power plants. 

The Export•Iapor~ B&Dk has contrac~ed to loaa a Japanese 
electric utility $6~ million toward the cost of a nuclear 
JeDeratiDJ plaat. . . . 

West Geraany•s plans for increasing its electrical gen• 
eratin1 capacity include 19 additional nuclear plants by 
1975. 

E.ployaent of Ne1roes by private contractors at AEC 
facilities increased during 1968 from 3.3 to 4.2 percent 
of the total work force (currently lOS,OOO workers). 
The areatest increase occurre~ in clerical and production 
jobs. 

The first sea trials of the 40th u.s. nuclear attack sub• 
aarine and our llst nuclear-powered submariDe in operation. 
tAe !!! Beraall, vere coapleted on March Z4. 
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15. As part of the study to evaluate tho potential of usiD1 
under1round nuclear explosions for water management 
purposes in Arizona, AEC, the Bureau of.Reclaaation, 
and the State of Arizona will begin in April a field 
investigation comparing tho cost and safety of usinJ 
nuclear explosions versus conventional earth-moving 
techaiques for constructinJ a 4am noar Winslow, Arizona. 
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their friend Joe Canary who then rode his bike back to our home in Washington 
with them; Joe spent the night in our home. 

I received a cal I from Theos Thompson today. He said he has been asked to 
participate in a rebuttal program on "The Careless Atom" and wondered what I 
thought about it. I said that under the circumstances of his impending 
commissionership it might be more prudent not to undertake this assignment at 
this time. 

I wrote to Peter, David, and Lynne and Bill, sending them copies of Pace, 
since it has an article about me. 

Wednesday, April 9, 1969 - Bethesda and D.C. Offices 

At the Bethesda Office I presided at 9:35 a.m. over Regulatory Information 
Meeting 338 (notes attached) and at 9:55a.m. over Regulatory Meeting 214 
(action summary attached). 

Commissioner Tape, Julie Rubin and Cathy Maus accompanied me back to the H 
Street Office and on the way we drove by the Tidal Basin area to see the 
cherry blossoms which are in full bloom. 

1 had lunch at the Madison Sandwich Shop with Bi II Perkins and Stan Schneider. 

I received a letter (copy attached) from Budget Director Mayo providing BOB 
guidance for our·FY 1971 planning and budgeting cycle. 

Al Labowitz forwarded to me a letter (copy attached) he received from Admiral 
Lemos of the DOD enclosing some recent comments made by the Soviet Military 
Attache on the subject of the Safeguard decision and SALl. 

At 4 p.m. I presided over Information Meeting 894 (notes attached). I was 
called out of the meeting to take a call from Bob Mayo who said he had been 
going over things with the President again and brought to his attention that 
closing the two reactors at Hanford could pose a political problem for him 
with Senator Jackson as long as there is a decision against the prototype on 
the SSl and other offices are moving from Seattle to San Francisco. The 
President said he would have to do something for Jackson and asked Mayo to get 
together with me to perhaps close down a reactor at Savannah River in place of 
one of the two at Hanford. Mayo pointed out to the President that this could 
be a more serious problem, not only because of lhurmond and Russell but 
because the reactors at Savannah are more versatile and produce other products 
than plutonium. The President then said to add one reactor at Hanford and to 
try to see what I could do for them. Mayo said he indicated to the President 
that I had played ball splendidly. 

I asked Mayo if he would go for dropping more uranium purchase contracts. I 
said we have the results now and think we might be able to find something, but 
not the whole amount corresponding to the cost of operating a Hanford K 
reactor. He said that would be all right if it is legitimate. I said that it 
would be, that I would get Abbadessa working on it right away so he could 
contact Fred Schuldt on the results. He asked me to work with Bryce Harlow on 
the publicity for the restoration of one Hanford reactor. The President wants 
to be sure that this is handled in such a manner that Senator Jackson wil I get 
the credit for it. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

April 9, 1969 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 338 

9:35a.m., Wednesday, April 9, 1969, Room P-118, Bethesda 

1. U. S. Navy License (See Mr. Price's April 7 Memorandum) 

Approved. (ADRA) 

2. Mr. Price's Oral Report on Jersey Central Power and Light Company 
(Oyster Creek 1), Docket No. 50-219 · 

The Commission concurred in the proposal that the Division of Reactor 
Licensing issue ~ license authorizing a fiv~ megawatt power level. (DRL} 

3. Strike at Big Rock Point 

Noted. 

4. Status of General Electric Plants 

The Commission noted discussions would be held on the technical issues 
in the Bell Station, Hatch, and Brunswick Plants. Bell Station and 
Hatch are on the ACRS agenda, and Brunswick will be represented by 
an official observer. 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr. Beck 
Mr. Mann 
Mr. Schur 
Mr. Wells 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Ryan 
Mr. Helfrich 
Mr. Yore 
Mr. McCool 

9:55a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners. 
Dir /Regulation 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20545 

April 9, 1969 
Approved __________ _ 

H. L. Price, Director of Regulation HLP 
Date ----------------

ACTION SUMMARY OF REGULATORY MEETING 274, WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 1969, 9:55A.M., 
ROOM ?-ll8, BETHESDA, MARYLAND 

SECY:MJD 

Commission Business 

1. Briefing on Reactor Effluents 

Commissioner Ramey suggested an up-dating of the effluent impact 
on the environment from the presently estimated number of reactors 
that may be in operation by the year 2000. 

Commissioner Johnson requested an analysis of AEC operations at 
Savannah River, Idaho and Hanford as they affect the ecology of 
the environment in relation to anticipated changes in Regulatory 
effluent standards. 

(ADRR) 

2. AEC-R 30/91 - Amendments to 10 CFR Parts 30 and 32 - Exemption of 
Byproduct Material in Gas and Aerosol Detectors 

~-Approved. (RPS) 

3. AEC-R 30/92 - Amendments to 10 CFR Parts 30, 31 & 32 - Exemption of 
Electron Tubes Containing Byproduct Material 

Approved. (RPS) _... 
4. AEC-R 4/61 - Proposed Amendments to 10 CFR Part 2 - Protection of 

Information Received from Applicants and Licensees Regarding Safeguards 
and Physical Security Measures 

Approved, as revised. 

The Commission requested: 

(a) deletion of the proposed public announcement; 
(b) a status report on the program in six months. 

(NMS) 
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H. L. Price / 
Action Summary of 
Regul:rory Mtg. 274 

5. AEC-R 2/73 - Amendment 
Utilization Facilities 

~proved. (DRS) 

' 

-2- April 9, 1969 

of 10 CFR Part 50: Licensing of Production and 

6. AEC R 4/60 - Proposed Amendments to 10 CFR Part 2 - Elimination of 
Docketing and Notice Requirements of Part 2 for Certain Waste Disposal 
Licenses 

~proved •. (DML) 

7. AEC-R 18/44 - Petition to Amend 10 CFR Part 40 to Exempt from Regulatory 
Controls Cufflinks Containing Depleted Uranium 

~proved. (RPS) 

8. AEC-R 101/13 - Amendment of 10 CFR Part 150 to Redefine the Basis of 
Continued Commission Authority~in .. Agreement States Over Transfer of 
Products Containing Agreement Materials 

~pproved. (RPS) 

·.,.'· 
cc: •./ 

/ , 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner. Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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Hono1·c:~blc Glenn T. Seaborg 
Ci1.ai:r;~.::-.n, U.s. AtO!:'iic E."lerc,ry 

Col~.-nis~ion 

1-:<:..sh:i.nc:ton, D. C. 

Dc2.r Z.:.r. Chairman: 

Tn-:! pm~posc of this lctt(!r is to p=ovio.e Bu.d:;.:::t Bl.ll~c:J.u gui~1E:zlC8 fc::.~ the 
?Y 1971 !>l::.rm:i.nG Q.Ud budc~tina cycle. lt i::; my ir.t.cn:c:i:o:l ~~o 1r:z.ke th;;: 
p~·:)CC!SS r1:1srorlsive to both ot.u.· nceclz du:.c:i.nc; i:.his i:,~;o:·t<:!nt f:i.1·st yc:;.~ of 
·~;·.1c 1:.~~-: J..c1;1L'1.ist:L"CJ~ion. by e:npl1.D .. sizing c.nD.ly·zi:.; o:t' ~1::.s,jo:c r~roc;r~::l iss·\.tr;s 
e.rel :p::.."iorit.y-::;~t..~~:i.n; for the E'Y 1971 bud5ct, e21d 5\r'\:cse0._:J.G:.1t "';/CC~ ·o~Hls~t;.;. 

Hl1ilc our Bu.llctin Iro. 68-9 l:ili con.tim:.e t.o ·e.G t:.~:c.:cl, :i.::::;yrovc;r"~r/~s to -r.::-~·:.! 
plann5.ng a.-:.cl budg..::tin;3 prOC.:!SS ivill Oe clevelop~d. ·tniG ye<:;r for :iJ,:plc.:.~:;r.~.:..;:.JCi0::1 

in the l!"'Y 1972 cycle. 

As you :Y.no11, the pr.:>cess begins '.iith icl~ntificat:.i.o:::l of 1r.:3.jor :p:::·osr~< :J..S:o;'..'.e;:; 
c.r:.d. i::; foD.ouccl by th~ cc.:r.:::ful c..ncl.y::::i.s of' cc.ch :i.::s1.1.:'!, i.rK:lud:l.n8 cevc:J.orx~.::;:.1t 

of r.:;:.:·.lis·tic v.lterno.tivG::; a.r::l e::::t:.i.r.::~t~£:: of thci:!..· bt::.d.gct0-ry c::.nd :;ocial :L'7:\\1i-
cation5. ~~1c fil.~s·G step !cs alrcc.d~r be::g!.l::l.. Bo.tci1 ;r:-o:.~ st:'.:~f ~d oin0 h.::.·\r<.: 
bce:'l developing clc~criptivG n!.:l'Ccl~i:J.l for s~vc.:rc-.1 p::or;c::;cd poli.cy ::::tt1..iics. 
Ti1i:;; .letter i~ intended to for;.nally icl.~;.i.ti~y the~c issues. 

llc 1:~.vc l:l!':!i ted the nu::.bcr of ~r.jor policy iGsuc:::; to e. void dilutio~ of 
ycn .. '..l· c.gcncy' s c.nalyaco.l resource::;-. Tile princip~:.l prozl'.::.l-:J. is::>ue \rh:Lch ~.T~ 
see ct th~ pref.ent til;lO involves the future of ..ii.EC $ s u:roxtiur.1 enriclL-:.cnt 
co~·l)lcx, ~1i tlj, ~:!?cci~ic r~fcr<:..:ncc to t!le <J.uez-~~ion of "'rTh~-~:JJ;:::- sterJ~ sl:ou.ld 
be tnkcn soon to t1·c:.n::>fer tho m~a.niu.":l enr:Ld..z:1ent ftil-;.ctic.n to ino:: .. lst:.::.; 
thrm.15l1 s~l1-off of r..ll or rr.ozt of the e:~i:>tin_s .. \i.~C: co:::;JJ.::x. T:'1.c::.::: a?:::•·~ur;:; 
to b~ :lct:!::l..r..:; intrinsic~lly gove:t-r:1~c.:nt~J.. CJ:tou .. t t:Z~c func".:;io:-t of e~1riclli:..;i 
fu.:!ls for 1:uclear -pm.Icrph,_ntz, o.~siYUling c-.ppro:!,)ri"~t,~ cor;:~rolz to p:cctcc·~ t~e 
ll<."..tion~J. soct;;r.i ty 3l:Ld the public ~::'..fety. O!l the other ho.r:.:i, it '\·luulcl be 
i!::!)orts.nt th£>.t th~ GOY()l·nment sbot~ld sccu.r,; the mQ;~ir.J.l1:~ fc:::0-sible fi:r.r,..nc:i..c::.J. 
rctu.rn frvr.\ the s:1lc of these r..ssctz. ~his iS::ii.!O is d.ezcl·:Lbccl c>.ncl discu.ssed. 
furt.b.cr in Attc.cr~·r..~nt A. 

T'n.i.5 ~1.foj ect ia not a nc~1 Ol'lC, ~d. llc eX\:: all~r:~ of .:~lle ~~*t-tc:-rtioz1. 1-7~·1:i.cl1. 

.P:EC C:lld ccl~t.:lin in.du.s~(,l"Y gl .. OUl?Z h.~\\·c e.lrc:r:.rl.~r gi \'~n to i ·t.. B~co.~1..se cf t::tc 
irJpol·tc;mc.:! of the ·s"t;.oject, e.r.d :i:. ord.er bcttc:r to prr.:::p::.::..·c ou:;.·s~lv~s fo::.: 
lz..tcr revie1: of your s'~udy, '\·7~ pl:·.D. ~~ r::a~~ a. concul·rcnJ..;. cx-..:.)lorc.tion of 
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the ~ul>jc:.:t. In viC\/ of 'Hht'.t 1-rc m~dcJ:::;t:: .. m1 to h.:: AhC':.; cc.;r-:;·,:i t:,J·~:•t to 
th~ Join'.; Cor.:mittce on Ato::lic !~ne:.::gy to testify on ".:.h:!.s subject by 
June 11 ·ue "1-:iJ.l need yotu· stu.cly, at lcc.ct in d:cuft i'oli-1, by !:!r.y 9. 

THo oi:'hcr issues are descl·ibcd in At.tc.cln:lClY~r. 13 and C. 'l'hcy invulve 

2 

the futm·e of: the Ha.nforcl N.PR rc;;~~ctor c>.m1 the Il:l~I3!\ d.c,·f'.onzt:c~.tic!l plc.nt 
procr.ru:l.. ~le need the draf·~ l'esuJ.ts of thcee stucli .. cs ·oy June 1 ::o '~ho.t 
ue cr>.!";. tcl;:G tho re::;uJ.ts into accotmt durinc om· :_)l·'=v:i.ciT of the J?Y 19'(1 
bude;et 1 '·ihich 1-tc plan to concluc'~ in June. 'I"he comj_)J.c~tton of the "'T~·i teu:? 
a..'!C:. final report of the a..11aJ..ysis r.,ay be later. For my part and to offer 
~.s:;5.star..ce, I have assiG;l'led a i:!e;':lbcr of my staff J.:.o· follOil each issue 
dcscl·ibed in the £'.ttachments. 1·le e:>:'}_)ect to send :;-cu sh::>rtly a ct~te::1ent 

of a.n additional issue iilvolvins the pos::>ibility of :::;~ea."~c1• foreic;n 
:p~~"i:.ici1'ation in cel·te.i..'1 of J'.EC' s non-r,lilital-y prog::.:·a:ns, notably the 
hiGh cner3Y physics progreJ'l. 

Stu:J.:::~.:1ized briefly in 1\:ctacl1.'1!C!lJ~ D, si:;:.1.,1Y as a •·.lc:~·:;a:.· of reco1·cl, is 2. 

list of the tmfinished business 11 c:-.1o.ininc; fro::1 st;.tdics p1·eyiousJ.y 
ini·Giatcd. 

Study rcm.U.ts should later be stm1::arizec1. in the ProcraFl lic:r:orar:c.a, ~(rhich 
should se·~ for'~h the stater;lents of pl4 ogram issuez, the co;·,•;aricons of the 
alte:::·na.tives, and a fin.al stunr.'l.?.ry of the ano.ly'~ic r.:ateri~.l. The i'inc.l 
Proc;rc;·:l t.:c:-.~oro.nda should discuss other issues besidec J.:.hc is:::oues iden'.:.ifiecl 
in this letter if' they requil·e decision in the 'ct,.rrc:at i)UdGct cycle. 

Sorr..~ iss1.1es rr:ay reCJ.uire cooperative 2.!' .... 1.lysis i-Tith other a.c;cncics; we st~-:d 

rca.dy to assist you. in these cooperative efforts. Durinz the yeal· vrc may 
have other r.:a.jol4 p:.."'gram isst1es which vrc can discuss vrhen they a:t•ise . 
. A.lso 1 the Bu~et Bureau ,.rill be ·contactinz your staff conce:::ning m-:1aller 
issues and for additional info~ation. 

For enalyticco.l p~oses 1 we rc<;.ttest that you usc a 10 pe:~:cent discoU!lt 
rate uith tests for sensitivity at 7.5 and 12.5 1)ercent, 1.1r~ess J.:.he 
Federal cx:vcndi ture has a similo.r countcri)a.l·t in the :p~4i v<:>.te ecol~o·:n:·, 
in "Y;hich case the before-tax rate of l'et;,u-n. in the cc::pal·eJ)J.e ~ri Ya·~c 
sector should be used. Other e.SS'lr.!:!_Jtions are being devclOIJed end 'Hill 
be given to your sta.ff when available; aclditiona.l ones r:;ay al~o be used. 

In res:!_Jonse to you:r letter to l-!r. Zuic2:: of Decc:nbcr 181 1963, re~c.rdinG 
further e.n~~~rtica.l studie~ in hi~h-er.c:·c;y ?h:t~ics :;rcviot~~ly rcqt~cs"~ccl 
by us, I a:u i-Tillir-3 to i-rithclralr the rcque~t for specific ftu·ther s"~u.dics 

i..'l vieu of the considerations e:·:pressed in your letter·. Ho1-revel", I ~ 
sure that "YTC both reco5llize that this subject is a r.e.t"~e:;: irl-:.ich l~cg_uircs 
contimtinc; attention, a!ld ""t;e may :n::>.!-:e indcr)e!lclent _studio~. i·:o~:eover, 
"c"'"'"'d t'""0"' O\t~ re··.:c·r c"" ,~,-~ q,r.c 6~ ' T C"''"'Ct'"' ;,., ... ;,c CO'"'C,.,,...-cn c.;.,j;,)'- -~" ... - -v.,. r J. .;'o,/'-Loloo ..... v .....,-.:\.) - '-'•• 4....6. -··· '-' ... 1 ..... _..,_.,.~o. .. 
e .. -.-..:.··-,·~~~e:-1 ... _· .... . ~.f_.,.., '7.·.-,·l.'c' •. ·.'-== 1e'··.··"' ..... o-:--. T'":!~'-·""····r :~") 1c.<0 1' .•• ~ .... , ..... ~----1"'- .J-o , ---- - - - - "',J-- • t.. ..... · .•.•• _._.. - 1 _,.._,,J ... ..;.. ... •!." ... t.;;;:.._;~-""' ""' 
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L1 a.n effort to provide a. sm:t~o.ry of ot.u~ J:nm.;J.ef.c;e about Fcclcrc.l J?:co~rOJ,iS 
end their ·imr:o.ct or. ouz· society, -.;.rc -.;.:5.11 c1cvclol) a. cu,c;~cctec1 i'Ol"fr:at i'o1· 
l'evie,.ril'l.G such infoJ:nc..t:i.on by April 15 so that it can be i::l.clucled in you.r 
a;::;ency 1 s bud:;e•.; ,'.!'.d pknninG se::;siom: anc1 your sttb!·dssions to the Budc;ct 
Btu·eau. 

Also, ue request that you evaluate the P.dcq,uacy pf your !.Jlru:nin:3 c.nd 
analytic s"fcl'rz i.'l. you.r immediate office nncl l.1ajor subordii:.atc U..'"litc in 
ti .. ·n.c to incli.tde the 1·esults in yoUl· June 1 su"o1uissicn to the Bud~ct !3•.trcD.:J .• 

I should lil>e to tal:.e this O!_)porttm!ty to thank you for the severo.l stud.ic:::: 
"l>'~lich you prcl'ai·ed lest year for r.1y pl'cdecessor, in cormcction llit!:: 
J_Jrc:x~.re:.;ion of the FY 1970 bud.c;et. 'l'hcy se:::-vcd a very useful !Jttr_r:ne. 

Ti.1~ B;.tlcet Bureau \till be rcc.dy to :~rovidc info:"Tial staff' assistance should 
you find it tu::eful du:c:ine the ::>lanninG and budgetir..g ,rocess. 

Sincerely, 

.Dira-c to:-

·Enclosures 
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ern~·ich.::lcn..:..; cc:..:Jc2.C .. cs to inclu.st:ry? 
sl~ould be folJ.ol7eu ovc:..~ the nc:-:t C.cca::lc'? 

B9.C~~.:.-(l ... cn..t:.1d: l}_-;;_1c B·~c~."'-l. of t!'le Stld:;c-c r:.sl:cd A=:.:c -to do ~ s~c~1cl~r {c.t..S 67-1) 
011 -~1lic 0CllC::!~cJ. subject, o, .. , ~,ebl ... l:ary 23, 19G7. I!:.. ::::·es;:;or.sc, .1\.~~C on 
r, .. - .J. 1)1, J- C::~r~ ~ ...... , .. ~ c- ·.•• l. ........ r.\ ... , ,l...,...., -i-11~ T'l~ ~ .• ,, "C.,..O'·" o-,"" ~o~,~. ,.. '"')".L'C, -~ .... ,.·i .,'\~ ...... ":r t:-.:._ ·,i'.P, 

0:-.\) ~-...:.J t.., ~ J '/ V'J) V..lr. (...._..,>J •• L V \J-\,.1,. VU '-'- ~ .-.J-.- '-' v - - W .... <..... .:, ·•-··-J. .. <.;...a • .J ._, l.,..o~'·--

rc1:o::::·t en t~his 3U.-i:·jcct c.nr .. ir~dic~/~cd tb.2 .. t j~03 sl::n.tlcl be 1:clJt r...dv"j_s~cl of 
:r~u:ct~:c: ... I"(!SttJ.-~s e.s :L.nl'ori-.!~tio:n bccene c:.\;-c.ila1JJ..e. On 2·-:~l"'Cl1 11~, l$'69, iJ~c· 
t:!:C.l!!:):nit,·t.cd. -:,o the Dil~ccto=r.~ of 13·03 o.i~d s2.!::Lllt~.!:e::vu::;ly to sc~·~:e 150 i~C;..~,.ls

t:rial D.d.c.h·cs~ccs ~ 30-:?~GC P.J~C steff :.J~L:cly· e::ti tlecl. r:~,U·~'..:!:C 0\~r:el~s::iiJ (;~l!d 
i·:~::[~.:e~:l~~1t of tJ:~c:ni:.l.!.l ::ri~ ... ic!~:~e11t l~c.cil:i. ties i11 t~ll~ U!lit~d. S.,v:~·::.c~. rr 1~3C 

Joir.t.JC CG::~~li·~·~o~ C!l i~t,u:::ic 3~:c:cs~' l~s·::, fc.ll usl:G('l ..:(,l:c 
of .Jti.S.Jcicc ~~o stf~~~·.:i t rc~orts on ·i;[!c sa~J~ 2ct ·b~,. r._~.c~..t.Jc, 

iz~d:i.c<:~·i:.cc1 in a c;cr.cr~1 i;o.y an e:~pe:ctation of t.old.::.:c.g 

casco.clcs, '\ihe";.;he.::: b:,' Govcrr:.;;:en~~ or 'by indust:::.·y? 
cor1S of C:tC~ '? 

.hly 1, 
l'.:.cari!'l[::S 

I:·c.:~-:::.:.~t:·:~8nt 

1969, 

2. :·J.'1at Z:..:ecl.r~ive Br~.nch :po~ition is rccc:::::c:::-.c1ed by P.2C? 1!1:at a:::.·e 
t'hc consiC:cration:J, p1·o ~.nd COi1 1 i·:l:ic!-i lead. Ii..EC to this position? 

3. ~·.':'1~.:'c, ·uo1..1ld. be tl1c Govcr:n·11el.::t cuz:1. .flol:s--i:nclttdin~ tc...:-:es--e;i.d. 
l"'cco·ve".;.."'~' of !Jl·c·vio"..:.s GO\'~rr~·:1cnt in';cst:-::el1t m:c1cr t:b.0 t~s:~u:~1::;tio~s th~~ 

0, 1, 2, or 3 of ~he co.sc8.c:.ec arc :::old to inci.:.cs".;:r:y? iih.:.~~ 17ouJ.cl be ".;he 
ir..cl.ustri~~ cazl1 fJ.o-:1s t.l.Yldel·· these ci~~~::st3:1-CO!:;? 1-~:c ar1cl:c::c Jco .t~b.is 

S.i.~e3tion £.houlcl c1cc>.l e;...-:;lici ~1y id"i:.h c.n e.c;:ccecl :r::>.ll[.;-3 of uncertainty ~:..-.d. 

a~rced dc:Ciliitions oi "C:;!Sl1 flo1·! 1 
11 'based. uyon l~::C-J03 str-.ff c1isc:'J.sciio~lz o 

l~. Aszu::1inc; ·~l1a t e. Ctecision lte::..~c t~::en. to zell 011c o~ tlOl .. C cc..scad.c:s 
e.t ~chc e:':.~liest IJl .. actic~blc ti!'~c 1 1-:r~c.-~;; cli::;i.;o:;:Ltiun p~··occdurc shotlld iJc 
fo1.lc~!cd? ~-r:-:~.t tl:)set p1·icc) bas~d U.JOn -~~l1c ~Jla!:.ts 1 :iutu=e cc..~11ins 
:;;ot~r.tie.l, shot!.lci. "cc set'? ~-ih~t p~~i.en~ prcccd.:)_;ccs cl~c~tld be estD..Clis;:cd 
!:O ~.;l:z.'!; tl-:e s~llir::; pr:!..co i~ r;r.y event ec;.,t;.~~s o~ c::c~cdz tl1e Gv".rc::.~~~:e:.1·~ 1 s 
clz;::·~ci.::.tcd bco2: value Z 

5· po~si"b~li~.:,.:..cs 

~;1li t-;;.i.n;: t~c .:'~cl1.~c2..:1 cor:.2Jlc:·: ~d. sclli-1:::::; 
tl:c ::~ssi:~ilitic~ for, ~d th:! b:;.l::nce of 
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2 

6. ~J.1.a/~J !lOlic~' should be p1u·su.ed "'ti th rc::: .!!ec'.; to r.cll-oft' oi' toll 
em:·ic~r.!cnt contro.cts 1 nattU·a.J. urunium ztoclcG, p1·c-procluction ztockc, 
hic-;her enrichment stoc};s, and tails'? If a dccizion io t~J:cn to cell 
these inventories, '\-7het cash fl0".·75 and dicposi tion prccccln:-es "\70tU.d 
or should result? 

7. llhat Govcr.run~nt intervent~:.on, if· any, shoulcl be unclert:~ken to 
p1·o·t.cct cu:to!!1Cl'S a.se.inst the emel'£;;cnce of a.nti-·com:;?ct:i.. ti vc pl'o.cticcs 
in each case'? 

8. 1·1'nat "\·7ould be the il':!plica.tions of the val~ious c~ze: for t'-'r-. 
presen'.- ~26 cho.J.'GC for sep6.·a·(;ive "\Tork and for the l\.EC:..o....'1..t'10unced ceilin3 
chcr::;c of' ~;30 (escalated)'! . 
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UHCL. BY DOll 
NOv a& 

..L5Sll~: 

to 

I 

T), ,....,, ......... ~ .... c"!'ld hc1-: sl:ott.lc1 .:~nc !Icnfcr~l r~;?:-~ d.:J.c:-l :;u.rt)osc 
~1c.s!1ill~to11 l"t1blic ?o11c1 .. Su~'~rl:,J" S~rst8-::: ( ~-J?l~S)? 

D0.ci:~l--ot1.2i.c1: It has 'bce:1 [C:1Cl .. c.ll:;r l~cco~:).-lizcd f:. .. o:n tb.c o~tset tT:.at. -'clle II22-1ford. 
l-:I)l\ 'HOtllC. !:iCO:lCT 01~ l:;.tel .. be t:. .. ~J.2.~s::'c: .. ~.:·ccl to :.·Jl")J~3S. i\·~ .~~ht.: tj_~::c -~v~nc.t iG~C 

0?Cr[:.t,iC11 ·uc.s tlSCd to illt:s-'~l .. C.:~c a :)os::.1)1C or r:co0e.1JJ .. c r;c.ttc:-... ~1 Of D.C.~c,i~-ri·t:r 

c.2:..d 1 .. cla-:-io21r,~1:~l;s. '2::1E-.t, :DCl ... :I_od ~\ct·u.::~J .. l:r Occ;r-~"1 ir.:. I~o-~~c:-::1J~::: .. 1966. _0_.!~ .1\EC: s 
~u .. :;iZi[;, :-iJ?:?SS is l"lC~J ~Jl"OCr.:e(Li.l .. lC 1·iit11 2..!!.. :i~~-:l) lJ:'O;~r:l:·:l to cn1':2ncc its c.bili·t,~r 
to tc.:~e o .. ver O?e:t .. a tion o:C .J~11c l'"Cact~:'. 

l. !'i:.'1c.:t. s.J~Cl)S ~}!01Jld "'uc t2.l:c:1 \·!i ~~::..n t.!:c I~:cctl.J~::.:v~~ 3:: .. 2..:~:.(::: c~:.r:ci~: 

CY 1)!69 to c.::s~1.:·~ t~c.t, -c~:c ~I:J}~fo:-cr: :·;.:~:1 :cc·~c-~o:- co~~llC: b~ t::..'cr .. slc~"l:ecl to -:.::l~c 
( .. .,.-_--~~' ,;,::.:::J~) 

evc::1.t !~O 

in 1971 or 1972) ~ ..... ,, 
"'"'"'"-.,} 

2. 1-;~at ob~~~c .. clcsJ if C.!1~' (f:co:~! ~~1ic ::·~~.:C.?:Jir.:t, OJ:' ~~:J~C:s J!:CO(;:L'"a!.:!) 

l!ou.ld st~!!cl i11 t!:c 1-:~:l oi' :;(-~a.chi:J.G .!L,h.c o"oj c:cti ... ,c:. ci·Ced. abcir~ 't 

r:.atte~ .. ? Is ·~hc:. .. e ~.r.:.:; obstacle to e.c:\risii"!~ ~-J·l1I'i;S \·litlli~ tl1e r.c:·:.J~ s~·.;cral 

:::.o:::1ths of a fili1 decision to ;:::.·occeci.? 

4. 1n1~.t invol"~·"C:-.~e:1t b~.r .!~he BorJ:::.c·Iillc l")c\·Je~ 1\.d:::~:..~is"tl't'.·Cicr!. is 
ap:propria~.;;e a!1d. necessary to ac!1ieve:-::ent of t.'hc o"ojcc-tive? 
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2 

con"t;ribution be a·~ leo.:::t subato.nti~lly less tht1ll the: Govcrn:-::cnt 1 s sh~:::c 
in the first plant? Shou.l'l ·~he Govcrr..:·::.cnt ~i.r:1 for a 11

1':'la:O::i:-:ltir.l of tech!'l:Lc'!.l 
convel·~cnce 11 in the dCl~lOnstre.tion plo3llti.i to achieYe overall cost savin:s'; 

4. If a. decision vrcre :::tadc for the Cover:~::cnt to .~:.":lJ:c a financial 
contl·ibution to only one IHli'BH cl.crJonstrc.tion r-1~.:1"~ 1 ui1c.t alternative 
ne~.llS uould the::c. ce to so structure the f.l'l.1ject tho.t t·Ho o:: th:..·ce 
qualified rencto::.· vendors and utili".;ics could contl·ibute to and 
partici~ate in its constr~ction ru1d or-cro.tion? 

5. AsnUl:linS e. possible Govcrnnent contribution to a ::;ccond or even 
c.. third detilOnstra:tion J:ilant1 '\-That "\·7ould. be the effect on the pl'OGl"c.n if 
th~::;e pl.D . .ut::: "\-Tere ini tinted at c;reatc:: than t"1·7o yce.x inte1·vals? 

6. Cc.n the size of the initial !l-!FBTI denonstr".tion plo.nt be held 
to 300 !;:He or less to decl·easc total capital cost l'equircd? 

404 



UNCt.. rrv 001 
N0V 86 

1 S...,fc":ttf'~""as 1~~o.-:-.. -~ ..... , (S\S Gg_.,, - Dc·\:-clo_1::;~c11""L, of .!'!l t~t~C J.~o~i.J~io'l"'\ __ . , • ____ ·,> • • ·.-:.. •• • ,- ~-·· • '---v-~;_}_ - - -

::·c.c;C.l·(l:..ns r.:)?llc,.:~:.o!1 to u::cr cllnr.:..:;c::.:. to o:ff:::ct ~J .. l or :part~ of tli.C ·cosJ~!:i 
of/ th:.c ?::.--a :::·~.1. 
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~ .~?R 1953 
Refer to: J .. 2J625/o~f · 

Mr. Allan M. Labowitz 
Syecial Assistant for Oisarm~ment 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, o. c. 20545 

Dear Mr. Labowitz: 

' 
I am enclosing herewith a copy of some recent ccrrments made oy 
the Soviet Military ·Attache on the subject of the Safeguard 
decis~on and SALT. They may be of interest t'o me.~bers of the 
NSSM-28 Working Group. 

Enc Iesure 
a/s 

M£~ 
W. E. Lemos 
Rea; Admiral, USN 
Director, Pol icy Planning & 

Arms Control Staff 
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UNITED STATES 

ATcf>MIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 10545 

r• 
COPY NO. fC. 

April 9, 1969 

. !NFORMATIO~_MEETING 894 tiHCL. BY DOE 
• · NOV 86 

4:10p.m., Wednesday, April 9, 1969, Aoom ·1115, D. C. Office 

1. AEC 116/66 - Official Announcement of Certain Event Yields Useful in 
Seismic Studies (See also AEC 116/67) 

Approved with a change. (C-AGMMA) 

z. Agenda for the Week of April 14, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

3. Meeting with American Public Power Association, April 15, 10:30 a.m. 
(See Mr. Hobart's April 2 Letter) 

Noted. (SECY) 

4. Chairman's Report on April 8, 1969, Meeting with White House Study Group 

5. General Manager's April 8 Memorandum re AEC Policy Regarding 
Participation by Industry in Uranium Enriching Activities 

6. 

Revision and reconsideration are requested. (AGMP&P-SECY) 

Chai1rman's Discussions with Mr. Mayo, Director, BOB, and Mr . 
...Abb~de~s.a re F¥_,1970 Budge·t Estimates. 

Appropriate staff action is reques.~ed. (OC) 
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7. AEC 1219/23- DUN Alternatives to Sequential Operation of the K Reactor 

Noted. 

8. Chairman's May 5 Speech at Argonne 

I 

The Chairman requested the Commissioners' comments. (Rubin) 

. 
9. Commissioners' Luncheon Meeting with Mr. Ralph Nader 

To be schedu1ed. {Rubin-Ryan) 

10. AEC 688/64 - Draft Letter to Managing Editor of Natural History on 
"Myth of the Peaceful Atoil_'l'~. 

Approved. · (He.1tr1ch) 

11. AEC 29/147 - Proposed Letter Commenting on 107th GAC Meeting 

Appr.oved -with an addition. (Rubin) 

12. Naming of the National Accelerator Laboratory 

Commissioner Tape will call Dr. DuBridge. (Rosen) 

13. AEC 1230/18 - ACNMS Membership Changes 

. Approved. (SMM) 

14. AEC 751/419- Euratom Safeguards for Fuel Fabrication Plants 

Approved with a request. (AGMIA-SMM) 

15. AEC 901/429 .. Proposed Yisits to AEC CTR Laboratories by USSR National 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

16. AEC 811/232 - Future of Australian Plowshare Study 

Approved. (P.NE) 
I. 

17. AEC 811/233- Proposed Letter to Henry K.issinger Regarding Project Rulison 

App':oved. (PN~·) 
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18. AEC 1304 - Establishment o£ Ad Hoc PSAC/GAC Panel on Nuclear and 
Elementary Particle Physics 

Approved. The Commissioners are to be kept informed. (R) 

19. Puerto Rico Energy Center Study Contract 

Staff may proceed. (DC) 

ZO. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 303 

Noted. (PAR) 

Zl. Commissioner Tape's Report on US-USSR Discussions in Vienna Next Week 

22. Commissioner Tape's Report on Today's Meeting o£ the FRC Review Group 

AEC staff designations are due on Monday. (AGMO) 

23. Commissioner Tape's Letter to Chairman Chet Holifield, JCAE, re 
Amendment to the Agreement for Cooperation with the UK on the Uses 
of Atomic Energy !or Mutual Defense Purposes 

Appr"ved. (Rosen) 

W. B. McCool 
S,ecretary .. 

6:30p.m. 
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PRESENT: 

COMMJSSIONERS: 

Chairf.lan Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey · 

I 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attend~ce·by Topic (e) - .· 

STAFF: DISTRIBUTION: 

Mr. Bloch Commissioners 
Mr. Parks General Manager 
Mr. Brow!} General Counsel 
Mr. Rubin Secretary 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Marshall* 
Mr. Tesche* 
Mr. Quinn* 

-----Mr. English* 
Mr. Crowson* 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr. Strauser* 
Mr. l{elly* 
Mr. Miller* 
Mr. Kolstad* 
Mr. Wallenmeyer* 

411 



I returned to the Information Meeting and brought the conversation to the 
attention of those present. After the meeting I called Mayo back to report on 
the action we took regarding his request. I said that Abbadessa called 
Schuldt and told him we could find another $4 million from uranium contract 
cancellations to offset the cost involved in restoring one of the Hanford K 
reactors. I said I also asked Abbadessa to identify one other problem with 
Schuldt. DuBridge is very unhappy that AEC cut out $3.6 million for basic 
research in the physical sciences because NASA and DOD held the line. In view 
of the President's statement in support of basic research, DuBridge thought 
this might embarrass the President. Therefore, could we use the $4 million 
from the uranium contract cancellations to restore the $3.6 million for basic 
research? Mayo said he could not reopen that part of the budget now; he had 
authority to negotiate only the one item, i.e., the Hanford reactor. Any 
additional items would require the specific approval of the President, and he 
didn't feel he could approach the President on this one. 

I called Maurice Goldhaber and George Beadle today to tell them a little about 
Nova University and ask them if they would be interested in some involvement 
with this school. They both agreed to talk to Warren Winstead (President of 
NU) and I told them that Winstead would get in touch with them. 

Steve and Eric and their friend, Joe Canary, went to the Robert F. Kennedy 
Stadium to see the Washington Senators-New York Yankees baseball game. The 
Senators won, 6-4, which included a home run by Frank Howard. Joe Canary and 
his sister Brendan (a guest of Dianne's) spent the night in our home. 

Thursday, April 10, 1969 - Chicago, Illinois 

I signed a letter to California Representative Robert Leggett (copy attached) 
regarding AEC's views on a continued nuclear ship program. I received a 
letter from Ralph Davis, Puget Sound Power and Light Company (copy attached), 
emphasizing the importance of the Gas Cooled Fast Breeder Reactor. 

Accompanied by Julius Rubin, I flew to Chicago on American Airlines Flight No. 
415, leaving about 9 a.m. and arriving at 9:50 a.m. Jim Ramey, Paul McDaniel 
and John Erlewine were on the same flight. Ken Dunbar (Manager, Chicago 
Operations Office) met our plane and drove Erlewine, Rubin and me to the small 
DUSAF office in the Robert Taylor Shopping Center area at 5050 South State 
Street where DUSAF has a recruiting effort for Negroes. On the way Dunbar 
told me about the progress in the Training and Technology (TAT) program at Oak 
Ridge where 22 colored people, hired for work at the National Accelerator 
Laboratory (NAL), are trained in such areas as electronics, drafting, machine 
shop, etc. The program covers a training period of six to eight months and 
seems to be succeeding in both rehabilitating and training essentially all 22 
participants. 

At the DUSAF office we were briefed by McGlother Irvin and Marvin Childress on 
their Negro recruiting efforts. Besides finding people for the TAT program, 
they carry on an extensive program of attempting to qualify colored people, 
starting as apprentices, for membership in a number of unions. This is 
difficult due to varying degrees of resistance by union officials. They have 
succeeded, however, in placing about 15-20 colored people in unions despite 
some unfair testing procedures, etc. Mr. Robert Scott of OUSAF was present 
during our talks. 
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UNITED STATCS 

ATOMiC :::NERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 205<:5 

~lonorabl.z Robert L. Leggett 
Ho~se of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Leggett: 

Ti12 Acomic Enargy Commission is pleased to respond to your request 
for our vic\.;s on a continued nuclear ship program . 

. ~_s you knoH, in past years there has been a d:::.velopnc::nt program 
\·.·!1ich at ter:~pted to apply to nuclear merchant ships the technology 
for building power reactors which we have been developing for other 
pu:rpos2s. This effort, in cooperation \·lith that of the Haritine 
Aci:::inistration, has over the years led to the construction and 
operation of the Nuclear Ship Savannah. The results of that program 
have demonstrated the feasibility of propelling merchant ships with 
nuclear reactor po\ver systems and have indicated so;ne of the problems 
conncc ted \vith operating such ships in the conu11erd.al marine 
environment. 

In recent years, considerable thought bas been given to the possibility 
of proceeding beyond that denonstration to the actual development of 
an economic nuclear merchant marine technology so that nuclear propulsion 
methods could be applied in a nore widespread way on an economic basis 
to th~ U. S. Herchant Narine. The Cor.unission considers that other 
dcpartr!1ents of the Government night best consider questio:1s as to uhen 
a vessel should be built, what type of vessel should be constructed, and 
under uha t cormnercial conditions nuclear poHer should be utilized. 
Ho\.;ever, under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Commission 
is responsible for research and developnent on promising reactor systems 
for rr.aritine propulsion. 

An effective \·Jay to proceed \-!Ould be to combine t\vO sep~rate approaches 
into a program in which: (1) a land-b~sed facility would ~rovide test 
and development capability \vith uhich it ~-10uld be possible to develop 
tec.hnology input for ships, and (2) a succession of operating vessels 
would be built under a parallel approach. This combined program was 
discussed in our Authorization Hearings for Fiscal 1967 before the 
Joint Co~"llittee on Atomic Energy and before the House Co::.:nittee on 
}!erchant }farine and Fisheries on the proposed Haritine Program for 

.Fiscal 1968. 
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nonorable Robert L. Leggett -2-

Any maritime plant \vould be a very small plant in comparison with the 
typ.;f::al central station power plant. The 100,000-shaft horsepower · 
plaft \vhich \vould be considered for fast merchant ships corresponds 
to pbout 75 }Uve. -The cost of building these plants would be much 
.gr~ater per unit of energy than in the size actually being built 
in/ the central station po\·ler industry. These general relationships 
represent the most prominent fact that has to be faced in considering 
the real prospect for developing nuclear pov1ered merchant ships; 
ho\vever one looks at the systems and whatever order of technology one 
assumes nuclear power to have reached, we are talking about very small 
plants in comparison to those where economic nuclear electric power 
is showing real promise. 

The trend toward much larger plant size and the accompanying lack of 
a clear prospect for a maritime development program have been a major 
factor in the very small effort in this field over the last few years. 
We have found in all our developments, and we have observed in the 
design and construction-of plants not supported by the Government, 
that a much greater effort than was originally thought necessary has 
had to be exerted on the difficult tasks of design, testing, and 
quality assurance, to provide reactor systems which are reliably operable. 

In summary, the Atomic Energy Corrmission would support a meaningful 
cooperative program bet\veen industry and Government in order to 
further the national interest of strengthening our nation's merchant 
marine. However, we feel that this could be accomplished with more 
assurance if there is clear recognition and identification of the 
requirements, including recent power cost trends. 

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance on.this 
matter. 

Cordially, 

Chairman 
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PUGET SOUND POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
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PUGET POWER BUILOING • GLENCOURT 4.6363 

BELLEVUE. WASHINGTON 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg 
Chairman 
u. s. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear Dr. Seaberg: 

April 8, 1969 

We very much appreciated meeting \oli th the Commission 
and members of the staff of the AEC on April 2 to discuss the 
Gas Cooled Fast Breeder Reactor on behalf of the utility 
group supporting the development of this concept. As we 
pointed ou·t, a large segment of the utility industry believes 
that the GCFR has a high potential for meeting the objectives 
of a reliable, efficient and economic breeder reactor system 
and merits the strong support of Government as well as in
dustry. 

We recognize that there are many competing demands for 
Federal funds. However, the importance of the breeder program 
to the future of our economy should, in our opinion, warrant 
Government support of the GCFR as a parallel effort to the 
LMFBR. Such parallel effort would greatly increase the cer
tainty that a breeder is developed that is economic and has 
operating and maintenance features important to the utility 
industry. We would again note that since the GCFR makes direct 
and substantial use of HTGR component developments and U1FBR 
fuel developments, it is possible to have an effective parallel 
effort at a moderate funding level. 

It is urged that the Commission designate the GCFR as 
part of the national breeder program. Such a designation 
coupled with some increased funding on the part of government 
would provide the added momentum needed for the success of 
this program. 

We would also like to emphasize as we did at the April 2 
meeting, that we are not against the LMFBR program. In fact, 
we feel that this program is important to the country. T\oJenty 
of the 37 companies supporting the GCFR program are or have 
been in one or more of the utility groups supporting the LMFBR. 
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PUGET SOUND POWE~. & LIGHT COMPANY 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg - 2 - April 8, 1969 

Nevertheless we believe that it is important to the national 
breeder program that there be competition between concepts 
as well as between hardware manufacturers. Vigorous compe
tition between systems with high technological potential 
would seem to offer greater assurance of rapid progress. 

We know that you will give serious consideration to 
the recommendations we made on April 2 with respect to the 
GCFR. As you will recall, these were: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

The GCFR should be funded as a separate line 
item in the budget, and a national program to 
develop the GCFR should be established. 

Consideration should be given to the GCFR as 
a candidate for one of the three breeder de
monstration plants proposed by the AEC, with 
a decision to be made at a later date based 
on its technical merit. 

The base research and development program on 
the GCFR should be increased within.the next 
few years to a level of about $12 million per 
year. 

The AEC should consider participation in the 
program to convert the reactor facility at 
Lucens, Switzerland into a GCFR experiment. 

Thank you for the courtesies extended us·. We are 
ready to assist in any appropriate way in the further con
sideration of this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

I _. ' ," , / /"/} /d t ,..- ?.;uyt'~'t /.,/ ;{fo--.. -~ 

Ralph M. Davis, Chairman 
GCFR Advisory Committee 
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We then rode to the Palmer House where we were met at the door by Don Tobias, 
Resident Manager of the Palmer House, Bob Newlin of AEC Headquarters and Bill 
Downey of the Chicago Operations Office. We then went to the reception in the 
Pool Promenade where I met and talked to Illinois Governor Richard B. Ogilvie, 
former Governors Otto Kerner and Samuel Shapiro, Ray C. Dickerson (Director, 
Ilinois Department of Business and Economic Development), Dr. Hudson T. 
Armerding (President of Wheaton College and Chairman of the Accelerator Site 
Acquisition Committee), Donald M. Graham (Chairman, Mayor•s Committee for 
Economic and Cultural Development of Chicago and Chairman of the Board, 
Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Company), James T. Ramey, John 
Erlewine, Congressmen Mel Price, John Erlenborn and Abner Mikva, Dr. Robert R. 
Wilson (Director, NAL), Norman Ramsey (President, URA), Ned Goldwasser 
(Associate Director, NAL). During the reception I was interviewed on the 
status of the 200 Bev Accelerator by Walter Jacobsen of WBBM-TV for later CBS 
local release. 

We then went in to a luncheon attended by about 200 people, consisting of 
leading Chicago businessmen and city, state and county officials. I sat at 
the head table between Ogilvie and Wilson; others at the table were Dickerson, 
Kerner, Ramsey, Gene Graves (former director of the Illinois Department of 
Business and Economic Development), Ray Simon (City Counsel and representing 
Mayor Daly), Erlenborn, Price, Mikva, Shapiro, Armerding, Ramey, Graham and 
Dunbar. Dickerson presided over the luncheon in the Adams Ballroom. There 
were remarks by Graham, Simon, Wilson and Ramey. 

Governor Ogilvie then presented me with the "A New Era for Illinois" plaque 
and symbolic ·title to the 6800 acres of iand for the NAL as a gift from the 
State of Illinois. I responded, accepting the plaque and symbolic title to 
the land, with a combination of ad lib and prepared remarks. I was able to ad 
lib one bit of humor following Dickerson•s slip of the tongue in introducing 
Governor Ogilvie as Dr. Ogilvie. I picked this up in my remarks by referring 
to the Governor as Dr. Governor Ogilvie and noting the ease by which he had 
received his doctor•s degree compared with the one I worked for. I 
facetiously pointed out to Dickerson and Ogilvie, during the course of my 
remarks, that Bob Wilson was accepting Dickerson•s offer to put the University· 
(that Wilson requested in his remarks) on the 6800 acre site (which Dickerson 
alluded to in his remarks). I wasn•t able to include the suggestion that the 
AEC would name the laboratory the "Enrico Fermi Laboratory" at the time of its 
dedication some years hence because we had not yet received a response to my 
letter to President Nixon requesting permission to do this. 

Following my remarks Governor Ogilvie gave his address, "A New Era for 
Illinois." 

The following reporters were present during the luncheon: Art Snyder (Chicago 
Daily News), Dick Lewis (Bulletin of Atomic Scientists), Jeanne Moore (Wheaton 
Journarr:-George Leposky (Chicago American), Don Bruckner (Los Angeles Times), 
Carol Simpson (WWBM), Don Jansen (New York Times), Bill Derus (Batavia 
Herald), Peter Vanderwicken (Time)~alter Jacobsen {WWBM) and a reporter from 
the London Times. The luncheon-was filmed for the record by the Argonne 
public relat1ons division. 

Following the luncheon, Dunbar, Rubin and I proceeded to the airport. 
Although we allowed ourselves plenty of time, traffic was so congested we 
barely caught our plane which was United Airlines Flight No. 760, leaving 
Chicago about 4 p.m. and arriving at D.C. National Airport about 6:30 p.m. 
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After dinner I called Bryce Harlow at the White House from home to tell him 
that the President has decided to restore money to the FY 1970 budget for the 
operation of the K reactor and that he wanted Senator Jackson to get credit 
for this decision. Harlow and I agreed that I would call Senator Jackson to 
inform him of this decision. 

I called Jackson in Washington, where he is visiting during the Easter recess 
and informed him of President Nixon•s decision and told him he is free to 
announce it in any way he wishes. He was delighted and said he would announce 
it to the press tomorrow morning. 

Friday, April 11, 1969 - Washington, Augusta, Georgia 

Accompanied by Julie Rubin, I flew to Augusta, Georgia to participate in the 
presentation of AEC Citations to Lombard Squires and Bill Overbeck at Savannah 
River. We left National Airport on Delta Flight 747 at 8:15 a.m., changed to 
Delta Flight 747 in Atlanta at 10:45 a.m. and arrived in Augusta at 11:20 
a.m. Frank Costagliola and W. B. McCool were on the same flights. 

We were met at the airport by Nat Stetson (Manager) and Jim Hopkins of the 
Savannah River Operations Office and Bob McKinney of McCool•s staff who had 
been making the detailed arrangements for the AEC Citation ceremony to be held 
later in the afternoon. 

Stetson drove Rubin and me to the Savannah River plant where we joined 
Costagliola and had lunch with a group of my former Berkeley students, Robert 
Folger, Donald Orth and William o•Donnell, Clark Ice, E. R. Russell, Leon 
Meyer and Bill Jenkins. 

After lunch we proceeded to a conference room in the Savannah River Laboratory 
where Costagliola, Rubin, Stetson and I were joined by Milton Wahl, Sam Lenher 
(Vice President, du Pont), Hood Worthington, Jesse Croach, Frank Kruesi, 
Gerard Dessauer, J. Monier, Julian Ellett, Bill Mackey and Jack Crandall for a 
briefing on the californium program. 

Clark Ice made some introductory remarks, describing the Cf-252 program, the 
Cm-244 program (which has experienced some difficulties), a program of reactor 
computation, the weapons program (tritium) and the cooperation with local 
universities in Georgia and South Carolina. 

W. C. Reinig described the Market Evaluation Program for Cf-252. He listed a 
number of potential applications and summarized the papers they have written 
covering these applications. He also listed a number of laboratories, 
hospitals, institutions, government departments and companies interested in 
acquiring Cf-252 for their use. Savannah River will need HFIR-produced Cf-252 
to carry on their program in 1970; they are asking for 40 mg. Savannah River 
will be in pretty good shape for supply in CY 1971 because of their 1969-70 
production campaign. 

Paul L. Roggenkamp described the production options for satisfying the large 
range of requirements for Cf-252. He described combinations using power 
reactor americium and resonance reactors that can lead to production of Cf-252 
at rates of Kgs per year in the early 1980•s. One program could produce 50 
gm. of 90% Pu-244 within about five years--also 50 mg. of Es-254. 
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Wahl, Mackey, Lenher, Stetson, Costagliola and I then toured a part of the 
Laboratory under the guidance of Lee Meyer (Assistant Director, Savannah River 
Laboratory). First we visited the Cf-252 facility which was described by A. 
Gary Evans--this can handle up to 100 mg. We then visited the Cm-244 
encapsulation plant which was described by Earl C. Nelson. The capacity is 
about 300 gm. of Cm-244. We then saw the Cf-252 Source Preparation Facility 
which is under construction and will be finished in about a year. Next we 
were shown the Gas Centrifuge Development facility by Al S. Jennings. John T. 
Lowe (who became a father early this morning) showed us the High Pressure Ion 
Exchange Hot Laboratory facility. 

We returned to the conference room for the AEC Citation ceremony. I greeted 
Lorn and Elizabeth Squires, Bill and Daphne Overbeck, Norm Copeland, Buck 
Sherwood and South Carolina Congressman William J. Dorn. Lorn introduced me to 
his brothers, Rathburn B., Richard, and Walter. The ceremony started at 3:30 

AEC Citation Ceremony, Savannah River, Georgia; April 11, 1969. 
L toR: Commissioner Costagliola, William Overbeck, Mrs. Overbeck, Seaborg, 
Mrs. Squires, Lombard Squires. 

p.m. with about 100 people present. Nat Stetson opened the ceremony by 
introducing me. I read a congratulatory telegram from Governor Robert E. 
McNair (South Carolina) and introduced Lorn's relatives--his wife, three 
brothers and their wives, Mr. and Mrs. J. D. Weed (his daughter Sally and her 
husband) and their sons, Andrew and Harry. I also introduced Bill Overbeck's 
wife Daphne, as well as members of the staff and other distinguished guests. 
I spoke extemporaneously and with prepared remarks on Lorn's career, read from 
Charles Wende's poem and then presented him with the AEC Citation and 
medallion. Lorn responded briefly. 419 



Commissioner Costagliola then made the presentation of the AEC Citation and 
medal lion to Bill Overbeck who responded briefly. 

After the ceremony I was interviewed by Wallace Hitchcock of the Columbia 
State newspapers. 

I met Oswald F. Schuette of the University of South Carolina and head of the 
Savannah River plant Nuclear Education Committee. 

I rode with Stetson, Costagliola and Rubin to the Commercial Hotel in Aiken 
where a reception was held. Those attending the reception were principally 
key staff people from the AEC Savannah River Office and the senior operations 
and laboratory staff of Du Pont at Savannah River. The Squires, the 
Overbecks, Frank Costagliola and I stood in the reception line and were 
greeted by about 100 people. John Wheeler was among those present. 

After the reception Wahl, Jenkins, Rubin and I had dinner at T's drive-in and 
restaurant. We all spent the night at the Towers Motor Hotel. 

Saturday, April 12, 1969 -Augusta, Georgia 

Jenkins, Rubin and 1 had breakfast in the Towers Camelot restaurant. Then, 
joined by Wahl, we went to the Pinnacle Club on the 16th floor of the Georgia 
Railroad Bank & lrust Company building. Here we attended a reception hosted 
by Mr. and Mrs. Sherman Drawdy (Chairman of the Board, Georgia Railroad Bank & 
Trust Company) which cu~minated in a brunch. Among those present were former 
Governor of Georgia Carl Sanders and Mrs. (Betty) Sanders, Congressman and 

Brunch reception, Augusta Georgia; Apri I 12, 1969. 
L toR: Governor Ellington, Seaberg, Bi II Jenkins. 
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Mrs. Robert G. Stephens (Georgia), Congressman and Mrs. John J. Flynt (6th 
District, Georgia), Governor Buford Ellington of Tennessee, Congressman and 
Mrs. W. J. Darn (South Carolina), Mr. and Mrs. Sancken (he is Mayor of 
Augusta, she is a daughter of the Drawdy•s), Mayor Sancken•s parents, General 
Watson (Commanding General of the Soldiers• Home in Washington, D.C.), Mr. and 
Mrs. Monier (Manager of the Savannah River plant), Georgia State Senator 
Holley, Gerald Robins (President, Augusta College), Gener~l Tillsen (Commander 
of Fort Gordon), and Grover Maxwell (owner of Maxwell Furniture Company in 
Augusta). 

Wahl, Jenkins, Rubin and I then went to the Augusta National Golf Club for the 
third round of the Masters Golf Tournament. Billy Casper led by one stroke 
over George Archer at the end of the third round. 

We had dinner in the Towers Camelot restaurant. After dinner I studied my 
testimony for use at the JCAE Authorization Hearings to be held next Thursday, 
April 17. 

Commissioner Tape left for Vienna today, where he will head a U.S. team which 
will confer with a Soviet team, headed by Y. K. Federov (USSR Academy of 
Sciences) on the technical aspects of the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives; 
these discussions are related to the implementation of Article V of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Although the talks are not aimed at the political 
aspects, the AEC hopes that they will include some discussion of the 
interpretation of the "debris present outside the territories limits" clause 
of the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The other members of the U.S. team are: Jack 
Rosen (Assistant to Commissioner Tape), JohnS. Kelly (Director, Division of. 
PNE), Roger E. Batzel (Assoiiate Director, LRL, Livermore), Herbert Scoville~ 
Jr. (Consultant, ACDA), Nelson F. Sievering, Jr. (State Department), and 
William D. Krimer, Interpreter (State Department). The other members of the 
USSR team are: I. D. Morokhov (State Committee on Atomic Energy), 0. L. 
Kedrovskiy (State Committee on Atomic Energy), U.N. Israel (Applied 
Geophysical Institute), V. N. Rodionov (Institute of Earth Physics), 0. A. 
Grinevskiy (Ministry of Foreign Affairs), E. C. Gudkov (State Committee on 
Atomic Energy), and U. C. Klukin, Interpreter (Ministry of Foreign Affairs)., 

Sunday, April 13, 1969 -Augusta, Georgia, Washington, D.C. 

I had breakfast with Wahl, Jenkins and Rubin in the Towers Camelot 
restaurant. We then went out to the Augusta National Golf Club to watch the 
last round of the Masters Golf Tournament. George Archer won by one stroke in 
an exciting match that wasn•t decided until the last hole. 

Rubin and I flew back to Washington, leaving Augusta at 5:30 p.m. on Delta 
Flight 571 to Atlanta, leaving Atlanta at 7:15 p.m. on Eastern Flight 142, and 
arriving at Dulles Airport at 8:50p.m. 

Monday, April 14, 1969 - D.C., Minneapolis 

I spent the morning in the D.C. office. 

At 9:55 a.m. I presided over Information Meeting 895 (notes attached). We 
discussed further the wording of our tentative policy concerning the future of 
the AEC uranium enrichment plants. 
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UNITl:::D STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20545 

COPY NO~ 
2 

-.,.----
April 14, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 895 

9:59a.m., Monday, April 14, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. April 11 Letter from the JCAE re A. D. Little Study on Gaseous Diffusion 
Plants 

2. 

3. 

Copies of the letter will be sent to Messrs. Mayo, McCracken, and 
DuBridge at the White House, and the Chairman requested summary 
information for his use on Thursday, Aprill7, 1969. {AG:LvlP&:P) 

April 14 Letter to Dr. Alvin Weinberg re Mrs. Weinberg's Death 
. ""'i' • ··- ' \ JJ.; .. /~ ... ~~..:\V'.._-~,.-:~ 
April 11 Letter fron1. Chairman Chet Holifield, JCAE, re '!'ransfer of 
Research on Human Radium Patients to the Argonne "Center of Hur.:1.an 
Radiobiology" 

4. AEC 544/99 - Interagency Uranium Mining Review Group 

Approved. (AGN10) 

5._ AEC Policy Regarding Participation by Industry in Uranium Enriching 
Activities (Sec April 11 Draft) 

Discus sed and revised for further consideration on Friday, April 18, 1969. 
(AGMP&P-SECY) 

6. AEC 1044/24 - P:-oooscd Tours for Un.:!ea.rcd People Inside Gaseous 
Diffusion Plants 

Discussed. 
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·7, AEC 1283/47 -Proposals for Reduction in U 3o8 Deliveries Under Stretch-out 
Contracts 

Sjaff may proceed. (RM) 

8. · · AEC 89/139 - Proposed One-Month LASL Assignment of Canadian National 

· Approved. (AGMIA) 

9. AEC 89/138 -Proposed LASL Assignment of Argentine National 

Approved. · (AGMIA) 

10. AEC 901/428 - Proposed Participation by Soviet National in SLAC 
International Conference 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

11. AEC 809/132- Proposed Export of Computers to Israel 

I 
Staff will discuss with the _Department of Sfate the proposed query to the 
Israelis and report back. {AGMIA) 

·12. April 9 Memorandum from the General Manager re Proposed Exemption fron1 
Post-Employment Restrictions of Section 207 of the Conflict of Inter.est 
Statute 

~pproved. (GC) 
-...:· ....... --

13. AEC 1037/56 - Proposed Press Releases Relating to US/USSR Bilateral 
Plowshare Talks 

Noted. (AGMIA} 

14. AEC 1292/2 - Selection of Subcontractor for Puerto Rico Nuclear- Energy Cente:r 
Study 

Noted. (RDT) 

15. AEC 1003/13- Briefing by NASA Mission Planners 

Approved. (SNS-SECY) 

- 2-. 
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16. AEC 783/120 - Proposed Letter to Director, BOB, re H. R. 3809 -
Occupational Health and Safety Act of 1969 

Approved. (GC) ~~ . 

.17·. AEC 853/29 - Plutonium Sales for FY 1970 

Deferred. (EAGM-SECY) 

18. Mr. Bloch's Report on the ·30-Day Deferral of Project Rulison 

19. Mr. Price's April 11 Memorandum re AEC Comments on H. R. 5832, A 
Bill to Extend the Period of Time Required Between Publication and 

· Effective Date of Federal Regulations 

Approved. (ADRA-GC) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey 
Conunissioner Johnson 
Col'Il.,Ini.s sioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr .. Bloch 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr~· Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Abbadessa>:: 
Mr. Erlewine* 
Mr. Mar shan::: 
Mr. Riley* 
Mr. Bengelsdorf* 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr.· Faulkner* 
Mr. Minsch* 

- 3 -

11:45 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 



1 received NSSM-41 (copy attached) from Henry A. Kissinger in which the 
Presider.t directs that a study be prepared on the issue of a treaty 
prohibiting the emplacement or fixing of nuclear weapons or other weapons of 
mass destruction on the seabeds. 

Presidential Assistant Robert ~llsworth was named by President Nixon yesterday 
to be U.S. Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

Justin Bloom and I flew to Minneapolis on Northwest Flight No. 341, leaving 
Washington at ·1:40 p.m. and arriving at 2:40p.m. ~arl Ewald (Chairman of the 
Board, Northern States Power) met us at the airport and we rode with him to 
the Radisson Hotel. He wanted to take this opportunity to discuss the 
problems they are facing with some of the University of Minnesota faculty and 
the Minnesota Po·l lution Control Agency in regard to the plant that Northern 
States Power Company is building at Monticel Ia, 40 miles up the river from 
Minneapolis. They are insisting on levels of radioactive effluent discharge 
that are unrealistically low. Ewald mentioned that he has talked to Hubert 
Humphrey about this problem and that Humphrey desires to discuss the matter 
with me after my arrivai. 

After Bloom and 1 checked into the Radisson Hotel 1 cal led Humphrey's office 
to leave a message that I was in town, but the call was not returned. 

We attended the reception preceding the ACS Annual Award Dinner and General 
Meeting. There 1 was interviewed by Ron Way of the Minneapolis Tribune and 
Mike Wolf of the Minneapo-lis Star on the question of possible water and air 
pollution by the Northern States Power Company's Monticello nuclear power 
plant. 1 spoke with many old acquaintances, including Wallace Brode, L. M. 
Cooke, George Boyd, Walter su·l I ivan, and Ken Pitzer. Pitzer, who was to give 
the Priestley Medal address later, warned me that he is going to take the AEC 
to task in his speech for being too secretive about the seismic effects of 
underground nuclear explosions in areas that are seismically active. 

ACS President Wallace R. Brode presided over the awards program following the 
dinner. Ken Pitzer received the Priestley Medal and delivered the address, 
"~ffecting National Priorities in Science." In what seemed to me to be a 
contrived addition to his address he attacked the AEC for excessive secrecy in 
its underground nuclear weapons testing program in view of potential hazards 
of induced earthquakes. By his strong statement I surmised that he was trying 
to create a good image for the rebellious students at Stanford (of which he 
serves as president) who have been protesting the University's research for 
the Department of Defense. 

Among those receiving ACS awards were George Boyd (ORNL) and Walter Sullivan 
of the New York Time~. 

Juesday, Apri I 15, 1969 -Minneapolis, Chicago 

Bloom and 1 had breakfast in his room. 

We then went to the ACS meeting at the Minneapolis Auditorium and Convention 
Ha II where, in the Harriet Room, I gave my talk "lhe Role of Ion Exchange in 
the Discovery of Transuranium Elements" as part of the Nuclear Applications in 
Chemistry Awards Symposium in honor of George Boyd. Art Adamson presided and 
introduced me. 
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NATIONAL. SE;CURITY COUNCIL. 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20506 

April 11, 1969 

DNCL. BY DOE 

National Security Study Men1or.andum 41 1988 

TO: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Sta££ 
The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
The Director of Central Intelligence 
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission· 
The Science Adviser to the President 

SUBJECT: Treaty !or Nuclear Arms Control of the Seabeds 

The President has directed that a study be prepared on the issue 
of a treaty prohibiting the emplacement or fixing of nuclear weapons 
or other weapons of mass destruction on the seabeds. 

The study should examin~:--

a) the pros and cons of whether such a treaty is in the over-all 
U.S. interests; 

b) the pros and cons of the alternative formulations of the 
specific provisions of such a treaty; 

c) the prospects for obtaining agreement on the various formula
tions of the treaty; and 

d) the factors affecting the tl·ming of our proposing a specific 
treaty draft. 

The study should include complete drafts of the alternative 
formulations of the treaty considered in the study. 

The study should be prepared by an Ad Hoc NSC Steering Committee, 
chaired by the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, with repre
sentatives of the following: Secretary of S~ate; Secretary of Defense; 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Director of Central In~elligence; Chair
man, Atomic Energy Commission; Assistant to the President for 
National Security Aifairs; Science Adviser to the President. 

The stucly should be forwarded to the NSC Review Group by 
Aprill8, 1969. 

/ 
! . 1 ·I 
----7. ./::· ,.f;.· ~·-·-----/' Henry 'A. Kissir:.ger 
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We then went to the Leamington Hotel where we met Al Ghiorso. Ghiorso and I 
held a press conference on the work of his group (Ghiorso, Harris, Nurmia, Mr. 
and Mrs. Eskola) on the discovery of two alpha emitting isotopes of element 
104. I then continued in front of the TV cameras and, after answering 
questions on element 104, I answered questions on the Monticello plant 
radioactive effluent controversy, underground testing in Nevada, safety of 
plutonium fuel in breeder reactors, etc. 

I then rode to TV station channel 5-KSTP, an NBC affiliate, with Henry Wolf, 
Merrill Jones (of General Mills, representing ACS) and Miss Vogel (of General 
Mills). I met Ghiorso there and we had lunch in the little cafeteria. 

At 1 p.m. I was interviewed (on tape) for 11 The Henry Wolf Show," which is a 
weekly hour-long program shown in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area (Channel 5) 
and in various other parts of the country. He asked me about my experiences 
on the GAC, Kennedy•s call to me on January 9, 1961 asking me to be his 
Chairman of the AEC, the problem of thermal pollution, the dangers of 
radiation, the recent announcement by Ghiorso on element 104, etc. 

Miss Vogel and Jones then drove Ghiorso and me to the Pick-Nicolette Hotel 
where, at 1:45 p.m., he made his announcement about the discovery of element 
104, identified through its alpha-emitting daughters. 

Element 104 working group; picture taken on March 7, 1969 at Lawrence 
Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, California. 
L toR: Matti J. Nurmia (formerly University of Helsinki), James A. Harris, 
Kari A. Y. Eskola (University of Helsinki), Seaberg, Pirkko Eskola (University 
of Helsinki), Albert Ghiorso. 
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At 2 p.m. I gave my talk on "Prospects for Further Considerable Extension of 
the Periodic Table." The room was packed with more than 500 people. V. I. 
Goldanskii (Director, Institute of Chemical Physics, Moscow) was present and 
after the talk Ghiorso, Bloom and I went to his room to talk. (L. Dunlop of 
Chemical and EngineerinT News also came along and interviewed me on attendance 
at ACS meet1ngs, my fee ing as to the value of meetings, the significance of 
work on heavy transuranium elements, etc.) Goldanskii said he is glad I am 
coming to the Mendeleev Symposium in Leningrad on September 23 and was 
genuinely surprised when he learned I had not received an invitation. 
Apparently I am expected to attend but no one informed me. Unfortunately, the 
September 23 date conflicts with the IAEA General Conference. 

Ghiorso, Bloom and I then walked to the Convention Hall where I introduced 
George Boyd for his Nuclear Applications Award address. 

Ghiorso, Bloom and I then took a taxi to the airport and Bloom and I flew to 
Chicago (O'Hare Airport) on Northwest Flight 722, leaving about 6:50 p.m. and 
arriving about 7:50 p.m. We spent the night in the O'Hare Inn. 

Wednesday, April 16, 1969- Chicago, Terre Haute, Indiana, Washington, D.C. 

I flew to Terre Haute, Indiana, on Allegheny Airlines Flight 541, leaving at 
7:15 a.m. and arriving about 9 a.m. (Bloom flew directly back to 
Washington.) I was met by Professors Harold Hughes (Chairman), Henry Carroll 
and R. E. Winn (Department of Physics, Indiana State University). I rode with 
them to Indiana State University. 

After a tour of the campus with Hughes and Carroll, I attended a reception in 
Room 183 of the Science Building where I met a number of undergraduate and 
graduate students and faculty members. I then went across the hall for a 
press conference where I was taped by Channel 8 (CBS) Terre Haute. Questions 
were asked on the nature of the Nixon Administration budget cuts, the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, the status of heavy elements beyond element 104, AEC 
relations with Congress, radioactive waste disposal problems, etc. 

I then went to lunch in the Cotillon Room of Hulman Hall. I sat at a table 
with President and Mrs. Alan C. Rankin, James C. Acher (President, Board of 
Trustees), Dr. and Mrs. William P. Allyn {Professor Emeritus of Zoology), Mr. 
and Mrs. Holmstedt (immediate past president of Indiana State University). 
President Rankin introduced the distinguished guests and visitors from Indiana 
and Illinois colleges and universities and Dr. Allyn spoke briefly. 

Here and during the day I met William Bunger (Chairman, Department of 
Chemistry), Dr. Townsend (Vice President for Academic Affairs), Dean Cobb of 
the Graduate School, Dean Turney (Education), Professors Hansen (Physics), J. 
A. Swez (Physics), Reuland (an instructor in nuclear chemistry, a student of 
Professor Caretta), Miss Deborah Woerner (President, Science Honorary 
Fraternity, Omega Alpha Delta), Ewing Miller (architect for the addition to 
the Science Building), and many others. 

We then robed for the Academic Procession which entered Tilson Music Hall 
where the dedication ceremony was held. President Rankin presided. Miller 
presented and Acher accepted the building. Rankin then made some remarks 
quoting from John Gardner's 23rd century speech and then introduced me. I 
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gave my talk 11 Science Teachers in a Changing World. 11 The whole program was 
taped on a SONY TY recorder. Rankin then conferred honorary Doctor of Science 
degrees on Dr. Allyn and me. I was presented by Professor Bunger. 

Following the dedication ceremony we went to the east entrance of the addition 
to the Science Building (Unit II) and I participated in a ribbon cutting 
ceremony with President Rankin, Professor Hughes, Mr. Acher, Ex-President 
Holmstedt and Miss Woerner. A number of photographers were present to take 
pictures. 

Dedication of Science Building, Indiana State University, Terre Haute, 
Indiana; April 16, 1969. 
L to R: James Archer, Seaborg, Dr. Harold K. Hughes, Dr. Raleigh Holmstedt, 
Miss Deborah Werner, President Alan C. Rankin. 

I then toured the Science Building under the guidance of Hughes, Carroll, 
Bunger and others. We visited the Department of Chemistry, Department of 
Physics, the Department of Life Sciences, and the Science Education 
Department. They have a good deal of equipment including various kinds of 
counting apparatus, a $50,000 electron microscope, modern analytical chemistry 
apparatus, advanced teaching aids, etc. In the Department of Life Sciences I 
saw quite a collection of snakes that would interest Dave and Steve. 

Following the tour I met with some more students and then rode to Hulman 
Airport with Winn, Hughes and Carroll. I flew to Chicago on Allegheny 
Airlines Flight No. 546,_ leaving about 6 p.m. and arriving at 6:10p.m. 
Because I arrived early and the outgoing gate was nearby, I caught an earlier 
than scheduled flight -American Airlines Flight No. 372 - which left Chicago 
at 6:25 p.m. and arrived at National Airport about 9 p.m. 
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President Nixon today named Peter M. Flanigan an Assistant to the President 
and chief White House liaison officer with regulatory agencies. He will 
assume the duties of Robert Ellsworth, who was named as U.S. Ambassador to the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization by President Nixon on April 11, and hence 
will exercise some oversight of AEC activities. · 

Attached is a copy of a letter that our Acting General Manager, Ed Bloch, sent 
to Edward Bauser (JCAE) regarding the latest developments in Euratom 
safeguards procedures for fuel fabrication plants. · 

Thursday, April 17, 1969 - D.C. 

I received a phone call from Dr. Whitehead at the White House who asked us to 
name someone as liaison to work with McCracken's Committee on the uranium 
enrichment study. This liaison individual would sit in on some of the 
meetings that the Committee will hold with groups like RAND, etc. I said that 
would be excellent and that we will let him know by tomorrow who it will be. 

At 10 a.m. I testified before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy at their 
AEC Authorization Hearings. Among other things, I was questioned about the 
McCracken-Mayo-DuBridge Committee that has been set up by the White House to 
study the question of the gaseous diffusion plant transfer to industry. 
Holifield and Anderson were particularly critical of this and likened it to 
the Dixon-Yates controversy. I suggested that they should not prejudge the 
outcome and emphasized that the AEC will have a representative sitting with 
the McCracken Committee during its deliberations·. 

Julie Rubin and I had lunch in the Commissioners' Dining Room. 

Secretary of Defense Laird sent me a letter (copy attached) thanking me for my 
letter of March 28, 1969, concerning the AEC's consideration of nuclear safety 
aspects of the proposed SNAP 27 mission and enclosing a copy of his letter 
(attached) to the Vice President which provided the DOD recommendation for 
approval of the launch. 

At 5 p.m. I presided over Information Meeting 896 (notes attached) at which we 
discussed our relationship with the McCracken-Mayo-DuBridge Committee. It was 
decided that Commissioner Johnson will represent the AEC on this Committee. 
The Commissioners, especially Ramey, expressed strong displeasure at the 
intent of the McCracken Committee to include Rand Corporation people (Victor 
Gilinsky and William Hoehn) in the A. D. Little study of the diffusion plant 
transfer. This point of view will be expressed at the Commissioners' meeting 
with the McCracken Committee which has been scheduled for Thursday, April 24, 
1969. 

Eric, Suki and I went for a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going along the White Horse Trail and Cross Trails 3 and 4 
past the Police Headquarters and returning to our starting point. 

Friday, April 18, 1969 - D.C. 

At 11:30 a.m. I watched on TV President Nixon's press conference during which 
he announced that he is directing the U.S. to resume aerial reconnaissance 

430 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 tmCL. BY DOE 

NOV 86 

Hr. Edtvard J. Bauser 
Executive Director 

APR 1 6 1969 

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
Congress of the United States 

Dear Mr. Bauser: 

This is to inform the Committee of the latest developments in regard 
to Euratom safeguards procedures for fuel fab~ication plants. 

AEC's position has been that in the present state of technology 
effective safeguards in connection with fabrication of plutonium and 
highly enriched uranium can be accomplished only through continuous 
inspection. The Committee was informed of this view in 
Chairman Seaberg's letter to Senator Pastore of September 6, ·1967, 
which also assured the Committee that no plutonium authorized for 
distribution by the 1967 amendment to the Euratom Cooperation Act 
would be delivered until Euratom agrees to continuous inspection 
during fabrication. None of the plutonium has been delivered. 
Euratom's safeguards staff has indicated that as a result of their 
own studies and the technical information supplied by AEC, they are 
in agreement with this conclusion. 

Throughout the period beginning in late 1966 when Euratom started 
giving special attention to the development of procedures for safe
guarding plants fabricating plutonium and highly enriched uranium 
there has been close cooperation between Euratom staff and AEC staff. 
This resulted in the joint development, at the staff level, of 
procedures for the_application of continuous inspection at 
fabrication plants. Since then, Euratom has kept us informed as to 
developments in the consideration of the proposed procedures by their 
member states. 

We have now been informed by Euratom that th~ir Commission has 
approved safeguards procedures for plants in the Community 
fabricating plutonium and highly enriched uranium, and has informed . 
the member states of their decision at a meeting of their Council of 
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Mr. Edward J. Bauser - 2 -

Ministers. Euratom has proposed that the ·procedures be set forth in 
an agreed record of a meeting of the Joint Technical Working Group 
on safeguards to be held in the immediate future. The language 
proposed by Euratom for this agreed record is attached. ·we probably 
will propose some clarifying changes of a technic~l nature to the 
stati~tical criteria. We will send you a final v~~sion of the 

· minutes when ·they become available. 

t~hile Euratom has assured Ambassador Schaetzel and us that these 
arrangements would, in practice, constitute continuous i~spection in 
accordance with the procedures developed jointly by our respective 
safeguards staffs, they must avoid an explicit designation of these 
arrangements as "continuous inspections". You will note that, 
instead, their proposed language refers to these safeguards as 
procedures which "may reach a frequency of several operations a day". 

Euratom has explained that the necessity to avoid the use of· the 
term "continuous inspection" arises from Article 85 of the Euratom 
Treaty which reads as follows: 

''Where new circumstances so require, the manner of applying the 
control provided for in this Chapter may, at the request of a 
Member State or of the Commission, be amended by the Council 
acting by means of a unanimous vote on a proposal of the 
Commission and after the Assembly has been consulted. The 
Commission shall examine any such request by a Member State." 

They have stated that if the new procedures were designated as 
"continuous inspection" this would run the risk of long delays in 
obtaining the unanimous consent called for by Article 85 of the 
Treaty, if it could be obtained at all, and that the result could 
create a serious state of confusion for the Euratom safeguards system 
as a whole. In effect, they have said that they are able to agree 
with us on a technical basis on the substance of the procedures 
which we have consistently pressed for, but that they cannot describe 
these procedures in the language that we prefer. 

In further explanation of the firmness of their decision to employ 
continuous inspection, Euratom has informed us that the Council of 
Ministers has approved an increase of the Euratom safeguards staff 
by 20 additional people including 19 new inspectors. They have also 
decided in favor of an allocation of additional funds to meet 
increased expenses for on-site assignments and safeguards operations 
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DRAFT AG~EED RECORD PROPOSED BY EURATOM 

Informed U. S. AEC that its Corr~ission had recently adopted new 
instructions concerning safeguarding of nuclear fuel element 
fabrication plants processing all highly enriched uranium or plutonium 
in the Co~~unities. Such instructions are based on the results of the 
inspectorate's own experience, of research work carried out by a group 
of European experts and of the studies carried out by the Joint 
Technical tVorlting Group in the framework of the techniques currently 
calle;.d 11Continuous Inspections". The aim of these instructions is to 
put Euratom safeguards in condition to establish an independent 
balance of the matcrial(s) in process in order to minimize the 
possibility of diversion to illicit use and to detect this diversion 
as quickly and as accurately as possible. 

The contents of the Commission's instructions were described as follows: 

Depending on quantities of material(s) processed in a year period, 
three categories o~ plants are envisaged, namely: Category I 
processing less than 40 kg per year, Category II processing 
bet~veen 40 and 200 kg per year, and Category III processing more 
than 200 kg per year. 

For Category I periodic inspections will be carried out as 
dictated by circumstances. 

Category III will be subject to in-process safeguarding procedures 
based. on the right of the inspectors to have access at any time to 
the nuclear materials. It is envisaged that these procedures will 
include physical measurements that may reach a frequency of several 
operations a day. The aim of the envisaged procedures is to put 
the inspectors in condition to evaluate the amount of materials 
being processed in the plant within a limit of uncertainty not 
exceeding plus or minus 1%. 

Category II is a middle category and the type of safeguarding 
applied will depend upon operating and security conditions of the 
plant and upon the type of production campaign. Consequently 
safeguards applied can be either of the type envisaged for Category 
I or the one envisaged for Category III. 

Anstvering some questions raised by U. S. AEC, the Euratom side gave 
some more explanations concerning Category II and the criteria that the 
Euratom inspectorate intends to apply for the selection of the regime 
of safeguarding. Before input operations are started Rlant operations 
and safeguarding plans will be carefully reviewed. After this review 
the inspectorate will apply safeguards as set forth in Category I only 
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if the uncertainty level of measurements can be kept below an 
acceptable limit. The inspectorate is of the opinion that such limit 
should not exceed plus .or minus 3% at 95% confidence level for each 
measurement and with standard deviation of the mean ~ and not · 
exceeding plus or minus 1% at the same confidence lever for all measure
ments on the entire inventory and measured discards. 

If such conditions are not met or if during the fabrication it appears 
that they will not be met then safeguarding will be as for Category 
III. Upon request the Euratom side acknowledged the importance of 
problems related to material unaccounted for (JMUF), should be kept 
under review for a better definition of its technical aspects. How
ever, the Euratom side recognized that the data and principles quoted 
by Euratom in its statement above concerning Category II implied a 
yearly imbalance not exceeding 1.5 kg. 

The Euratom side finally informs "that its Commission intends to review 
in due time the experience gained through the implementing of the new 
instructions and that this will be done in cooperation•with national 
ex-Perts". 
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,fC~·! SUPPLY AGENCY Bru.:-;:.:;cl.::;, 
UNCL. BY DOE 

NOV 86 

~'C/dd 

A.s.si.s'ta."l. t Gcncrn.l Manc..r-\:?r ....... 
fo:: I11't0::national Activities 
lJ:nti0d Stn.tc.s Atomic Encrcry Comrni.ssion~:; 
Gcr::-:an tot-m/.1-:ar;ylq.:nd 

· Dear 1-lyron: 

The US-Mission in Brussels has already been informed of the new 
instructions adopted by the Commi.ssion of the European Com~unities, 
concerning the application of safeguards to fuel fabrication pla."lts 
in the Community, processing plutonium a."l.d highly enriched uranium.· 

To the above informations "I. '-'lOUld like to add that the Council of 
Ministers, in its session of Harch 25, 1969, unanimously decided 
to inc::ease the Euratom safeguards staff of 20 additional people, 
i:ncludinc 19 new inspector.so On the same occasion, the Council al.so 
decided in favor of an allocation of adequate funds to meet increased 
expenses for on site assig~~ent and safeguards operations by the 
Euratom Safeguards staff. 

Both, the increase of staff and the allocation of funds to meet 
increased operational ·expenses are mainly destinated to implement 
the new instructions issued by the Commission and referred above. 

Sincerely yours, 
,. 

--... ---~--.. ---~---~----=:c==.r- -
F •. CA."iCELLAlf!O D' ALENA 

Corro:spond;:nr:o: to be s;:nt to 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

APR 1 4 i969 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 

! I -, · . .-c. r · 1 , . ·r [ I . 

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

Thank you for your letter of March 28, 1969, concerning the Atomic 
Energy Commission's consideration of nuclear safety aspects of the 
proposed SNAP 27 mission. 

Attached for your information is a copy of my letter to the Vice Pres
dent which provided the Departm.ent of Defense recommendation for 
approval of the launch. 

Attachment 
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The Vice President 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
W•\SHINGTON. 0. C. 20301 

The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Vice President: 

The National Aeronautics and Space Council staff, in a n1enl.orandum 
dated April 7, 1969, has advised me of your request for the views of 
Council 1nembers on nuclear safety aspects of the SNAP 27/ Apollo 
12 mission. 

Department of Defense representatives p9-rticipated in the extensive 
nuclear safety review of all phases of this 1nission by the Interagency 
Safety Evaluation Panel and assisted in preparation of the report fron1 
this panel which presents an asscssrnent of the risks associated with 
the mission. Although my technical experts differ on some details of 
this risk assessment, these differences do not affect qualitatively our 
conclusions on mission safety. 

Overall, I believe that the risks involved, as far as nuclear safety is 
concerned, arc acceptable in the national interest and therefore recoin
mend that launch approval be granted. 

stand still in the field of aerospace nuclear safety. For the future, 
the DoD continues to urge development of safer fuel fo:rms and more 
rigorous testing, including actual flight tests, for radioisotope con
tainment systems. There is also a need for clearer knowledge in the 
area of radiological effects from plutonium inhalation. These safety 
improvements are vital to future DoD missions using radioisotope 
power systems. 
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UNITED STATI!S 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.G, aos•s 

~ ,. ... COPY NQ.._ -· ....... :----April 1 7, 19 6 9 

INFORMATION MEETING 896 

1. National Civil Service League Award to Mr. Bloch 

Z. 2:00p.m., Meeting, Friday, April IS of JCAE Members with Mr. 
Paul W. McCracken, Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers 

The Chairman plans to attend. 

3. Designation of AEC Liaison Representa.tive for White House Study 

To be designated. (SECY) 

4. TID 24996 - Safety of Underground Nuclear Testing 

Approved £or release at NVOO. The Chairman will write Ken Pitzer. 
(AGM-PI) 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 
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over North Korea with planes that would be fully protected (presumably with 
fighter planes). This is the result of the November 14th incident in which 
the North Koreans shot down a Navy reconnaissance plane. In response to a 
query as to whether he had blocked the appointment of Dr. Frank Long as head 
of the National Science Foundation because he disapproved of the 
Administration•s position on the ABM, President Nixon said he did back his 
staff who believe that Dr. Long•s appointment, in view of his very sincere 
beliefs opposing the ABM, would not be in the best interests of the overall 
Administration position. The President went on to say he wishes to make it 
clear that there is vigorous dissent and discussion within the National 
Security Council on this and other matters. But to have at this time made an 
appointment of a man--of eminent credentials, incidentally-- who quite 
honestly and quite sincerely disagrees with the Administration•s position on a 
major matter of this sort, he thought would be misunderstood. He said his 
staff thought thus, and, under the circumstances, he approves of their 
decision not to submit the recommendation to him. 

At 1 p.m. I attended a farewell luncheon for Jerry Tape, hosted by Alex 
Johnson in the Van Buren Room of the State Department. Others present at the 
luncheon were: David H. Popper, Nelson Sievering, Phil Farley, Llewellyn E. 
Thompson, Jack Rosen, Donovan Q. Zook, Myron Kratzer, Wolfgang Lehmann, 
Charles N. Van Doren, H. G. Torbert, Jr., and Joseph T. Kendrick. 

The conversation centered pretty much around Jerry•s recent trip to Vienna 
(see April 24 journal for Tape•s report) for the technical talks with the 
Soviet team concerning the peaceful ~ses of nuclear explosives. Jerry said 
that about all he learned from 'the Soviet team was that they have conducted a 
1 kt. cratering shot and a 1 kt. underground explosion in salt. Jerry said 
that he, of course, described all of our Plowshare experiments--in fact, these 
have all been published. 

The matter of interpretation of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty came up 
mainly in side conversations. The Soviets said they would not want to amend 
the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, but would rather interpret it in terms of 
some defined level of radioactivity in the atmosphere. This, of course, is 
exactly the USAEC position, and those present at the luncheon seemed to 
express agreement with this position, particularly Alex Johnson. Jerry said 
that the Soviets described a number of future projects for nuclear excavation 
in the Soviet Union, including a 65-kilometer canal that would require about 
250 nucl~ar detonations, some of them in the megaton range. 

I had to leave the luncheon early in order to attend a 2 p.m. meeting of the 
JCAE with McCracken and OuBridge. Attending this meeting were Chet Holifield, 
John Pastore, Craig Hosmer, Paul McCracken, Lee OuBridge, Thomas Moore, Fred 
Schuldt, George Quinn, Edward J. Sauser, George Murphy and I. Melvin Price 
came in later. 

Holifield opened the meeting saying that he and the JCAE had been surprised to 
learn about the White House Committee to study the future of the AEC•s gaseous 
diffusion plants and expressed concern about the lack of AEC representation on 
the Committee. He reiterated that the JCAE expected to go ahead with their 
publicly announced hearing on this subject, scheduled to start June 1. 
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Hosmer indicated that he may have had some role in the decision to form this 
White House Committee in that he had, in a conversation with Dick Burress, 
Assistant Counsel to the President, discouraged him from setting up a proposed 
task force to make such a study and strongly advised that, if such a study had 
to be made, it be made within the White House. He had told Burress that, if 
they needed outside help, they should get a business management firm as 
consultant but added that he didn't particularly like A. D. Little, the firm 
that they did employ. 

DuBridge said \t was felt that the White House should be informed on this 
important matter, and, as a result, the President asked McCracken, DuBridge 
and Mayo to look into it. He said they called 11 Glenn 11 over to brief them, and 
then asked the Commissioners to come over to talk to them. (This was not a 
completely accurate representation in that I had suggested to McCracken that I 
arrange to have the Committee briefed, and following that briefing, I urged 
McCracken and DuBridge to meet with all the Commissioners--however, I did not 
dispute DuBridge on this minor point at the meeting.) 

Holifield described the immense background of work in this field, mentioning 
the AIF report, which, he said, was biased toward sale of the plants, and the 
AEC analysis, which, he said, was broad and balanced, and took no particular 
position. He emphasized that private ownership of the enrichment plants would 
increase the cost of electric power in the U.S. by 35 to 40%. Pastore 
interjected that such private ownership would, however, lead to tax income for 
the government, and thus the enriching costs would be paid for by the people 
concerned, rather than by all the people, as in government ownership. 
However, he emphasized that there should not be any giveaway of the plants. 

Hosmer then said that the White House might as well understand here and now 
that it had to be that the only feasible step is the creation of a government 
corporation, and that we must move rapidly in the shift to such a 
corporation. He said it would be impossible to convince Congress, who would 
have to act, to sell the plants. He said that the government corporation 
would need a good finance man, and he suggested that the best solution for 
moving toward such a corporation would be through cooperation between the 
White House, the AEC, and the JCAE. He said that a good man for such 
coordination would be Jack Rosen. He said he had written Dick Burress to this 
effect. (April 18, 1969 letter attached.) 

At this point, I said I believed it is absolutely essential that the White 
House become thoroughly familiar with this important issue. I said, however, 
that had I been asked for my advice, I would not have recommended their 
bringing in a consultant firm. I said that the time scale for decision is too 
short for outsiders to become knowledgeable on this immensely complex issue, 
and as a result, the consultants that were designated have been frantically 
writing the AEC for information. I quoted from the letter of Manson Benedict 
to George Quinn (copy attached) to illustrate the sensitive type of barrier 
information and gas centrifuge information that is being requested, and 
indicated that the AEC has not dispensed this sort of information to anyone, 
and it is doubtful it would likely be needed. I also indicated that Benedict 
had suggested that the same information be sent to Dr. Victor Gilinsky and 
William Hoehn of the Rand Corporation, and indicated that the Commissioners 
were very doubtful that it was sensible to do this. (A letter from Hoehn 
requesting this information has been received by George Quinn- copy attached.) 
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COMMITrL&..:.t: 

JOIN·rcoMMITrcr.:ol~ &INCL. BV DOS 
ATOMIC ENERGY NOV 86 

· Circnture%!5 of toe {;Hniteu U})tnte.s 
~)Ot!!SZ Of Utpte£izntntih~~ 

ti!a~b{nnton, n.(l;. 205!5 

April 18, 1969 

':•. 

~r. Richard T. Burress 
Assistant Counsel to the President 
l·!es t \'Ji ng 
The Hhite House 
Has!i·i ngton, D. C. 

INTERIO~ AND IN~Ul.AR AFf"Aii1S 

Re: Uranium Enrichment Plant Disposal 
Deal~ Dick: 

This is a fo 11 O';J-up of my te 1 ephone ca 11 to you yesterday, recommending 
t!E'tt someone be placed in charge at the l·Jhite House on possibly a full
tine basis of t~e above captioned matter. 

This rccorr:n~ndati on is based on my m·m difficulty thus far in having to 
deal t·lith several of the l·Jhite House staff in conn~ction \•lith proposed 
legislation. 

As rel~ted to you, t~ere ~re a ~umber of alternative possibilities with 
respect to the future management structure of these plants. They range 
from keeping them under the AEC as they are at present and accomplishing 
imp'i'ovcments and additions by app1·op1"i ati ons from the Treasury to dis-
posal to competing private owners. 

From the political standpofnt, the only legislation you are going to get 
out of this Congress is to estab 1 ish a government corporuti on to mm, 
operate and augment the capacity and/or facilities. Unless you take 
this legislation you are going to be faced \'lith budgeting $100 to $200 
million in FY 70 for cascade improvement. 

This issue is exceedingly important because at stake is the future of 
$2 to 2-1/2 billion dollars \·forth of government pt~operty, plus the thrust 
and nature of the nucl eat· po':ter indus try in the United States and perhaps 
\·Jorld-\·lide. There arc considerable numbers of complications involved in 
any legislative process and particularly in a process which involves t~e 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy -- a rather special and unique committee 
which regards its prerogatives with considerable zealousness. If any 
legislation is to proceed quickly and smoothly, there must be a high de
gree of coordination bet\'teen. the Corrmittee and its staff, the AEC c.nd the 
~·:il ite Ho us.;;. 
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Fu;~thet•, and assuming that legislation proceeds rather rapidly, it also \'till 
be necessary to get the government corporation in action quite rapidly in 
order to meet/the deadline for commencement of cascade improvements and up
grading. It keems to me that even while the legislation is in process, con
siderable amount of attention will have to be paid to this particular aspect 
of the rverall problem. . . 

·.From t~e purely management standpoint, I would forsee the successor cor
poration taking up and continuing for a \·thi 1 e at 1 east the present manage
ment qontracts for the enrichw.ent plants at Oak Ridge, Portsmouth and 
Paducah. Aside from legal transfers of property and personnel to the cor-

. poration, its big job \'till be to establish a very competent financial division 
which can quickly go to the private money market with a revenue bond issue 
to finance initial requirements. 

-1 have gone into some detail in order to impress upon you the magnitude not 
only of the legislative aspects of this problem but of the overall problem 

· ·. itself. · 

He are not dealing \'lith "small potatoes" and this is one of the larger 
things that the Administration will have to deal with. I believe its 
actions should be properly coordinated.from the beginning and smoothly 
executed through to the end. 

In short, there is a need now to. put a good man on this job to ca'rry it 
through at least the legislative stage and the beginning of the corporation 
organizational stage, which should be running roughly in parallel. This 

. man should be someone like yourself who understands not only executive 
structure.but as well the legislative structure and its personalities. 

As mentioned to you on the telephone, it is lTlY belief that Jack Rosen, 
• \'lho is presently an aide to Dr. Gerald Tape, ttould be ideal for this pur-
pose. Rosen is a retired Army Colonel \'Jho is thoroughly versed in nuclear 
affairs. ·He served for possibly ·4years as a member of the Joint Committee 
staff fo 11 0\'li ng his retirement from the Anny and has had another 2 years or 
so with the AEC. He is not only technically competent in all aspects of 
atomic energy but is a highly intelligent, articulate and dedicated individual. 

· He. is respected both at the AEC and the JCAE. Since Dr. Tape is leaving the 
Corrmission, I believe his services could be obtained by you from the AEC on 
a loan basis ,for the period of 6 months or so that might be involved. 

This recommendation of Rosen is being made on a purely impersonal basis. 
I am not trying to get him a job, and I doubt if he needs one. I make the 
recommendation simply because I am confident that he could carry out this 

.duty in an exceedingly creditable fashion. I make it also because, up to 
the present time, it seems_ that I am about the only one who has tried to 
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Mr. Richard T. nurress 
4/19/69 

coordinlte this effort, and I simply do not have the time to get into 
it any deeper on a continuing basis. 

CH/!1 

Very truly yours~ 

ct-4~5-:>:/ CRl\1 G IIOSr·1E~/ 
l'lember of Cong ess 

cc: Dr. Lee A. DuBridge 
Director 
Office of Science & Technology· 
Executive Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Chet Holifield 
2469 RHOS 
Washington, D. C. 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg 
Chairman · 
AEC 

·washington, D. C. 

Hen. Robert P. Hayo · 
Director 
Bureau of the Budget 
Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Paul W. McCracken 
Chairman 
Council of Economic Advisers 
Washington, D. C. 
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)!r. ·G~.J-:.·:;~ F. Quinn, Ass is ta:1t: Gcnc;:-al Xan<lger 
U. S. .-\tq::1ic En~rgy Con:.'uission 
Wi~hin~con, D; C. 20545 

1-.CCIF<I': :o-;:.F<K 

CA~.f,:,;;<IC.GZ 

1/,ASSACHUSC:TT:; v.<::«:O 
AF.CA Cc:,.c.c Ca7 c,;-.:,..c.-~ ~'lO 

I 'r.! H.Jr!.-ing ~-lith Arthur D. Little on the study of the 
diffudion ryl~nt transfe;:o.issu~ Little has been <lsk~d tci ~<lke . . 
by Hessrs. Du3ri.dge) ~icCrackcn c:nC. !-!.:.yo. Y.y principal role 
in the t.;;.sk is to provide info:-::1etion on t~1e tcchnolozy anc! 
p-;:od:..!ctio-:l. econo>'!lics ot' the diffusion and cc:ntrifuge processes. 

To be an accu:-<lte source of infor.:1ation, I should update 
r:o.y l"not-lledge of both proc.:::sscs. I ':1 't-Iriting to ask you c:.dvice 
on he'l-l best to do this, and then to ask your assistance 
in doing so. 

Hera is a partial list of infor=atio:l that seeos to :e to be 

T Di!fusion Process 

A. Barrie-;: 

l. Ch~racteri~tics o: best barrier now availabla: 
separation factor vs. fore pressure, back pressure, 
permeability. ~~d te~?erature 

2. Cost 

3. Specific barrier productivity, kg. separative 
work/ sq. ft./yr. 

4. History of barrier developments 
a.~d_future projections of · 

past record 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Characteristics 
~!anuf c:.c turing cos:: 
:R & D expencituras 

-- :.~ 

~Tas · b arriar davelO?::l"=:l. t 
vr~::\:: I'!laj or i~prove::1::=-.ts 

· b!:'ea!.;:::~ro~g!"ls? 

an ord~rly one or 
the result of unax?CCtc~ 
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B. 

s. B~rrier m3nufacture 

. a. ~uin steps in present process 
b. . Sensitivity of product tO minor Danufacturing 

·variables 
c. Cost of product vs • scale of production 
. I 

u. S.' Diffusion Plants 

1. List of st~gas at each site, giving for each size: 
number, barrie~ area, vol~etric flow rate, ~axi~~ 
pressure .. and power consumption · 

2. Projected plant life as now maintained 

3. Maintenance costs. 

4. Brief description of nat;~ U.S. diffusion plant whose 
costs and power consumption was given in OR0-668, 
including barrier characteristics ar.d breakdown 
of investment costs 

C. Foreign barrier dcvaloomant -.What do t..re· knol-l about type 
and characteristics of barrier developed in United Kingdo~, 
France.or USSR? 

I!. Gas Centrifuge 

A. Present state of U.S. technology 

B. Projected schedule of improvements in technology 

C. Estimated costs 

D. Prese~t state of foreign technology 

.n..ro other members of the ADL team, Vi~tor Gilinsky and 
l-lilliam Hoehn·, both of the Rand Co:-poration, arc interested 
in the same topics because of their responsibility· to assess 
:~e security aspects of diffusion El~~t transfer. They and 
! t.rould like your advice on what re~;orts to· read a~d l·::.o~ -r:o 
see a::.d talk -r:o. Y~. Gilir.sky has Q clcara.'lce; Hr. ?.oahn 
has DOD secret clearance and is requesting Q clearance. ).s 

- 3 -

447 



sv .. :m :.ts ~h:. Ho~lm!i is opprovcd, we hope th:lt you can help us 
b:>• .:>btainin.; rclevont reports for u:; and ~iving us per:nissicFl 
to visit the K-25 plant at Oak Ridge • 

. As ADL is expected to make an oral :-eport by May 15, our tiz:c 
is short. If there are any relevant reports which I might be 
sent even befo;r-e ~!r. Hoehn had cle.ar.:.r.ce to see them, it would 
,be helpful. I. am authorized to receive secret reports at. 
the Security Records o;fice ·at M. I. T. , and could come to 
t-l.:.shington to read TS material. . 
Pl~ase don't have special material compiled for us, but 
please advise us on ~11hat e:ds ting rna terial to read, v7hoo to 
ta!k to and what to s·ee. Your help will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Manson Benedict 

- 4 - 0 
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April 16, 1969 

Mr. George F. Quinn 
Assistant General Hanager 
U.s. Atomic Energy Co:mnission 
Hashington, D. C. 205!15 

Dear !1r. Quinn: 

L-7164 

As part of the Arthur D. Little study of diffusion plant transfer issues 
sponsored jointly by the Council of Economic Advisors,Budget Bureau 
and Offi·ce of Science and Technology, The RAND Corporation has been 
asked to evaluate national security implications of alternative transfer 
plans. We would regard as essential inputs to this phase of the study 
both the AEC's current assessments of the state of U.S. and foreign 
uranium enrichment t:;echnologies, and the Commission's views on the im
plications of the differing degrees of access to this classified tech
nology that alternative transfer plans appear to envision. 

In carrying out our assignment, we shall be working closely with 
Professor Manson Benedict of M.I.T., who has alre~dy addressed to you 
a list of topics of mutual interest. In addition to the listed items, 
we should be interested in further pursuing selected topics pertaining 
to the assurance of supply of enriched uranium for future military 
requirements and to the control of the extent to which prospective bidders, 
OHners, and/or operators t-1ould require access to classified information. 
Furthermore, we shall have to consider carefully the special implications 
for national security of any potential arrangements incorpo~ating foreign 
participation in ownership and/or operation of the plants. 

As Manson's letter suggests, Dr. Victor Gilinsky and I will have the 
principal research responsibility for thes·~ aspects of the study. 
Victor presently holds both TS and Q clearances~ while I hold only a 
TS clearance (althou~h my application for a Q clearance is presently in 
process). Let me repeat Manson's sense of urgency, and add that we 
also would appreciate any assistance. in procuring relevant reports in 
advance of the fc.rr.-.:11 cunversr:.ticns <!nd f2.cility visits to be arranged.· 
The R.\?-iD Corporation is authorized to receive cla.ssified materials, of 
co:.~rse, and Victor 1.~i::;ht profitably rea::l certain Q reports nou, leaving 

.me to catch up when the appropriat2 clearances arc in hand. 

- 2 -
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Should you require further information in support of our requests, 
please feel free to call either of us (at 213-393-0411). We also are 
planning to make another trip to \-lashing ton within the next two weeks, 
and. we will look forv1ard to arranging a meeting with, you at which we 
might explore some of these issues in more detail. We will be most 
appreciative of any advice and information you can provide. 

WEH:jm 

cc: Dr. Victor Gilinsky (RAND) 

·Professor Manson Benedict 

Sincerely, 

IJ<eL~::z-~L 
William E. Hoehn 
Economics Department 

Chairman, Department of Nuclear Engineering 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 

Dr. Bruce S. Old 
Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
Acorn Park 
Cambridge, Ha.ssachusetts 02140 

- 3 -
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Holifield suggested to McCracken and DuBridge that they look up the history of 
the Dixon-Yates affair because there is a lot of analogy to the present drive 
to sell the diffusion plants. 

Hosmer indicated he is probably as rabid a free enterpriser as anyone in 
Congress and thus his opposition to the sale of the plants should be a warning 
that this path is fraught with difficulty. Holifield and Hosmer both 
reiterated that some kind of a government corporation, perhaps of the TVA 
type, is probably the only sensible answer. 

McCracken and DuBridge thanked the members of the JCAE for the opportunity to 
meet with them and indicated they thought it would be very helpful to them. 

McCracken rode back from the meeting to the Executive Office Building in my 
car in order that we might discuss further the issues posed by his White House 
Committee studying the disposal of the gaseous diffusion plants. I indicated 
to him it should be clear that the government corporation is the only feasible 
course of action. McCracken seemed to be convinced that this is the case and 
indicated that the meeting with the JCAE members had been very helpful. I 
reiterated to McCracken that I wanted to help the President on matters like 
this, and that I could do so better if I were consulted before such crucial 
steps as the hiring of consultants, which may very well have been a mistake, 
were taken. I told him, in response to Tom Whitehead•s phone call of 
yesterday morning, that I would designate Commissioner Bill Johnson as the 
liaison to his Committee, with Commissioner Jim Ramey as back-up, and George 
Quinn as resource person. 

Upon my return to the office I met briefly with Bob Ginna (President, High 
Temperature Reactor Development Associates) at his request. He told me about 
a personal observation by a former senior executive in the utility industry 
that there is a present feeling that now that utilities have ordered some 90 
nuclear power plants the Commission•s attitude is 11 you are a big boy11 and 
should work your way out of any problems encountered. Ginna attributed this 
climate as one of the reasons for no new orders of nuclear power plants in 
1969. He strongly urged that the Commission take steps to assist the 
utilities in their public understanding, regulatory and equipment reliability 
problems and communicate this intention to the utilities. 

I received a letter from President Nixon in which he approved our 
recommendation to name the 200 Bev Accelerator Laboratory in honor of Dr. 
Enrico Fermi (copy attached). 

I also received a copy of McCracken•s letter to Holifield (copy attached) in 
which he discusses the White House thinking on the future of the uranium 
enrichment complex. 

I replied to Professor J. D. Decius•s (Oregon State University) letter asking 
if I would be interested in being considered for the Presidency of Oregon 
State University and advised him that I would prefer not to have my name 
considered for this position. 

At 3:45 p.m. I presided at Information Meeting 897 (notes attached) during 
which we discussed my meeting with McCracken, DuBridge and the JCAE and my 
Minneapolis discussion with Earl Ewald (President of Northern States Power) 
regarding the Monticello Nuclear Power Plant, among other things. 
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TilE WIIITE IfOt:SE 

WA.SIIIXC:TOX 

April 18, 1969 

Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

I concur with the recommendation set forth in your 
letter of April 5th that the new 200 Bev Accelerator 
Laboratory being built near Chicago, Illinois be 
named in honor of Dr. Enrico Fermi. 

I~ is my understanding that the Commission will 
indicate its intention in the near future, although 
the actual naming will not occur until completion 
of construction some years hence. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
C. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D.· C. 

lliiCL. BY DOS 
MOV 86 
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THE CHAIRMAN OF.' THE 
COUNCIL. OF' ECONO~IC ADVISERS 

. WASHINGTON ·. . UNCL. BY DO& 
NOV 86 

April 17, 1969 

' Dear Mr. Chairman: · .. 

. . Chairman Sea borg lias informed me of Edward Bowser's 
letter to him of April 11. We regret that the Joint Committee 
bas not been kept fully informed about our thinking here. Prior 
to Captain Bows er 1 s letter we believed the Committee had been 
made aware of our discus sian. · . · 

The new Administration has recognized 'that the future 
of the uranium en.richment complex· of the Atqmic Energy 
Conunission presents important questions of public policy_ 
for not only the Congress and the Commission, but also the 
Administration (since the nature of the.decision has· significant 

·implications for the budget). We also understand .tha·t the_ 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy plans to hal~ hearings ths 
sununer on this is sue. In order to become more familiar with 

. the problem, a committee consisting of_pr. DuBridge, ~Mr. Mayo 
: and me was asked to study. the future of the uranium en.ricning 
. plants • 

. We have discussed our plans with ~hairman Seaberg •. and 
we are, of course, planning to \~ork very closely with A~C. 
The Commission is directly affected, and its knowledge,· experience, 
and judgments will be an essential part of our study effort. · 

. . :. -· 

In view of the short time period and in order to gain 
additional insights into the problem, we felt that outside help 
might be useful to us. Among the possible resources, A~thur D. 
Little Inc. appeared to have the most knowledgeable staff on · 
uranium enriching, and we have consulted with them. As yet 
no formal contract has been signed with the prime contractor, 
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.. ··. 

· but on an informal ba:sis Arthur D. Little· ag.reed ~o· g~ :ahead_ : 
with the study (subcontracting out the national security aspects 
to the RAND Corporation) if one seemed .in order. Arthur D.· . 
Little has b"een asked if they could furnish us preliminary· 
results by the middle of May and the final report by the first· 
dh~ . 

We would, of course, make.any such report available 
promptly to your Committee. I aJn looking forward to the 
opp~rtunity to discuss this study with you _on Friday.~-- . 

Sincerely yours, 

Paul W. McCracken 

cc: Honorable Craig Hosmer 

Honorable Chet Holifield 
·Chairman 
.Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
Congress of the United States 
Washington, D. C. ZOSlS 



Ur~ITi!O ~TAT~ 

ATOMIC ENZ:::RGY CCMMISSIO.~ 
WASHINGTON. D.C. JOUS 

COPY NO~---

UNCL. BY DO!: 
~v 86 

·--~~---April 18, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 897 

I 

3:45 p.fm., Friday, April 18, 1969, Room 1115, D. C. 

I 
1. Chairman's Oral Report on 2:00p.m. Meeting Today with JCAE Members 

and Messrs. McCracken and DuBridge 
r 

2. Chairman's Report on His Minneapolis Discussion with Mr. Earl Ewald, 
Northern States Power, re Monticello Nuclear Power Plant 

Commissioners Ramey and Johnson will meet with Mr. Ewald and a 
discussion. o£ the problem will then be scheduled. (Ryan-Helfrich-SECY) 

3. Governor McNair's April 11 Letter re Exhibit at Aiken, South Carolina 

Sta!£ views are requested. (AGMA) 

4. April 7 Letter from Don Samuelson, Governor of Idfiho, re MTR 

Staff will prepare a reply. (AGMR) 

5. Agenda for the Week of April 21, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

I 

6. Appointment o! Deputy Manager, NVOO 

Appro~~d~ (PER) 
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7. Mr. Bloch's April 16 Memorandum re AEC Policy Regarding Participation 
by Industry in Uranium Enriching Activities 

Approved with revisiona for transmittal on Tuesday, April ZZ, 1969. 
(AGMP&P) 

8. AEC 459/66 - Correspondence re A~ Q. Little Study of:Diffusion Plant: 
Transfer~. and; · · ·, 
AEC 459/70 - Rand Corporation Letter re Diffusion Plant Transfer Study 

i 

Identification of material and information for discussion at the April Z4 
meeting is requested~ (AGMP&P-AGM) 

9. AEC 459/69 - Correspondence on Study of Uranium Enrichment Plants 

A brief acknowledgment referring to the April Z4 meeting is requested. 
(AGMP&P~ 

10. AEC 459/67 - Proposed Letter to JCAE re Uranium Enrichment Plants Study 
I 

Signed and dispatched April 17, 1969. 

11. Mr. Holifield's April 15 Letter to Chairman Seaborg re Disposition.of 
Gaseous Diffusion Plants 

To be discussed at the April Z4 meeting. (AGMP&P) 

lZ. AEC 459/68- Foreign Comments on Future of U.S. Enrichment Facilities 

Transmittal with a re:nsed letter is approved. (AGMIA) 

13. AEC Liaison Representatives for the White House Study 

The Chairman will telephone Mr. Whitehead, White House staff, tomorrow.· 
(Rubin) 

14. Mr. Quinn's April 16 Memorandum to Commissioner Johnson re 
Congressma17- Craig Hosmer's Request for Additional Information re 
Diffusion Plant Disposition 

Commissioner Johnson will call.Congressman Hosmer. (Helfrich) 

- z -
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15. AEC 1283/50 - JCAE Budget Hearings - Reactor Products 

Approved with changes. (P) · 

16. AEC 1282/41 - Execution Data for a Portion of the Bowline .IV Events 

Approved. (AGMMA) .. \ 

1:7. NTS Events (See General Giller's April 16 Memorandum) 
r 

Noted. (AGMMA) 

18. AEC 141/128 - Questions Concerning Weapons Testing 

Staff plans. for the April 26 NVOO visit are approved with a request. Response 
to the Hughes Organization queries is in preparation. (AGMMA-PI) 

19. AEC 89/140- Proposed Assignment of Australian National to 'LASL 

Approved. (AGMIA) 

20. AEC 102/50 - Proposed Letter to BOB re Statutory Authority for R&D 

Approved, (QC) 

21. AEC 783/122 - Proposed National Science Academy (H. R. 576) 

Approved. (GC) 

22. AEC 901/432- Proposed Visits to AEC Headquarters and BNL by USSR 
National 

Noted. (AGMIA) 

23. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 304 

Noted. (PAR) 

24. Death o£ Mr. Walter C. Youngs, Jr., Pinellas Area Manager 

- 3 -
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.zs. Topics for Commissioners' Discussion with the General Advisory Committee~ 
April Z3, 1969 

. 
Scheduled !or conaidera.tion on Monday, April 21, 1969. (SECY) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner· Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (a) 

W. B. McCool 
· •Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Abbadessa 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. Quinn 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Erlewine* 
Mr. Kavanagh* 

-Mr. Sinclair* 
Mr. Baranowski* 
Mr. Tesche * 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr. Harris* 
Mr. Stokely* 
Mr. Clark* 
Mr. Slezak* 

- 4-

6:00p.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going along the White Horse Trail and Cross Trai Is 3 and 4 
past the Police Headquarters and returning to our starting point. 

Saturday, Apri I 19, 19&9 - D.C. 

I worked in the office until I p.m. and then Justin Bloom and I went to the 
Paramount Coffee Shop (18th Street) for lunch. I sent letters to Henry 
Kissinger, Lee DuBridge, Gerard Smith, Dr. Tom Whitehead and Elliot Richardson 
inviting them to visit our classified exhibit of nuclear weapon models which 
will be on display at our D. C. Office on April 22 and 23. 

I sent a letter to President Nixon (copy attached) acknowledging his letter to 
me of Apri I 15 (copy attached) congratulating me on my birthday. I sent a 
letter to Kenneth Pitzer (copy attached) decrying the method he used to 
suggest that the AEC make public the safety aspects of its nuclear underground 
testing. 

tric and I played nine holes of golf at the Chevy Chase Club; I shot a 52, 
lric a 74. 

At dinner Helen, Steve, Eric and Dianne had a surprise birthday cake for me 
and they gave me neckties and a sport shirt. 

In the evening I worked on my talk, "The Environment -And What To Do About 
lt" which I wi I I give at the NAS-NRC.Solid State Physics Group dinner at 
Argonne National Laboratory on May 5. 

Sunday, Apri I 20, 19&9 

Helen, Eric, Dianne, Scott Luria, Suki and I drove to Bull Run Regional Park 
where we participated in an eight-mile hike with a group of some 150-200 
people. Carrying our lunches we hiked as far as the outskirts of Clifton on 
Yates Ford road, passing a number of th first Battle of Bull Run 
battlefields. The hike was under the direction of Darrell G. Winslow, 
Director of Parks for the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority. 

In the evening I read material in preparation for my appearance on Apri I 23 
before the Subcommittee on Government Research (Harris Committee) of the 
Senate Committee on Government Operations to testify on the subject of 
indirect costs and cost sharing in connection with Federal support of project 
grants. 

Monday, Apri·l 2·1. 1969- Germantown 

I presided over Regulatory Information Meeting 339 (notes attached) at 9:55 
a.m. at which Harold Price and Bob Hoi lingsworth and some of their staff 
members were present and at "10:30 a.m. over Information Meeting 898 (notes 
attached). The Commissioners reiterated their request of a few weeks ago to 
set up a mechanism for responding to requests for speakers when the nuclear 
power reactor construction programs are attacked. They also decided to create 
a task force to study and make recommendations regarding the thermal pollution 

459 



April 19, 1969 

Dear Mr. President: 

I was deeply touched, ancl'clelighted, to receive 
yoUX" thoughtful letter rocognizL"l<;; my birthday today. 
It was characteristic of your generosity to speak as 
you did of my career as scientist, educator an~ 
gover~ent official. 

I recall vividly our meeting in C~attanooga in 
Janl.i,ary. 1948, when we were both hcnored as :wombers 
of the group of ten chosen by the Junior Chamoer of 
Commerce.· · Since· then our paths havo crosscu many · 
times in the course of our friendship over the inter
vening years. I·, too,. mn pleaaed that we continue to 

. ' 

be asaocia tecl, perhaps as a consequc&ce of tlle impelling 
force of.our stars,. aa we are today, in our nation's 
vital quest 'for peace and progress. 

Respectfully, 
,·,·· 

Glenn 'I'. · Seaberg . 

·.The President 

The White Houaa 

GTS :MJ 

ll!!HCL. BY 001 
tiOV 86 
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Dear Glenn: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 15, 1969 

My warm congratulations and very best wishes as 
·you celebrate your birthday. May I take this op
portunity to express again my appreciation and that 
of the nation for your many serVices to our society 
over the past three decades, and particularly for 
your record-setting tenure as Chai;rman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

I notice that the astrological sign under which you 
were born is that of Aries, which is supposed to 
mean that you were destined to be a pioneer or an 
architect. I don't suppose that nuclear chemists 
put much stock in horoscopes, but in this instance, 
at least, the stars seem to have made a good pre
diction. For you have been a truly outstanding pio
neer and architect in each of your three careers: 
as scientist, educator and government official. 

I still recall one of our first meetings in 1948 
when we were both honored as men of the year by 
the Junior Chamber of Commerce. And just as I 
was pl~ased to be associated with you then, so I 
am pleased that we can be associated as we are 
twenty-one years later, working together in our 
nation's quest for peace and for progress. 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg 
38ZS Harrison Street, NW. 
Washington, D. C. 20015 

iii4CI.. BY DOC 
NOVq 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, O.C:. ZONI WHCL. BY DOE 

NOV 86 

April 19,_1969 

·President Kenneth s. Pitzer 
Stanford University 
Stanford, California 94305 

Dear Ken: 

My fellow Commissioners and I were surprised, 
and dismayed, that you chose the means you did to 
express your views on the AEC's underground testing 
program. Might it not have been. better to first make 
known your views directly to the Commissioners, or 
at least to have indicated your intentions to us, so 
that we could have acquainted you with the many steps 
we are taking to inform the public of our program? 
We believe it would have been helpful to you in formu
lating your own views to have known the extent of our 
efforts. · 

Some of these efforts are as follows. Governors 
of western states and their advisors were invited to a 
conference on test activities and to a tour of the 
Nevada Test Site on April 1 and 2, at which time matters 
of safety were openly discussed. Individual briefing 
teams have re~ponded to requests for information on 
safety issues at numerous state and local governmental 
offices to convey further our interest and efforts in 
this regard. The Commissioners themselves have also 
worked hard in the production of a summary report on 
activities for insuring the safety of underground nuclear 
testing, a copy of which I am enclosing. In addition, we 
have been working with technical societies in order to 
foster public discussion of the issues involved. I am· 
enclosing a copy of the program for the 50th Anniversary 
Meeting of the American Geophysical Union, to be held in 
Washington on April 21-25. You will note that the session 
to be held on April 25 is entirely devoted to papers on 
seismicity and tectonophysics, in large measure related 
to our specific interests. I am also enclosing copies of 
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Preaident Kenneth s. Pitaer - 2 -

our correspondence with Profe•sor Bruce A. Bolt 
·concerning our cooperation with the Bulletin of the 
Se~aaologicel Society ~f America. · 

The Coaaiaaionera would appreciate.seeing a copy 
of your reaarka eo that we could study thea further. 

Cordially, 

Glenn T. Seaborg 

Inclosures: 
1. Summary Report on Activities 

for Assuring the Safety of 
Underground Nuclear Testing 
April 1969 

2. Program for American Geophysical 
Union SOth Annual Meeting 

3. Letter Seaborg to Bolt dtd 4•17-69 
4 •. Letter Bolt to Seaborg dtd 3~27~69 
S. Letter Seaborg to Bradbury 

& May dtd 4-7-69 
6. Letter Bradbury to Seaborg dtd 4-10-69 
7. Letter May to Seaborg dtd 4-15•69 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

April 21, 1969 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 339 

·uNCL.BY 
NOV 81 

9:55 a.m. , Monday, April 21, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. April 11 Letter from John D. Badalich, MiDJlesota Pollution Control 
Agency, re Minnesota's Future Role in Radioactivity (See also Mr. Price's 
April 15 Letter to Mr. :Badalich) 

The Commission·ers provided advice for the position staff should take in 
its meeting with Mr. Badalich on ThursdaY:, April 24. (ADRA) 

2. Mr. Earl Ewald's, Northern States Power Company, Meeting with 
Commissioners Ramey and Johnson, 4:30 p.m., Friday, April 25 

(SECY) 

3. Mr. Price's March 7 Memorandum re Request for Adjustments in 
Regulatory Personnel Ceiling 

The Chairman requested a study by Commissioners Ramey and Johnson 
with staff participation. (ADRA-AGMA) 

4. AEC Policy on Public Relations re Nuclear Power 

The Commissioners' request at Regulatory Information Meeting 330 on 
February 25 is reiterated. (ADRA-PI~AGMR) 

5. Mr. Price's April 18 Memorandum re Information Provided Senator Aiken
Environmental Data 

Staff will establish a procedure for obtaini'ng information on thermal effects 
flUllutilities. (ADRA) 
The Commissioners requested establishment of a Task Force on thermal 
effects from nuclear power plants .. (ADRA-RDT) 

6. Mr. Price's April 11 Memorandum re General Electric Boiling Water 
Reactor Design Safety Approval 

Noted. 
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7. Fortbcomms'Report on Problems with GE Nuclear Power Plante 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commie aioner Johnson 
Commissioner Coatagliola 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

Mr. Henderson 
·Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Hollingswo~ 

. Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Abba.de a sa 
Mr. Yore· 
Mr. McCool 

- 2-

10:30 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Dir/Regulation 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENEf'~GY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

COPY NO. 

UHCL. BY 0( 
NOV 86 

----
April 21, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 898 

10:30 a.m., Monday, April 21, 1969, Room A-458, Germantown Headquarters 

1. April 16 Telegram from J. Laurence Kulp re SNAP 29 
t 

Staff review is requested. (AGMR) 

2. April 17 Memorandum from Dr. Harry Kissinger re BOWLINE IV 

The Chai~man, Commissioner Tape, and Mr. John Foster, DOD. will 
sec Messrs. Kissinger and DuBridge. (~-Rosen-AGMMA) 

3. May S, 9:00 a.m. AEC Briefing of National Science Board 

Messrs.· English an'd McDaniel will attend .for the Chairman. (AGMR&D-R) 

4. Topics for Commissioners' Meeting with the General Advisory Committee, 
Wednesday, April 23, 1969 

a. Awards 
b. MTR 
c. Diffusion Plant Study 
d. FY 1970 Budget Estimates 
e. Public Criticism of Nuclear Power 
f. Howard Hughes' Organization Queries 
g. Vienna Discussions with the USSR re Plowshare 
h. Hanford Reactors 
i. Cape Keraudren and Project Rulison 
j. IAEA 
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5. AEC 128:5/48 and 1283/49 - Five- Year Projections and Fact Sheets for the 
JCAE 

Agproved. (OC) 

· · 6. AEC 292/9 - Nominees for Appointment to .Advisory Committee for Biology 
a!nd Medicine 

Approved with a request. (BM) 

7. AEC 1282/42- Proposed Letter to Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs Regarding JORUM 

Deferred. (AGMMA-SECY) 

8. AEC 853/29 - Plutonium Sales for FY 1970; 
April 11 Letter from Plutonium Export Association; and, 
AEC 853/30 - Proposals of ~lutonium Export Association 

Approved. ·Commissioners Ramey and Johnson will discuss with the JCAE. 
(AGMIA) 

9. AEC 720/203 -.Implementation of Restrictions on Enriching Foreign Uranium. 

Approved with a disclaimer in the transmittal letter .. (AGMIA-AC~ . .fP&P) 

10. AEC 610/165 - U.K. Gas Centrifuge Exchange 

Approved subject to comments from Commissioners Ramey and Tape. 
(AGM- Ryan- Rosen- SE CY) 

11. AEC 988/173- Correspondence with JCAE reClassified US/UK Relations 

Noted. (EAGM) 

1Z. Mr. Hennessey's April 15 Memorandum re AEC 921/2- Criteria for Use 
of AEC Seal and AEC Flag 

Noted. (SECY) · 

- z-
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13. Arrangements for 1969 Lawrence Award Ceremony (See Secretary's 
April 4 Memorandum) 

Approved with a requeat. (SECY) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Coatagliola 

*Attendance by Topic (a) 

W. B. "McCool 
Secretary 

.. __ STAFF! 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Abbadessa. 

·Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Brown 
Mr·. Kull 
~r. McCool 
Mr. ;BeJiglesdorf*.. 
Mr. Pender* 
Mr. Kratzer* 

. Mr. Quinn* 
·Mr. Corso* 

. - 3-

11:40 a.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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problem. I also suggested a study of the serious manpower shortage, due to 
congressional and Bureau of the Budget actions, which has led to a sort of 
crisis in the Commission's ability to carry out its administrative 
responsibilities. It will be necessary to reassign people in order to meet 
the priority issues, and I suggested that Commissioners Ramey and Johnson, 
Haro.ld Price and people like John Vinciguerra should constitute a committee to 
study this in detai I and make recommendations. We also decided in principle 
to lower the price of plutonium from its present $43 per gram to approximately 
$30 per gram in view of the fact that there have been ·no customers at the 
higher price; this will be discussed with the White House and the JCAE before 
we_take the official action to lower the price. 

I had lunch in the cafeteria with Justin Bloom, Julie Rubin, John Harris, Joe 
Fouchard and Ed Stokely. We discussed in general the Pub"lic Information 
program and, in particular, the need for positive programs in the field of 
nuclear power reactors and Nevada testing, where a great deal of criticism is 
developing. 

At 2:30 p.m. I participated in a Bond Drive meeting with leaders held in the 
Auditorium. John Derry, General Chairman of the A£C campaign, introduced me 
and I made some remarks encouraging the purchase of bonds. Then Sylvester 
Watkins of the Treasury Department, who is chairman of the Savings Bond 
campaign of the Washington District, spoke briefly and showed a Rowan and 
Marti n f i I m. 

I presented a gold blood donor pin to Raymond Swan of the Division of 
Construction who has donated twelve gallons of blood, a record amount. Ed 
Westcott took our picture. 

I" went to the DPI viewing room to see the film on the Sea Otters. Then I 
stopped by the Division of Public Information where they were having a 
farewe II party for Bi 11 Perkins who has been permanently transferred to my 
staff. 

At 4:15 p.m. I met with Commissioner Tape, Joe Hennessey, Howard Brown, John 
Vinciguerra, Enzi OeRenzis, W. B. McCool, John Storer, John Reich and Julius 
Rubin to discuss special awards to Or. Norman Anderson, Dr. George c. Cotzius 
and Hal Anger for their work in the medical field. I suggested that this 
matter be discussed at an Information Meeting and, assuming the other 
Commissioners would agree to go forward and to obtain the necessary clearances 
to grant this award, I suggested we initiate more formal checks with the White 
House, the JCAE and the BOB. 

I received a memorandum from President Nixon dated April 18, 1969 (copy 
attached) addressed to Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, asking 
that we give full consideration to the employment and selective placement of 
the handicapped. 

I sent a letter to Jeanette and Ray bringing them up to date on our family. 

Tuesday, April 22. 1969 -D.C. 

Accompanied by Justin Bloom I went to Federal City College to participate in a 
program to mark the opening of the Oak Ridge Mobile Radioisotope Laboratory. 
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WHCL. BY 008 
HOV81 

THE WHITE: HOUSE 

WIASHINGTON 

April 18, 1969 

TO HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

Policy for Federal Employment of the Handicapped 

It is the policy of this Administration, .in staffing the Federal 
service, to give full consideration to the. employment and selective 
placement of the handica-pped~ 

Administrations of both parties, since World War II, have set 
examples of national leadership in opening the Government's doors 
to more than one-quarter million citizens who, though handicapped, 
have nonetheless been occupationally qualified. Today throughout 
the economy we find general acceptance of the remlnder: "Hire 
the Handicapped -- It's Goo1 Business. 11 

I have personally observed the mutual benefits that derive from 
hiring the handicapped, and I want this "_good business" to continue 
and prosper. 

Therefore, I ask each of you to make a commitment to removing 
any remaining barriers to the Federal employment of 

the physically impaired who are not occupationally handi
capped when assigned to the right jobs. 

the mentally restored whose only handicap is that they once 
suffered an emotional illness. 

the mentally retarded who can demonstrate _ability to perform 
the simple and routine tasks that need doing in all organizations, 
regardless of size. 

The Civil Service Commission will provide leadership and direction 
for the overall Federal effort in carryi_ng out this policy. 

I am confident that you will give this policy and the Commission 
your earnest support. 

4'i'O 



The program was opened by Dr. Arthur H. Webb, Chairman of the Natural Science 
Division, and a few words of welcome were spoken by Dr. David W. Dickson, Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. I then gave my remarks entitled "Nuclear 
Science and Federal City Col lege." Following the ceremony, which was held in 
a conference room of the col lege, we visited the Mobile Radioisotope 
Laboratory which was parked on the street in front of Federal City College. A 
number of students visited the laboratory and a number of pictures were taken. 

When I returned to the office I presented Amy Wiening with a 20-Year Service 
Pin. 

... . 10; 

', '·\ .. 
·~--·· 

I 

I 

~ 
• 

Presentation of 20-Year Service Pin to Amy Wiening; April 22, 1969. 
L toR: Doris Knief, Seaborg, Amy Weining. 

Deleted 

At 12 noon I attended a luncheon hosted by Lee DuBridge in honor of Dr. Omond 
M. Solandt, Chairman of the Canadian Science Council, in the Martin Van Buren 
Room No. 3 of the State Department. Also present were: Dr. McTaggart-Gowan 
(Staff Director, Canadian Science Counci 1), J. Ward Greenwood (Scientific 
Counselor, Canadian Embassy), James M. Beggs (Transportation), Harold Finger 
(HUD), Dr. John Foster (DOD), Dr. Leland J. Haworth (NSF), Dr. Thomas 0. Paine 
(NASA), Herman Pollack (State), Or. Myron Tribus (Commerce) and David z. 471 
Beckler and David S. Freeman (OST). 



After the lunch DuBridge called on Solandt to describe the new mechanism for 
policy determinations in the field of science in Canada. Solandt described 
briefly the functions of the Canadian Science Council which is composed of 
representatives, about equal in number, from universities, the government and 
industry appointed by the Prime Minister for three-year terms. Solandt said 
that one of the problems facing the Council is the development of more 
activity by industry in scientific research. He indicated that there is a 
shortage of social science professors in Canada while there is a substantial 
increasing interest in this field by Canadian students. He expressed the view 
that the social sciences should be handled by a separate council in Canada. 

Before the luncheon I spoke to John Foster about the apprehension concerning 
the forthcoming high yield test in Nevada (JORUM) from the standpoint of its 
possible exacerbation of the ABM problem. He agreed with me that we should 
discuss this policy issue with Kissinger in the immediate future. 

I told DuBridge that Tape has decided that his last day as Commissioner will 
be April 30 and, therefore, we should try to get word from the President on 
Tommy Thompson's appointment as soon as possible. I also told him that I 
received a note (copy attached to April 18, 1969 Journal) from President Nixon 
yesterday approving the recommendation that the 200 Bev Accelerator Laboratory 
be named in honor of Dr. Enrico Fermi. I suggested that I might now write 
members of Congress such as Annunzio, Pastore, Holifield, Price and others 
informing them that this is now our plan, and DuBridge concurred. I also 
mentioned to him the AEC's suggestion that Vannevar Bush, James Conant and 
General Leslie Groves be given special awards, perhaps designated as Atomic· 
Pioneer awards, by President Nixon at a special ceremony at the White'House; 
DuBridge indicated general concurrence with this plan. 

Herman Pollack rode back to the H Street office with me and I gave him a 
guided tour of the model weapons display that has been set up in the 
Commission Meeting Room for two days. 

I sent copies (attached) of the Commission's Tentative Policy Regarding 
Participation by Industry in Uranium Enriching Activities to Robert Mayo, Paul 
McCracken and Lee DuBridge. 

Professor Robert Rex of the University of California, Riverside, dropped by to 
describe a project which might use geochemical heat to produce deuterium so 
cheaply that the U.S. might consider turning toward heavy water moderated 
reactors; I attempted to discourage him from thinking this is a feasible path 
of endeavor. 

Around 4 p.m. I escorted Gerard Smith and Benjamin Huberman of ACDA through 
the weapons exhibit. Allan Labowitz, Toni Joseph, Julie Rubin and several 
members of the Division of Military Application were present. In the course 
of the conversation I described to Smith the results of the talks that Jerry 
Tape had with Federov and Morokhov during their recent discussion of the 
technical aspects of Plowshare in Vienna. I described in particular the 
attitude of the Soviets toward the interpretation of the Limited Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty in connection with excavation projects, namely that they don't 
think that amending the Treaty is feasible but think rather that a definition 
of allowable radioactivity in the atmosphere should be agreed upon. 

I sent my biweekly report to the White House (copy attached). 

472 



(,) ,., (I) 0 0 0 0 n t-J l:J c .. 1.:1 (/) fl 0 ,., !• 0 •c• '.:I r: () :> n t: 1-'• n 1-J •'! t:J t;-J t1 :-:! :< :1 cv o o o o w t-'· •·: '~ f) , ,. o c.~ t.r> c! t-1 t·: •. , r-:-. t.) ::r• o t1 ::· .. J·'· o (.> t: 1.:· CJ 
(I 0 ;J :J fl U P> Cll • (I fc\ r< :: 0 r: 0 0 r> IJ.,~:· (~ Cv t~ r: 1·1 t~ t: ;; 
•··• '< ti t-i ,., '1 ..... rt rt- r.) ci' D iJ o :·~ •·: l•' "'~ :J , ..... "< t.'l" r: r: n •·: •-: r., u o 
o • • • • •1 r.-~ ::.· r: c~) ~; •. !, •··· rJ f) •--! •··· ,.,. , ... n fJ c . .l :---- r1 ,, n •-: 

rv l~ • ::1 ~ () cJ t> n r-t ,,, •..::.s •··· P t.~ o .. r: n t: .. ':J t-~ "' r=·J •-J '"... ::~ ~ r·t r.) 
r.~ o c... •·J ~ 111 -....... o r:> I) p t, rt r-• t·t Ll o £.! IJ r.: rt • n c~ ti o t;' 
1-; N 0 0 fl> ~~ ;J t··J I! t:J :J n I·'• l·l (l, ~-· () (11 u t·:"! n • 0 11 1--' 
r:.. "' :-, ... •() :J rJ f.l :: o • ~ ,.~. o 1-' N f.'• C7' rt ::: [(J C!J <:j r;· t·t, (J 

n ;J cv w ' o n c:• 1-:, <: ::• :; (;l t-;, o r t :-J : r C1 rt ::• o 1.1 o :~ 
fll C/l '< ._. ::;- o I·'· o ~.__. •·:-. ::r o 1·: r~ <·! r-•· L'J ;J r: 1·: 1·: r_, r~ p 

oo o N • • '" r: ,.... (/) :::.~ o o r-·· "' o o r.~ ,., "'= ~· o 
~ ::J I I , 1 ;:i rt I Z (',-' f) (J t,! I { ::; '~ (J ~ !J P 1-' 0 0 (~ ()' 
~· .,:. ~ 14

j. (f) o rJ (!J :J •·• rt : . .~·· o ~ ... r 1. r:- • •·t o ~-! \D a·:• • • (J 
0 I ~ I-' \ fc\ <! ;-:1 {ll ., f.) t'• C: 1-'• 1·: !.;• (;, 1-:, I·'· -....! t.J t-! 
~ n 1.1 •i o t-'• t-·• l-:, rt n :-; I·'· o o [: , ..... ~=· r~ rt 
fll ..... '-.... fo> I-' tfJ p ": () () !.r' 1-' t;) (l 0 0 J •J '-!. 

\ 

C> t--• 0 r-;, l, 11 f:l t.! o :1 !:>' •.:1 1'1 l:) tJ 
t:J , :, r, l'• (.J ,.,. , ... Q o p. t,·. •··· o o !:! o o ~--' •·•· o • 
11 l·n r:· o r,, l~ , .... t:J' r.• r~· ~ 1·-l c.> ::: I.> a--• rr 

t-1 • J-!• J-'• p..., tU 1-; (i:) r&· CJ (:> .J :-; •. ~ •·: :J :-:! 
/•.· 0 0 • 0 0 ;J f:l 1--'• rJ r-:- {l ,... p. {:! , ••• :J ...... p 
• · t:J o :J , _ _, o r-;, P· "' o ::.··-,-: t~ P o o ,,,., '< 
~. ·. r..: t'l ...,. ~~ r.> :J .-.~. :; r~) f) (J) r•· l.-, ::;• :·J o 

l;-.1 0 !:l' o r;· o ;J 0 n ,o 1-'• t-'• n H G~ 1--' 
t1 1·;1 I·'• '<: () 0 I! rt !-'l ::.• c.:! 0 0 0 1-'• I) \.0 
I·"· r~ :J •·J , ..... : t• l-l "' tj (.") :J :J 0 :J C:l C~ .. , 
fl, r~ (I) (:J f I 0 (;) I·'• . t·l ;.1 r~ ;J \!) 
t~- ~· rt r~ I·'· IJ :-:.• fl t·'· rt 0 :;.• u p, .. 
Q r.> o f.J <: rJ n <: t 1 n. o ,.,, r·) o o 

r-:- o r:· C> 1-'• o o r:o. t, o t-•· o u~ ••J 
•d n r> c.~ !:l r.1 ::1 r.• p n. n . r:: '1 
t'1 :r i-J o r:- :~ •·: t'i" CIJ ~·· o• n o •v p .. o 
r~ o o o o til CJ I-'• r:· P o e> P 1-' t .) <. 
t•• ::1 :-; ::J o · ,n J·i\ r1 (•• 1·1 n 1~ r.> 1..:. 
t'• tn t'i" tl r! o f.! t-•· r:- .n :J :; t··· :~: c·~ r-#. 
(.•. rt I·'· r~ l-l r·;) tJ· I) P r-: t•• t ;, r--•· 1·•· )::> 
r~, r.: , .•• rt. ::i" , i· t: tl t'J c.\ o ::.1 t-·· r.} tJ :·J ---o 
~J C::• ::J (.\ (,' 0 J·'• () • ll 0 (;~ (J I!J l:') (::1 :;-.::> 

.. ,.,. '< •: i .i ::J p. !"> ri"' ::i . p.. . _ . . 
.. t'r rl (') '·' 1-'• • :.; , .•• (-1 0 () Cl 1;1 ~ 

o ~, ... r:- r:- ·~ c~ £-t. C) o J-'· ~J t·'· n '-< r: . ~-f.?. () H 1-~. , ... 1-'· fl (} (o) r: :J p, :J () (I n. (.~' 
,:.~• o t~ o t-:1 r-~ 1-~ p. 1-1 o t:J , •• n ~--·· 
p • 1·: f'l rt ~J 1 il 0 1·: C> 1-'· 0 1 i ~: :·· 0 p () c.:.' 
t'• ~ p,. ,J :-;• '' ~ t..:.: I~ (~ t? 1·:1 I"• (~- I:· 1·:·," n :· .'.: 

. ·-· l.~· ..... ,..... (,1 r.) t-i " 0 r·:- ::-; 0 r;· -~-;) tl at p r) t, t=! r; o n r> r! p t:-o e:~ r:: r.) r~ 1.J· l:J 
l'l .t"~ .... ·-· f_\ c..~.·~; ::.. .. 0 '! f.".l 1·;\ t.~ r-:- () ::, .. (~ f~ :-J '-' ,... t? ,.!) ,., 0 (ll ·~· (,) (., 1•1) l't 0 , •• r'' (;o () \: 

r,, '<: 0 r:: t-4 (\, •·: (:) :)· 0 r::: <: <: rl :J r:. 
j;;· " r:> • 1-'· n o r~ P (/) t·i ~"i o o o .•a r;· r~ 
&j t~ l'l l? v I I 1-' 0 0 I I :J t·; I"'• C::: 
_ (i) n o ,n c., f.J •;:J u n ,.J, t·;, 
• I ::1 !-'• ~ C::: :>' f.! 0 0 0 1-l 1'-> I~ !j 1-'• (T~ 
c:<~ f-lo o (/) o o o :j 1·: c~ :J r_, !I· o o r.: 
': t-'· ::J 0 trJ :.:~ t') <: t-~ J! r•· l') :; ..... l~ , .... 
~r p (.) , .•. (.1 0 (~ r·) i-J " •o (.) 0 rJ- •o n. 

Q:l "q o• •v o <: a-•· tl ,:J v o :: :;· o p n p 
j c:> "<: ;.s '·' o .. _. a-·· G :~ r; ,... ,_ ... :-~· ::; 

0 ,.... " t-i :j fj ·-· II :;;· l, 0 "CJ '-::: (~ () 
0 !J 0 '-' (I) (,1 I'• I'• 1·1• ;.1 0 0 '"~1 (il 

•.:r N t-:-o r, • p tJ o o v c.-.. t~ (..! ,., ,_,, 
,.... p.. r·~ r. t t 1 ·:"l ::i' ..,. o t-"· •·: c' r.: t-i, 
rll c~ rt o ::r ,... r:1. rt Cr~ r ~ o 
tl ;J ::-;• ''-' !:> lcJ r> ..._. (), ~ I·'• 1-'• 1-' r: I~ 1-1 

p, t•· n () (r:1 j:i. I'• (.) rt 0(1 0 0 p r-; 
n r:~ t'l rLJ ::; f~ !~ .. •·:• t.') "-: c~ :J .-!~ :J c~' ~~ 
0 •• (!. p. ,.) , .. L1 t, r.· • .J c:: 

n , ... n t-'• r-r, I·'· o CJ o c~ :z 
fJ o p I·'· (l o o o. p t' r-;, 'zn 
: ;' :J l·~ () ~= c.: •·: f-'• 0,... 
.(~ l') t i I··' • 
p .. rt <m 

o.< Gig 
~ m 
-1 
w 



U. S. ATOMIC ENERGY COKMISSION 
TENTATIVE POLICY REGARDING PARTiCIPATION BY 

INDUSTRY IN CRAN:ZUM ENRICHI~G ACTIV"iTIES 

!meL. BY DOl 
NOVBI 

BACKGROllli"D 

The future market yrojected for the existing U.S. uranium enriching capacity 

three Government-owned gaseous diffusion plants located at Oak Ridge, Tennessee; 

Paducah, Kentucky; and Portsmouth, Ohio - is largely for civilian nuclear power, 

both within the United States and abroad. The requirements for uranium enriching 

services to produce the fuel for nuclear power plants are growing rapidly. Plans 

co me~c these demands include increased operating levels and plant improv~ments 

co increase pr6duction from the existing plants during che 1970 1 s and the 

construction of new planes to come into operation in the 1980's. Th;: first 

increme~t of new plant capacity will be required by about 1980. 

The existing plants represent a Government inv~stment of $2.3 billion. and 

the planned program for improving and uprating them will involve a further capital 

investment of at least $600 million, exclusive of the investment in facilities to 

supply the additional amounts of electric power which will be required. After 

completion of this program, production from the existing plants at full capacity 

will represent a value of more than $600 million per year at the current $26 charge 

for separative work. • 

Because the production from these plants will be largely for the civilian 

sector of the economy, and because major capital expenditures will be required 

for the necessary plant improvement~ and new construction, it is appropriate 

to consider the feasibility and desirability of transferring the responsibility 

for uranium enriching activities in the u.s. from Government to industry. In 

ord~r to identify and assess the most important alternatives for the provision 

of uranium enriching services in the future, the Commission staff has undertaken 

extensive preliminary studies. In addition, the Cc~mission cooperated with a 

committee established by the Atomic Industrial Forum to conduct a study of this 
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ll 
question. The AIF Committee report was published in June 1968. 

1/ The Commission staff study - has identified a number of possible alternatives 

for future responsibility for uranium enrichment activities; these are described 

in Appendix A. In general, these alternatives may be summarized as falling in 

the following three categories: 

- Continued Government operation for an indefinite period. 

- Continued Government responsibility, possibly through a 

Government Corporation, for an interim period, with the 

objective of effecting a transfer of responsibility to the 

non-Federal ll sector of the economy at such time as transfer 

is determined to be feasible. and desirable, with due con

sideration to all aspects affecting the public interest. 

- Transfer to and operation by the non-Federal sector as soon 

as possible, with or without Government regulation. 

The Atomic Energy Act provid~s that the development, use' and control of 

atomic energy shall be directed to make the maximum contribution to the general 

welfare and strengthen free competition in private enterprise, but subject at 

all times to the paramount objective of making the maximum contribution to the 

common defense and security. In considering the possible alternatives for uranium 

enrichment in the light of its responsibilities under the Act, the Commission has 

been concerned with a number of policy and problem areas, including: 

1. National Security - Uranium enriching technology useful for the 

production of nuclear fuel for civilian power plants is equally 

applicable to the production of weapons material. Steps pursuant 

to any decision to transfer uranium enriching activities to industry 

would include extending access to sensitive classified technology. 

ll See Appendix B for references. 

11 Non-Federal sector of the economy, as used herein, is intended to include 
privately owned industrial organizations and utilities, publicly owned 
utilities except those owned by the Federal Government, and non-profit 
o~ganizations. 

..475. __ _ 
.) 



- 3 -

Actions that could increase unduly the risk of compromising such 

classified technology could correspondingly increase the risk of 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. On the other hand, widespread 

adoption and effective implementation over a period of several 

years ·of the Non-Proliferation Treaty should substantially reduce 

the risks of proliferation, even with extended access to classified 

technology and its use in commercial channels. 

2. Competition·and Regulation- Any transfer of responsibility for 

uranium enriching activities to private enterprise must be 

accomplished in a manner which provides either reasonable 

assurance of an adequately competitive industry or suitable 

Governmental regulatory authority to protect the public interest. 

As identified in the AIF Committee report, there are differing 

viewpoints concerning th~ number of independent operators required . 
to give reasonable assurance of adequate competition. In addition, 

there are questions related to the eligibility of horizontally or 

vertically integrated companies to be potential transferees of the 

AEC plants. 

3. · National Economic and Government Financial Interests - Transfer of 

responsibility for uranium enriching to the non-Federal sector and 

the type of enriching industry which is established could result 

in significant economic differences from continued Government 

operation; careful evaluation of alternatives is thus required. 

In addition, in the case of transfer, the ·amount of the return 

to the Government on its eq"uity in the enriching enterprise would 

depend on the firmness of the market and the reliability of an 

assessment of the costs of alternative capacity at the time of 

transfer. Both of these factors will be changing with time. 

On the basis of an initial assessment of these factors, the Commission has 

adopted, on a tentative basis, the following Policy Statement. 
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TENTATIVE POLICY STATEMENT 

The Atomic Energy Commission believes that it should be the objective of 

the Government ultimately to establish the uranium enrichment step of the fuel 

cycle for civilian nuclear power plants as a part of the non-Federal sector of 

the economy. To that end, the AEC will consider practicable means of transfer 

to that sector of one or more of the Government-owned and operated pl~nts. Any 

transfer of responsibility for uranium enriching,.however, must make adequate 

provision for the national defense· and security, provide adequate compensation 

to the Government for its equity in the enterprise transferred, provide for the 

assumption by the transferree(s) of existing Government supply commitments, and 

otherwise be. in the public interest. 

Any decision to proceed with transfer of responsibility for uranium 

enrichment must specify a course of action which will itself be predicated 

upon policy, technical and economic determinations that have been made to assure 

that the above criteria would be satisfied. Political and technical developments 

over the next several years may substantially affect the manner in which transfer 

might best be accomplished. As examples: 

- Widespread adoption and effective implementation of the . 
Non-Proliferation Treaty could substantially alleviate current 

concerns regarding the increased risk to proliferation resulting 

from expanded access to sensitive enriching technology. 

- The ~easibility of, and the difficulties of achieving, an adequ~tely 

competitive enriching industry could be greatly affected by changes 

in. technology. 

- The return on the Government's investment in any transfer of the 

enriching activity to the non-Federal sector of the economy would 

be expected to change with changes in the firmness of the future 

market for the plant capacity and the reliability of cost estimates 

for new plants, relative to which the existing capacity should be 

evaluated. 
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In view of these and related factors, it is the considered judgment of 

the Commission that it would be premature to prescribe at the present time 

the time and mannar of transfer which would assure that the above criteria 

would be satisfied. Accordingly, the Commission,will be giving further 

consideration to the determination of the feasibility and desirability of 

an ultimate competitive enriching industry, as opposed to one requiring 

Government regulation, as well as to the kind of organizational framework 

for such a non-Federal service and to an appropriate time schedule on which 

such sarvice might be established. In these further studies, the Commission 

will consider, as appropriate, input and comments from industry. 

Evan if a prompt decision to effect transfer of responsibility for uranium 

enrichment were practicable, an appreciable period of time would be required 

before the transfer could be effected. In any event, during such period as 

the Commission continues to be the sole source of uranium enriching services 

in the .United States, the Commission recognizes that it will have the continuing 

responsibility of assuring that adequate enriching capacity will be available 

to meet future requirements. The Commission has determined that to meet 

anticipated requirements most efficiently, it will be necessary to increase 

production in the existing plants through the 1970's by contracting for 

additional supplies of power and by major capital investments to imp~ove and 

uprate the present facilities. 

The annual budgetary and appropriations process does not assure the timely 

commitment of future capital and operating costs necessary for proceeding with 

such a planned program. 

The Commission, therefore, recommends to the President and the Congress 

that it be empowered to conduct the uranium enriching program on a business-type 

basis, including the authority to reapply revenue_s and to obtain financing by 

borrowing either from the Treasury or by issuing revenue bonds to the public, 

or both. Such authority might provide for the establishment of a Government-owned 

478_ 



- 6 -

corporation to conduct the enriching program until such time as transfer of the 

program to the non-Federal sector proves feasible and in the public interest. 

The Commission will continue to study possible feasible me~hods, and 

associated timing, of transfer of ~he enrichment function to industry and 

will report regularly to the President and the Congress on the outcome of 

such studi~s so that appropriate action may be initiated on a timely basis. 
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APPENDIX A 

SPECTRUM OF ALTERNATIVES FOR OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION 
OF URANIUM ENRICfu~ENT FACILITIES 

CASE I - (Current Organization) - The AEC would continue to operate the 
enriching facilities under existing arrangements for an interim -
or indefinite - period. Funding would be provided through the 
annual budget and appropriation process. Transition in the 
future to any of the alter~ative cases would be feasible. 

CASE II - (AEC Enterprise) - The AEC would operate as in Case I, but would 
obtain authority to finance the enrichment activities through 
Treasury· bonds and reapplication of revenues from the Enterprise 
activities. The management structure within the AEC would 
remain unchanged. This mode of Government operation would 
continue for an interim - or indefinite - period. Transition 
in the future to private operation would be feasible. 

CASE III - (Government Corporation) -

A. (Under AEC) - As in Cases I and II, the enrichment opera
tiomwould continue to be performed under existing contractual 
arrangements, but managed by a wholly Government-owned corpor
ation within AEC. In addition to obtaining authority to 
borrow from the Treasury and to reapply revenues, authority 
would also be obtained to borrow from the public. Organiza
tionally, the Corporation would be managed by the Commissioners 
serving as the Board of Directors. Other operational realign
ments would be made as necessary to specifically define the 
existence of the Corporation within the AEC. This mode of 
Government operation would continue for an interim - or 
indefinite - period. Transition in the future to private 
operation would be feasible. 

B. (Exterior to AEC) - Under this alternative, a special 
Government Corporation would be established to continue the 
enriching function. It would be authorized to issue revenue 
bonds to the public and/or to the Treasury and to reapply its 
revenues to its enriching operations. The Corporation would 
be under the control of a Board of Directors, possibly includ
ing one or more of the AEC Commissioners. The Corporation's 
activities would be administered by direct corporation officers 
and employees, with actual plant operations performed under 
contract with industrial firms as at present. This mode of 
Government operation would contin~e for an interim - or 
indefinite - period. Transition in the futur~ to private 
operation would be feasible. 
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CASE V 

CASE VI 
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- {Mixed Government-Industry Corporation). - This arrangement 
represents an attempt "to go private" with a corporation that 
would initially be a privately owned monopoly, but with a 
charter which Tt1ould provide for later division into competitive 
enterprises and which would also require the monopoly to work 
under certain restraints imposed by the AEC. Equity capital 
would range from 15 to 30 percent, owned enti~ely by private 
interests. Initial debt financing would include deferred pay
ments to the Treasury for 20 to 40 percent of the total value 
of assets acquired; the remaining debt financing would consist 
of bonds offered for sale in equal portions to the public and 
to persons holding enrichment contracts. Organization of the 
corporation would be managed by a Board of Directors, possibly 
including members· of the Atomic Energy and Federal Power 
Commissions. 

(Private Monopoly) - Under this alternative, existing uranium 
enrichment facilities and the responsibility for provision of 
new capacity would be transferred to a Government-regulated, 
private corporation. In a proposal of this type submitted to 
the AEC, the corporation would be wholly owned by eight to 
twelve of the major u.s. utilities, and financed by at least 
90 percent debt, and would function under the broad supervision 
of Federal regulatory commissions.· 

- (Partial Sale of Plants) - Early sale of two AEC plants to indus
try would be effected as soon as practicable and AEC would retain 
the third plant for an indefinite period. Industry would be . 
responsible for constructing all new plants. Ownership by each 
participating company would be limited to one plant. The plant 
retained.by AEC would be used to provide the Government's 
enriched uranium requirements and a part of the foreign and 
domestic enrichment service requirements; would provide accessi
bility for study and training purposes to additional firms 
desiring to build new plants and thus ease the technology entry 
barrier. AEC plant would also be used for plant scale tests of 
continuing research and development advances in the diffusion 
process. When a sufficient number of companies are engaged in 
the enriching enterprise and firmly committed to the construction 
and operation of additional plants so as to provide adequate -
competition, AEC would sell the third plant to an additional 
private participant. 

CASE VII - (Sale of all Plants) - Early sale of the enrichment facilities (by 
1972, if possible) to three independent private operators. AEC 
would continue barrier manufacturing activities pending develop
ment of capability by the private operators. New capacity to be 
provided by private industry as required. 
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AEC BIWEEKLY STATUS REPORT FOR APRIL 22, 1969 

UNCL. BV DOE 
NOVa& 

1. The discovery of a new man-made chemical element, 104, 
was strongly indicated on the basis of research reported 
at the recent meeting of the American Chemical Society. 
This research was carried out at the University of 
California, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, with 
AEC support. Russian scientists claim to have discovered 
element 104 in 1964, but the University of California 
researchers, headed by Albert Ghiorso, have been unable 
to replicate the results on which the Soviet claim is 
founded. The Russian results and their suggestion of 
the name "kurchatovium" are now being considered by the 
international authority on chemistry that determines the 
validity of claims to element discoveries and assigns a 
name to newly-discovered elements. 

2. The two nuclear powered generators on the Nimbus B-2 weather 
satellite, which NASA launched on April 11, constitute the 
first civilian use of nuclear energy.in space. Nuclear power 
can give satellites longer lifetimes and help them perform 
some functions more effectiv.ely than would be possible with 
other energy source~. Nuclear power will also be essential 
for missions to the moon and beyond. 

3. The nuclear detonation for Project Rulison; a forthcoming 
Plowshare experiment in Colorado, will probably be delayed 
beyond the scheduled date of May 22 to permit the completion 
of safety studies. Public meetings in five Colorado com
munities explaining the Project (including the public safety 
program and the effects of the detonation) were held last 
week by the AEC, the Bureau of Mines, and the industrial 
sponsors. Rulison will involve a detonation 8,400 feet 
underground to study the feasibility of using nuclear explo
sions to increase the recovery of natural gas. 

4. AEC testified at hearings before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy on AEC authorizations for Fiscal Year 1970, 
on April 17, 18, and 22. These hearings are scheduled to 
continue on April 23, 24, and possibly 25. Other AEC 
testimony to Congress will be given on April 23 before the 
Subcommittee on Research of the Senate Committee on Govern
ment Operations about research and development programs 
financed by the Federal Government; un April 29 before the 
Subcommittee on Education of the House Committee on Education 
and Labor about a bill to provide for the establishment of a 
national science retrieval system (H.R. 8809); on May 1) 2, 
and 5 before the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations about AEC appropriations for 
Fiscal Year 1970. 

. 485 



- 2 .-

5. The AEC participated in technical discussion with the 
Soviet Union on the status of the technology for the 
applications of nuclear explosions to peaceful purposes. 
These discussions were held last week in Vienna. The 
information presented by the Soviets showed they are 
greatly interested in that technologi and have carried 
out nuclear explosions to develop i~. Since the Soviets 
had not previously revealed any work in this field, the 
information is quite significant. But they presented 
more information on t-heir future pl-ans than on past experi
ence; on the latter, they could have been more forthright. 
In public statements concerning the meeting, they acknowl
edged for the first time both the existence of an active 
Soviet Plowshare-type program and their intention to pro
vide peaceful nuclear explosion services as contemplated 
by Article V of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. (The u.s. 
had already announced its intentions to provide such 
services.) 

6. The Howard Hughes organization, which opposes continuation 
of underground nuclear testing in Nevada, submitted a list 
of 18 questions about test safety to the AEC on April 17. 
This list followed a list of 10 questions on the same 
subject submitted previously, which AEC has already answered. 
AEC is now considering the second list of questions. 

7. The AEC's Nevada Operations Office announced locally on 
April 19 that a report on the safety aspec~s of under
ground nuclear testing was available., This report 
evaluates tHe effects of underground tests, explains what 
is being done to prevent those effects from becoming 
hazards, and describes measures that are being taken to 
develop a clearer insight into the problems involved. 

8. AEC's invitations to its suppliers of uranium concentrate 
to reduce deliveries for which AEC had previously con
tracted are expected to save about $46 million during 
Fiscal Year 1970 and Fiscal Year 1971. 

9. AEC's estimates of uranium ore reserves in the western 
u.s. as of January 1969 show a substantial increase com
pared to those made at the beginning of 1968. The reserve 
increased from 64 to 70 million tons. The number of tons 
of uranium concentrate considered recoverable at $8 or 
less per pound of U3o 8 increased during 1968 by 13,000 tons 
to 161,000. (Uranium concentrate now sells for about $4 to' 
$8 per pound.) The leading states in uranium ore reserves 
.are New Mexico and Wyoming; their combined resources add up 
·to approximately 85 percent of the nation's reserves. 
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The worldwide demand for uranium by 1973-74 will increase 
by 60-70 percent over current annual demand, according ·to 
a report by the International Atomic Energy Agency and the 
European Nuclear Energy Agency. The report also stated 
that this demand for uranium concentrate can be met at a . 
price under $10 per pound. Another recent report by 
Chase Manhattan Bank's Energy Group, predicted that uranium 
reserves will be adequate to meet worldwide demands through 
1980 at a price of $10 per pound or less (based on current 
dollars). 

A U.S. team recently examin~d safeguards practices an~ 
procedures of EURATOM as applied to the control of 210 
kilograms of highly enriched uranium supplied by the ti.S. 
In summary, the U.S. team concluded that the EURATOM safe
guards for assuring that nuclear material is· not diverted 
for nonpeaceful purposes are satisfactory for the quantity 
of material now supplied by the u.s., but that the problem 
will grow significantly more complex when larger quantities, 
such as those characteristic of U.S. commercial nuclear 
fuel operations, begin to be processed in European facilities. 

Senator Jordan and Representative Hansen of Idaho made an 
all-day tour on April 11 of the AEC's National Reactor 
Testing.Station at Idaho Falls. 

The International Atomic Energy Agency, in cooperation with 
the AEC, will sponsor a symposium on the Nature, Induction, 
and Utilization of Mutations in Plants, which will be held· 
at Washington State·University on July 14-18, 1969. This 
meeting, which will be co-sponsored by the Food and 
Agriculture Organization, will be the fifth scientific 
symposium sponsored in the U.S. by the IAEA with AEC's 
cooperation. 

AEC has awarded a contract to develop a nuclear (radio
isotopic) heat source to power an artificial heart that 
would be surgically implanted in cardiac patients. 

An AEC film, dealing with the concept of a nuclear-agro
industrial complex and produced for a recent international 
exhibit at Rome, has won first prize'in its category over 
250 competing films from 12 countries at the u.s. Industrial 
Films Festival. 

In light of the decision not to proceed with the Cape 
Keraudren harbor feasibility study, the Australian AEC 
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has suggested that the two Commissions undertake a joint 
general feasibility study of possible nuclear harbor 
projects. The proposed study would cover the entire 
region of western Australia where the need for harbors 
exists and would consist mainly of collecting and analyzing 
existing data. The Commission believes it would be desir
able to conduct such a.study. 
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Between 5 and 6 p.m. WWDC Radio Station broadcast a transcript of part of the 
remarks I made at Federal City College this morning. 

Eric, Suki and I hiked in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and Nebraska 
Avenues, going along the White Horse Trail and Cross Trails 3 and 4 past the 
Police Headquarters, returning to our starting point. 

Wednesdayj April ·23~ ·1969 - D.C. 

This morning I testified before the Subcommittee on Government Research 
(Harris Committee) of the Senate Committee on Government Operations. 
Representing the Subcommittee were Senator Fred Harris (Oklahoma), the 
Chairman; Leslie Kreps, Staff Director; and Dennis Brezina and Fred 
Munsbridge, staff members. Accompanying me to the hearing were Walt Hughes 
and Enzi DeRenzis, who sat at the witness table with me, Spof English, John 
Reisch and Dick Griffin. 

The subject of the hearings was Federal financing in research for universities 
with emphasis on the question of indirect costs and cost sharing by the 
universities. In my prepared statement, I spoke against having a ceiling on 
indirect costs and against having compulsory cost sharing. Senator Harris 1 

questions, following my testimony, were directed toward eliciting the 
difference between research grants and contracts. He also asked whether 
Federal support of science has had an adverse effect on universities, and I 
indicated that I think this has been over-emphasized by some and that the net 
effect on balance has been good. 

The White House announced about 11 a.m. the intention of President Nixon to 
nominate Or. Theos J. Thompson as a member of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

At 11:15 a.m. I attended a meeting of the General Advisory Committee (all 
members except Lombard Squires) with the Commissioners (except Ramey). I gave 
my usual report covering important items since the last meeting. Among the 
items I covered were (1) the Commission•s intention to ask President Nixon to 
give a new atomic pioneer award to Bush, Conant, and Groves; (2) the 
consternation created in the Rocky Mountain States because of our need to shut 
down the MTR for financial reasons; (3) the issue of the transfer of the 
gaseous diffusion plants to private ownership and the involvement of the White 
House Committee in this and its relations to the AEC and the JCAE; (4) the 
changes in the Fiscal Year 1970 budget proposed by President Nixon; (5) the 
mounting public criticism of nuclear power plants and the AEC•s plans to 
counter this; (6) the mounting criticism of high yield undergrbund testing in 
Nevada and the commission•s program to counter this; (7) Commissioner Tape•s 
visit to Vienna for technical discussions on Plowshare with the Soviets; (8) 
the deferral of the Plowshare Rulison agreement in order to complete a safety 
study; (9) a number of IAEA organizational matters including the decision of 
the U.S. to support the reappointment of Sigvard Eklund as Director General 
and President Nixon•s reappointment of Harry Smyth as the U.S. Representative; 
and (10) the recent definite identification of isotopes of element 104 by 
Ghiorso and his co-workers in Berkeley. 

Chairman Vesper brought up a number of other matters, including the status of 
the uranium miners• problem and our plans to deal with it. We described the 
recent activity in this field involving JCAE hearings, held March 17 and 18, 
on the subject of radiation standards in uranium mines. 
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I had lunch at the Metropolitan Club with Jerry Tape, Howard Vesper and Bill 
Webster; we continued our discussion of GAC-AEC areas of mutual interest. 

At 3 p.m. Claude C. Wild, Jr. (Vice President, Governmental Relations 
Department, Gulf Oil Corporation) called on me to advise me of an important 
change in the management of Gulf General Atomic. Wild said that Gulf 
management has decided to replace Fred de Hoffmann as President of Gulf 
General Atomic with Zane Q. Johnson of the Gulf Houston office. De Hoffmann 
will assume the-position of Vice President and Vice Chairman of the Board, 
reporting to Johnson. R. M. Foster will become Vice President for Finance of 
GGA and Tom Dietz will move to San Diego and give his full attention to GGA. 
These changes are being made in order to make the operation of GGA more 
businesslike. I suggested to Wild that we would like to have B. R. Dorsey, 
President of Gulf Oil Corporation, come in to give us more background 
concerning this change. Wild informed me on a confidential basis that Gulf 
has recently made a substantial uranium strike in Canada and has also found 
some uranium in New Mexico. The extent of the strikes are still being 
surveyed but the Canadian find is reported to be extremely rich. 

I was then visited by Wallace C. Fife (Minister for Mines, New South Wales, 
Australia) accompanied by Stephen C. Hocking (First Secretary, Australian 
Embassy) and Dr. Jack M. Rayner (Technical Advisor, Department of Commerce). 
Julie Rubin was also present. Mr. Fife wanted to discuss the future of 
nuclear power in Australia. He indicated that, contrary to some reports, a 
national decision has not yet been made between the natural uranium heavy 
water reactor and the enriched uranium reactor. He is talking to Westinghouse 
and others during his visit to the United States in order to assess.the 
relative merits of these reactors. · 

Bob Silber of the American Chemical Society called regarding the April 17 
letter I received from William B. Cook, Chairman of the ACS Division of 
Chemical Education, asking me to serve as a member of the Steering committee 
for an International Symposium on Education in Chemistry, to be held at 
Snowmass-at-Aspen, Colorado, during the summer of 1970, in commemoration of 
the 50th Anniversary of the Acs•s Division of Chemical Education. He said it 
would be helpful to have me on the committee at least for consultation by 
phone and mail, and I said I 1d be happy to do that; Silber and I agreed that I 
would serve on the committee under those conditions. 

Helen and I attended a farewell party given by the Division of Military 
Application for Jerry and Jo Tape at the Bethesda Naval Officers Club. The 
Tapes, the Gillers, Helen and I, and Jack Rosen formed a receiving line and 
about 400 people came by. Among those present were Admiral Hyman Rickover, 
Congressman and Mrs. Melvin Price, Or. and Mrs. Leland Haworth, Dr. and Mrs. 
T. Keith Glennan, Dr. and Mrs. Carl Walske, Atomic Energy and Scientific 
Attaches from many embassies, and Norris Bradbury and many members of the 
GAC. Ed Giller, the master of ceremonies, introduced me and I made some brief 
remarks, emphasizing the tremendously high regard in which the AEC staff holds 
Jerry Tape and my own high regard for him. This was followed by a humorous 
dubbed taped interview with Jerry, the presentation of a number of humorous 
gifts to him and a scroll to Jo Tape. Jerry then responded with some moving 
remarks of appreciation. (List of Non-AEC attendees attached.) 

490 



.LIST OF NON-AEC ATTENDEES 
UNCL. BY DO& 

NOV3i 

~o:oorable & }'..rs. Halvin Price 

:ior.or.obli! & Nrs. T. Keith Glennan 

~~= . .:.: ~~s. Johns. v. Andrews 

::. ~ }~s. Ro~ald G. S~uc:lewor:h 

~~. ~ !-~.i. :.ouis Crov~n 

J:-. & }:=s. G.:.at.::1o Lanza no 

v-....... & ~-:=s • !.Jolf:;a:1g Opfe:-:r.a-:.n 

.... _ 
~ ... & :·::..·s • Takao Xal<ajima 

v-
""' 

:¥'.::-s. :ervo !c::i:lose ·-· . 
}!r. & Y.=~ • T Ward G::-e.:!nwood ... 
v- & ;-~=s . .:urt :-:~ idcnra ich ...... 

Xr. & }~s. Nelsc~ Sievering 

~~. & ~~s. Geor:;e F. Murphy, Jr. 
C~?t~i~ E~~ard J. Bauser 
l:. Ga~~ral A. W. Betts 

Vice Adt:~iral HY=~n Rickover 

~=. Uilliam w. Ca:ter 

Orr~<lniz<Ation 

RcprcGe~:ativc from Illinois 
Kar:~bcr of .rcAE 

National Science Foundation 

Former AEC Cor:=:1issioner 

D~partr:~ent of Dcfcr.sc 

Z.~.Jssy of Great Britain 

E.-::bassy of Great Britain 

.-2 .. ibwssy =of Au.!:t:~ 

E:::bassy o:= Sc~:;: J...!-::.c~ 

E.-r.bassy of -:: ........ -.... ":) •-'-··----
Embassy of Ealziut:~ 

E.-nbassy of Italy 

E~~ssy of Ga~.o:~y 

~b.:~ssy of .;ap.a:l 

:Z:::l>.;:ssy of Japa~ 

Er::.bassy of Ca::ada 

Director, Euro?~an Cc~7.Unities 
liaison Offic~ 

Department of S:a:e 

Depart::.~n:: of State 

JCAE St:a!f 
JCAE St.:ff 
De?art:::ent of ::ha Arr..y 

Depsrt.:~nt o! t:Oe ~<lVY 

Dapart:en: of D-2f~:1sa 
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:Or. ~ }'.rs. Pa~l .. Tompkins 

~r. & ~.rs. Claire Palmiter 

:Or. ~orris E. Bradbury 

Dr. Jane H. Hall 

Dr. J'ohn c. Bugher 

v-.... How.nd Ve~per 

Dr. No~n Ramsey 

Dr. Edwin Goldwasser 

Dr. S:ephen Lawroski 

Dr. Melvin A. Harrison 

Y.r. 61 Y.rs. William Webster 

~. & Y.rs. Anthony Tomei 

Organiz.:tion 

Federal Radiation Council 

Federal Radiation Council 

Director, Lo5 Ala~~ Sciqntit1c 
Laboratory 

Los Ala~s Scientific Laboratory (GAc: . 
General Advisory Co~ittee 

General Advisory Co~ittee 

General Advisory Committee 

General Advisory Co~ittee 

General Advisory Co~ittee 

G~neral Advisory Con:mittee 
• 

General.Advisory Co~ttee 

General Advisory Co~ttee 
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Thursday, April 24, 1969 - D.C. 

Lee DuBridge called to say he called Holifield the other day and informed him 
of the imminent appointment of Theos Thompson to the Commission. Holifield 
felt that, if the AEC Commissioners and DuBridge agree on the choice, he 
"thought it was great." DuBridge asked whether I have been in touch with 
Thompson, and I said I notified him a little in advance of the President•s 
announcement. DuBridge said I should make an appointment to see the President 
and to introduce Thompson to him. I mentioned that Commissioner Costagliola•s 
term expires June 30 and, out of fairness, he should be told what the plans 
are. DuBridge said I should tell him that the White House is looking for 
someone to take his place. DuBridge said he would like more input on the 
matter of a successor; I said I would discuss this with the Commissioners and 
will come up with suggestions. I again brought up the matter of Rabi and his 
future with regard to the IAEA. DuBridge said he talked to Pollack about that 
the other day. I told DuBridge I would send him a copy of a letter from a 
Congressman who is very much against Rabi because of Rabi•s strong public 
stand against the ABM. I said that there is a New York Times clipping which 
quotes Rabi very strongly on this issue. - --

B. R. Dorsey (President, Gulf Oil Corporation) called as a follow-up to Claude 
Wild•s visit with me yesterday. Dorsey explained that Gulf Oil has had the 
conviction for over a year that things were not organized quite right at GGA. 
Gulf Oil talked to Fred de Hoffmann yesterday afternoon to inform him of the 
changes, and everything went very amicably. De Hoffmann will become Vice 
Chairman of Gulf Oil, with no operating responsibility or authority. Zane 
Johnson will take over as President of GGA, and Tern Dietz will also assist 
Johnson. Dorsey said he told Johnson that on the HTGR, as well as other 
matters, he is to get Fred•s thinking. Dorsey said he talked to Bob Person 
this morning, and he understands; he talked to Philadelphia ·Power & Light, and 
they understand; even in GGA itself, people like Landis and Rolander have 
understood for a long time that HTGR would have to be pulled loose and 
somebody would have to make tough decisions regarding it. I asked whether 
Zane Johnson could come in to talk to the Commissioners and General Manager 
sometime, and Dorsey agreed but asked that he have a couple weeks on the job 
first. 

At 12 noon I met with Professor A. I. Alikhanyan (Director, Institute of 
Physics, Armenian Academy of Sciences at Yerevan in the Soviet Union) who was 
accompanied by Dr. Lawrence Parsegian, an Armenian and a friend of Professor 
Alikhanyan. Julie Rubin, Mel Abrahams and Abe Friedman were also present. 
Alikhanyan said he was talking to me at the suggestion of A. M. Petrosyants 
(Chairman, State Committee on Atomic Energy, USSR), regarding the CDC 6400 
computer that they would like to buy for use in connection with their high 
energy physics program at Yerevan. I indicated that in order to obtain the 
export license, which involves consultation with the Departments of Commerce, 
Defense, etc., it would probably be necessary that the computer be under U.S. 
control; that is, it would be operated, supervised, and programmed solely by 
Americans, and it would have to be subject to return to the U.S. at the 
discretion of the U.S. Alikhanyan didn•t seem to think that these conditions 
would make the deal impossible, although he clearly felt that it involved 
prestige considerations and unnecessary expense from the standpoint of the 
USSR since it was so clear that the computer couldn 1 t be used for any 
unauthorized purposes. 
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I had lunch at the Roger Smith Hotel with Dick Hewlett and Julie Rubin to 
discuss my proposed project to re-create the history of my Chemistry Section 
at the Metallurgical Laboratory on a more or less day to day or week to week 
basis for the period 1942-1946. We identified a number of items that would be 
required for this endeavor. Hewlett was quite enthusiastic about this and 
will cooperate in every way possible. 

I received a letter (copy attached) from Peter M. Flanigan, recently appointed 
by the President to assume the responsibilities formerly handled by Bob 
Ellsworth, suggesting that we arrange a get together to discuss the various 
aspects of AEC's activities. 

Jerry Tape today sent around to the Commissioners a detailed report of his 
trip to Vienna to discuss the technical aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions 
(copy of press release attached). 

From 2:15 to 3:15 p.m. the Commissioners met with the McCracken Committee in 
Room 312 of the Executive Office Building. Present were: Paul McCracken, Bob 
Mayo, Lee DuBridge, Tom Moore, Commissioners Ramey, Tape, Costagliola and 
Johnson, George Quinn and I. 

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the White House study on the future 
of the gaseous diffusion plants. McCracken and DuBridge described the 
rationale of the need by the White House to have enough information to evolve 
a position on this important issue; in view of the lack of personnel, they 
thought that the use of a consultant firm, such as A. D. Little, was the 
proper approach. Bob Mayo indicated that he had come to doubt this approach . 
because of apparent, although probably not real, conflict of interest 
situations that could plague the study; he mentioned, for example, that Bill 
Carey, who has been a member of the BOB staff, is now with A. D. Little. 

I indicated that I thought it had been a mistake to use an outside consultant 
firm for this purpose in view of the complexity of the problem and the short 
time scale involved. I also identified the problems involved in furnishing 
much sensitive material to such consultants. Ramey and Tape also indicated 
that they have problems with such a consultant arrangement. Ramey described 
the possible conflict of interest situation with two Rand employees (Victor 
Gilinsky and William Hoehn) and the Arthur D. Little consultant, Manson 
Benedict. He also indicated that he feels the Commission should have a 
representative directly on the McCracken Committee rather than just as an 
observer. McCracken indicated that he had no objection to such AEC 
involvement; as the result of further discussion, it was decided that 
McCracken would recommend to the White House that the Committee be 
reconstituted to include, in addition to McCracken, Mayo and DuBridge, 
representatives of the AEC, Departments of Treasury, Justice and State. 

McCracken indicated that he now has doubts as to the wisdom of having a 
consultant group and indicated that probably from here on the emphasis would 
be on obtaining the required material through intra-governmental means, 
involving especially the AEC. It was indicated that perhaps the assignment to 
A. D. Little would be narrowed so as to focus on the problem of competition in 
the uranium isotope enrichment area. 

I raised the matter of our response to Congressman Holifield's letter of April 
15 which asked whether the Commission can still meet the June 1, 1969, 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 22, 196.9 

Dear l•1r. Chairman: 

UNCL. BY 001 
-.W-IC 

7he President has requested that I assume the responsibilities 
formerly handled by ~~. Robert Ellsworth relating to your 
agency. Dr. DuBri~ge will continue to share these responsi
bilities. 

I hope that you will cor1tinue to keep my office informed on 
all significant matters in a timely way. This should include 
ym:.r monthly reportS On the aCtiVitieS Of your agency 1 rOUtine; 
forwarding of all significant releases and advance notices of 
inportant events. · 

In order that we can get to know one another, would you please 
contact Miss I'-icFadden in my office to set up a time convenient 
to you when we can get together to discuss the various aspects 
of your ~gency•s activities. 

y~ely,· 

LJ''DU~~ 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaberg 
Chairman · 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington~ D.C. 20545 

Peter l-1. Flanigan 
Assistant to the President 
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ONel. BY DOE 
;<oj;J\f GG 

JOINT US-USSR PRESS STATEHENT IN VIENNA 

The Soviet-US technical discussions on peaceful uses of nuclear explo-

sions took place in Vienna from the 14th to the 16th of April, 1969. 

Soviet participants included Academician Federov, First Deputy Chairman 

of the State Committee on Atomic Energy Morokhov, Messrs. Kedrovskiy, 

Israel, Rodionov, Grinewskiy, and Gudkov. 

U. S. participants included U. S. Atomic Energy Commissioner G. F. Tape, 

Messrs. R. E. Batzel, A. Holzer, J. S. Kelly, J. Rosen, H. Scoville, 

N. Sievering, and G. C. Werth. 

The parties were of the view that underground nuclear explosions may 

qe successfully used in the not so far off future to stimulate oil and 

gas production and to create·underground cavities. It may also be tech-

nically feasible to use them in earth-moving work for the construction 

of water reservoirs in arid areas, to dig canals and in removing the 

upper earth layer in surface mining, etc. 

Although the economics will vary from project to project, the use of 

nuclear explosions for these purposes is promising and would permit 

operations under conditions where conventional methods are either impos-

sible or impracticable. Provided that certain requirements are met, 

the present state of technology will make it possible to carry out 

underground ~xplosions fully meeting national or ge~erally accepted 

international safety standards for the protection of the public from 

radiation. 

TAB 3 
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Both delegations concluded that the exchange of views on the status of 

this technology was very useful and the experts deem it desirabli to 

pave additional technical exchanges. Although these talks were not 

.concerned with how peaceful nuclear explosion benefits are to be pro

vided pursuant to Article V of the NPT, the parties considered these 

talks very timely in light of this provision of the NPT which ensures 

that potential benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear explo

sions will be made available to the non-nuclear weapon states adhering 

to the Treaty. 

April 16, 1969 
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readiness date to testify on the problem of disposition of the Commission•s 
gaseous diffusion plants; McCracken indicated that.we can inform Holifield 
that we will be ready on that date. I called their attention to the 
Commission•s tentative policy statement on the future of the gaseous diffusion 
plants. 

At 5 p.m. Jerry Tape and I went to the White House to meet with Henry 
Kissinger. Carl Walske and Spurgeon Keeny were present. We discussed the 
high yield underground test (JORUM) scheduled to take place in Nevada near the 
end of May. We discussed whether it might not be better to postpon~ this test 
for a month or two in view of the controversy in Congress over the ABM. It 
was agreed that Kissinger would check with the President and then Kissinger 
and I would discuss it further. 

I attended the White House News Photographers annual dinner at the 
Sheraton-Park Hotel. The President, the Vice President, and all but one or 
two Cabinet members were present. I sat at a table with Manny Alpert, Major 
James Barnum, James Burton, Gary P. Fookes, Saul Gefter, George Gerlach, 
Norman Hatch, Phil Martin, Jhoon Rhee, Alfred Rosenthal and William Wilson. 
Edie Adams and Ray Bolger, who sang his trademark song "Once In Love With 
Amy," entertained. Both the President and the Vice President spoke briefly 
and in a humorous vein. All in all, it was an interesting and entertaining 
evening, although perhaps not as exciting as the occasions that President 
Kennedy attended. 

Friday, April 25, 1969 - D.C. 

The Commissioners and I participated in a luncheon meeting with the General 
Advisory Committee (all·members were present) in the Commissioners Dining 
Room. Others present were A. Tomei, Secretary, and Melvin Harrison, 
Scientific Officer of the GAC, as well as Bob Hollingsworth, Ed Bloch and 
Julius Rubin. Chairman Howard Vesper gave the usual oral report summarizing 
the results of the GAC meeting. He indicated their concern about the 
inadequate budget for Plowshare, the drop in equipment money in the research 
program, and the potential for the Pitzer Panel report, on the safety of 
underground testing, leaking to the press with the resultant problems due to 
its negative conclusions. He also indicated GAC•s satisfaction with the many 
important and interesting advances in the Biology and Medicine program and 
noted the fact that research funds for nuclear engineering are being 
increased, the favorable report on the molten salt reactor and the Reactor 
Subcommittee•s request to visit with Rickover in order to make an assessment 
of the light water breeder reactor. 

I received a letter from the Austral Oil Company regarding the follow-on 
experiment to Project Rulison (copy attached.) 

At 1:30 p.m. the Commissioners and I met with the In-House Study Group (the 
group that was created last July for the purpose of making a study of the 
Commission•s reactor licensing program). Present were Harold Mangelsdorf 
(Chairman), Peter Morris, Edson Case, John Crawford, Marcus Rowden and Ray 
Smith, Secretary. Also present were Harold Price, Algie Wells, Warren Nyer, 
Bob Hollingsworth, Justin Bloom and other staff. Mangelsdorf gave an oral 
report based on the written draft report, which is nearly ready and which will 
be submitted to the Commission within a week or two. 
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AUSTRAL OIL COMPANY 
TELEPHONE INCORPORATED 

CA e.04GI 

c. WARDELL. LEISK 
CHAIRMI\N 

Walter .J. llickel 
of the Interior 

2700 HUMDLE BUILDING 

TRAVIS AT DELL 

HOUSTON. TEXAS 77002 

April 22, 1969 

Department the Interior 
Interior Buildin 
Washington, D. C. 

j Mr. Glenn T. Seaberg 
Chairman 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Gentlemen: 

NEW YORK OFFICE 

280 PARK AVENU£. 

NEW YonK. N.Y. 10017 

TEL: 212·99G.93GO 

IJMCL. BY DOE 
NOV 86 

As we discussed \l'i th you at the signing of the Rulison contract, ' 
Austral Oil Company Incorporated desires to move forward as soon as possible' 
with a follow-on experiment to Project Rulison. This should, we think, 
consist of a tandem shot inasmuch as the economic devefopment of nuclear 
stimulation will require a method of breaking across the entire gas formation 
in the Rulison Field. We are working with CER Geonuclear Corporation on the 
choice of the ·next location and the calculations of production which would 
rcsul t from two shots fired simultaneously. .We \~ould like to have your 
engineers work aut the details for a firing and stemming system for such a 
two-sl1ot experiment. We would look forward to a firing date shortly after 
re-entry and evaluation of Project Rulison. 

Assuming that such a follow-on experiment is successful, Austral 
further desires to move promptly into the commercial exploitation of the gas 
underlying the ~tlison leases. The requirements of the Federal unit agreemen: 
with the Department of Interior and our commitment in lease expenses make it 
mandatory that we develop the Rulison Field.as rapidly as possible. Further, 
development of this huge gas reserve by usc of nuclear explosive technology 
should be an ideal vehicle to move nuclear explosives from the experimental 
stage to widespread commercial application 
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Mr. Walter J. Hickel· 
Mr. Glenn T. Seaberg 

AUSTRAL OIL COMPANY 
IHCORPDRATIED 

April 22, 1969 
Page 2 

In this connection, during negotiation of the Project Rulisn~ 
contract, Austral Oil Company Incorporated requested the Government · 
Board to consider a proposed Art~cle c·oncerning the intention of the 
Government to make available additional nucl~ar devices for follow-on 
projects in the Rulison Field. A copy of Austral's proposal entitled 
"Further Assurances" is attached. The position of the Government Board 
was that this Article should not be included in the contract, but that 
the Division of Peaceful Nuclear Explosives would be willing to make 
such assurances by a sep~rate letter. 

We would appreciate an expression from you concerning your 
desire to move forward with a follow-on Rulison experimental shot, and, 
ul~imately, with the commercial development of the Rulison Field. 

Very truly yours, 

AUSTRAL OIL CO/ IlfORPORATED 

CtJ?c-v~ 
C. W. Leisk 
Chairman 
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UH(!L. BY DOl 
NOVH 

FURTIIER ASSURANCES 

• 
Government Ar,enci es recognize that Prog.rarn Man<ar,er and Austral 

both pri,,r to <snd subseq\tent t-o the e~:ecution of this conti·act: have or will 

have expended S\.tbstantial S\.tms in the acq\lisition and unitization of a block 
• 

of oil and gas leases in Garfield and Mesa Counties, Colorado, in thc:-driUi-ng 

o! wells thereon and in other manners which contribute to the S\tccessf\tl 

acc01nplishment of the research purposes of Project Rulison. In the light. 

o! these expenditures and to fm·ther the desire of the Parties that the 

objcctiv~s of Project Rulison rnay be fully achie...-ed; Governme.nt Agencies 

shall usc their best efforts to make available tp the extent practicable and 

permitted by law S\.tch additional nucleco.r devices as will f\trther t.hc \.tltimate 

objectives underlying Project R\tlison and the Plowshare Program. Further, 

c-.t S\tch lirne as there exists legislation which will enable.thc Governn"Lent .· 

Agencies to make avcdlable nuclear devices for co: .. ~ncrcial purposes, 

(iovcrnmcnl Azencfcs will \tse their best efCorts to furnish such numbers of 

nucle<lcr devices at such times as \vill enable the co:nmercial. exploitation 

of the oil and gas \mdcrl )'ing said leases to be achieved. - · · 

501 



At 3 p.m. 1 met with lorn Ayers of Commonwea·lth E.dison and Commissioner Ramey. 
Ayers wanted to discuss the serious nature of the attacks that are being made 
on nuclear power and to urge counteraction by the Commission. Ramey and I 
explained to him that the Commission recognizes the severity of these attacks 
and is making plans to counteract them. 

I called George T. Bell (Office of Harry S. Flemming, Special Assistant to the 
President) to give him a report on the status of the 13 individuals the White 
House referred to us for possible employment with the AEC. I said that all 
appear to be people of very high caliber. I said there is a question in our 
minds as to whether the individua·ls whose folders we have received know that 
they have been recommended to the AEC for employment. Bell said they do not; 
in fact, they try not to tell people where the folders are. I said that, in 
that case, we can make the contacts when we actually have something to offer, 
rather than building up false hopes through Bel I, and he said that is right. 
He asked me to return the folders of the ones that are completely out of the 
question. 

I signed letters to Senator Pastore and Congressmen Holifield, Price and 
Annunzio, which forwarded copies of the statement (copy attached) we plan to 
release next Tuesday (Apri I 29) that reflects the Commission's plan to name 
the 200 Bev Accelerator Laboratory, upon completion of construction, in honor 
of Or. Enrico Fermi. 

I received a letter from Attorney General Mitchel I (copy attached) in which he 
suggested that someone from the Commission conduct a thorough interview with 
an official of a fuel processing firm in connection with the possible 
diversion of enriched uranium fuels by that offical. 

At 3:45p.m. 1 presided over Commission Meeting 2371. The Commission agreed 
to the NASA Administrator's recommendation that a Jetter be sent to Vice 
President Agnew, in his capacity of Chairman of the Space Council, requesting 
approval for the use of Apollo Lunar Radioisotope Heaters on the Apollo l I 
spacecraft (scheduled for flight to the moon next July), without a Space 
Counci I meeting. (Copy of letter from T. 0. Paine of April 23, 1969, and 
proposed letter to Vice President attached.) 

I presided over Information Meeting 899 at 3:05p.m. and Regulatory 
Information Meeting 340 (notes attached) at 4:30 p.m. 

Steve, Suki and I took a hike in ~ock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going north on the White House lrail, then on Cross Trails 3 
and 4, continuing north on the Black Horse Trail, then on Cross lrail 2 and 
returning south on the White Horse lrail to our point of origin. We saw the 
effects of a fire that occurred a couple of weeks ago which covered the 
territory to the north of Cross Trai I 2 between the White Horse and Black 
Horse lrails, bounded by the Cross Trail and extending north a couple of 
hundred yards. 

Saturday, Apri I 26, 1969 - D.C. 

I worked in the office until I p.m. when Julie Rubin and I went to the World 
Buttery (on 18th Street between Pennsylvania Avenue and G Street) for lunch. 
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No. M-104 
Tel. 973-3335 or 

973-3446 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
(Tuesday, April 29, 1969) 

IMCL· BY DOE 
MOV86 

ACCELERATOR LABORATORY TO BE NAMED 
--IN HONOR OF ENRICO FERMI 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg, Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, today announced that the. Commission will name 
the National Accelerator Laboratory, now under construction 
near Chicago, in honor of the late Dr. Enrico Fermi. 

Formal dedication and naming of the Enrico Fermi Lab
oratory will not take place until major construction work 
has been completed and the facility is in operation, proba
bly in the fall of 1972. 

Dr. Seaberg, in announcing the AEC's plans, said: wit 
is particularly fitting that we honor Dr. Fermi in this 
manner, for in so doing we further acknowledge his many con
tributions to the progress of nuclear science, particularly 
his work on nuclear processes. 

"Enrico Fermi was a physicist of great renown who con
tributed in a most significant way to the defense and wel
fare of his adopted land and to the enhancement of its 
intellectual well being. His great achievement, the first 
sustained nuclear chain reaction, took place in a small 
laboratory in Chicago. It seems singularly appropriate, 
therefore, that the Federal Government recognize the memory 
of a man who was at the forefront of science in his day by 
naming in his honor a laboratory near Chicago -- a laboratory 
which will have a major international impact on our under
standing of the basic structure of matter." 

When completed,· the ·laboratory will be the home of the 
world's highest energy proton accelerator and will cost 
approximately $250 million plus· outlays· for experimental 

(more) 
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equipment. The laboratory is being developed on a 6,800-
acre site about 30 miles west of Chicago near the town of 
Batavia, Ill·inois. By 1975 it is expected to have a per
manent staff.·of about 1,650 scientists and supporting·per
sonnel, and about 350 visiting scientists are expected to 
be at the laboratory at any given time. 

The Universities Research Association (URA), consist
ing of 49 leading universities in the United States and one 
in Canada, is under contract to the AEC for design and con
struction work and is expected to operate the laboratorye 
Dr. Norman F. Ramsey is President of URA, which has estab
lished the National Accelerator Laboratory on the site with 
Dr. Robert R. Wilson as Director. 

The proton accelerator will have an energy of 200 bil
lion electron volts (BEV), greater than now available at any 
accelerator. The design incorporates features to permit the 
energy tp be extended .to about .400 BEV at a later date. 

t 

(NOTE TO EDITORS AND'CORRESPON,DENTS: This information also 
is being issued ~Y ~e .Co~issi,on ~ s. Chicago . C>tleratio~s Office, 
Argonne, Illinois. ) · · ' · · · · · 
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20546 

UNCI.. BY DOE 
NOV II 

OFFICE C:."' THE ADMINISTRATOR 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

APR ~ J 1969 

As you know, the Atomic Energy Commission has delivered 
238puo2 fueled heaters to NASA at the Kennedy Space Center 
on April 4, 1969, for use on the Early Apollo Surface 
Experiments Package (EASEP). The safety test program has 
been completed, and in accordance with the procedures outlined 
in our 'letter of March 10, 1969, to you and DoD, the Inter
age.ncy Safety Review Panel coordinators have met, reviewed the 
extensive safety test data, and have written the'ir Safety 
Evaluation Report (SER) covering this proposed use. 

Based on the assurances provided in the SER, the briefings 
previously given, and the basic safety data which have been 
accumulated in the SNAP-27 safety review and evaluation, we 
recommend that the enclosed letter be sent to the Vice President 
by NASA requesting launch approval without a Space Council 
meeting. If you agree with this approach, please send us a 
letter of concurrence which we will attach to the enclosed 
letter. 

We are pleased with the excellent response by all those involved 
in this program. The time scale was short, but the philosophy 
of over-design and over-test to eliminate the requirement for 
recycling the safety efforts paid off very well. 

Enclosure: as stated 

Sincerely yours, 

,• ...... .:. ·~ · ..... • . . (""~ 
.... ·-·· '"'-·-. .. 

T. 0. Paine 
Administrator 
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UltCL. BY DOt 
NOV If 

DR-AFT 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS At\D SPACE AD~I.INISTRATION 
\'IASHINGTO:l, D.C. 205~6 

OFfiCE OF THE !.OMINISTIV.TC'~ 

The Vice President 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dea.r Hr. Vice President: 

The Natione.l Aeronautics and Space Administration plans to 
include an Early Apollo Surface Experiments PackCJ.ge (EASEP) 
as C'l.n impm·tant scientific objective on

8
thc Apollo 11 

lunar landing mission. T\·m 15-mJ.tt, 23 Pu02 fueled ·· 
radioisotope heaters '•rill be used to maintain a key , 
experiment 1·rithin acceptable temperatm~e limits during 
lunar nj_g11ts so tllat a year Ol'' more of valuable data can 
be obtained. The heat from eo.ch of these tmi ts is produced 
by the radioactive deca.y of h50 curies of plutonium in the 
form of microspheres. 

Nwn0rous tests and analyses have been run to detenaine 
survi.vabili ty of the units under variou.s a.bort conditions. 
The results of these tests and.analyses have been reviewed 
by representatives of AEC, DOD, NASA, USPHS, and others. 
Copies of the Safety Evaluation Report (copy enclosed), 
l'Thich was prepared by the representatives of AEC, DOD, and 
NASA, have been transmitted to your staff and others 
concerned. 

Based on the· risk assess!:tent ma.cle by the Interazency Se.fety 
Evaluation Panel, we conclude that these units are 
acceptable with respect t6 aerospace nuclear safety. 
Copies of letters from AEC and DOD con~~l~:cing in the safety 
of the heaters a.nd recormnending flie;ht a.pproval a.re also 
enclosed. Accordingly, it is requested that Presidential 
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~pp~·oval for use of the heaters on the first Apollo lunar 
landing mission be granted. This request has been coordinated 
~rith your staff and other appropriate agencies. 

Enclosures: 

Safety Evaluation Report 

Sincerely you1·s, 

T. 0. Paine 
Admini s trc..tor 

Concurring letters from AEC and DOD 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTO~. D.C. Z05.t5 II'CL· l'f fJ6! 

NOV 116 

.COPY NO.-- - 2 
~=-----April ZS, 1969 

. INFORMATION MEETING 899 

3:05p.m., Friday, April ZS, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

1. Personnel Item 

Z. Commissioners' Special Meeting, 4:00 p~ m., Friday, May Z, 19~9 

Scheduled.'. (R ub}.ti-AGM-SECY) 

3. Conflict of Interest Exemption for Commissioner Tape 

Noted the General Manager would execute the exemption determination. 
(GC) 

4. AEC 811/235 - Status Report on Project Rulison 

Procedures review is requested. (PNE) 

5. Chairman's Report on··commissioners' April 24 Meeting with the White 
House Study Group 

(l}ubin-SECY) 

6. Chairman's Report on April Z4 Meeting with Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant 
to the President for National Security A!fairs, re the JORUM Event 

(Rubin-SECY) 
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7. General Piller's April 25 Memorandum re Plans of Dr. Edward Teller 
!or Acti;{ities in Israel 

·, 
The Commissioners will discuss with Dr. Teller. (Rubin-AGM-~ECY) 

8. April 22 Letter from Peter M. Flanigan, Assistant to the President, 
re His Designation as the White House Liaison Representative with the 
AEC 

*********** 

9. April 18 Letter from Donald Glower, Ohio State University, re Request 
for Meeting on Behalf of American Society for Engineering Education 

.......... 
A meetillg:..will be scheduled. CRpbiu.-SECY} _ 

10. April 18 Letter from the President reNaming of 200 BEV Accelerator 
Laboratory 

.Noted. tRubin-SECY) 

11. JCAE May 6, 7, and 8 Hearings on Plowshare 

We will distribute proposed responses to the JCAE questions. (PNE~SECY) 

lZ. AEC 141/129 .. NVOO Briefing for Nevada Legislature 

_Commissioner Johnson's request is noted. (AGMMA) 

13. Agenda for the Week of !!Jlril 28, 1969 

Approved. (SECY) 

14. NTS Events- (See General Giller's April 24 Memorandum) 

-·Noted. (AGMMA) 

15. AEC 1282/43 .. Execution Data for a Portion of Bowline IV Events 

Approved with a request. (AGMMA) 

16. AEC .988/174- U.S.-U.K. Mutual Defense Agreement 

Approved. . (AGMfA-Rosen) 
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17. AEC 1251/7- Guidance on Exchange of Unclassified Scientific and Technical 
Information with Countries withwhich We Do Not Have Diplomatic Relations 

A revised recommcnda~ion is requested. (AGMlA) 

18. Mr. Kratzer's Oral Report on the Selni Reactor Problem 

19. AEC 293/90 - South American Visit by Grand Junction Geophysicist 

Approved. (AGMIA-RM) 

20. April 21 Letter from Keith Waller, Australian Embassy Forwarding 
Message from Commissioner Timbs re Plowshare Studies; and, 
AEC 811/238 - Future of Aus~_!'~l~_an Plowshare Study 

Approved. (Rubin.-AGMIA-PNE) 

21. AEC 811/236- Humble Oil Proposal fo.r Alaskan Harbor Study 

A revised letter is requested. (PNE) 

22. AEC 783/123 - Proposed Letter to Director, BOB, Commenting on S. 1371 
re Strikes at Construction Project 

Approved. (GC) 

23. Cost of Construction of Nuclear Power Plants 

Commissioner Ramey requested some thought be given to this matter. 
(LABR) 

24. Pending Contractual Matters Report No. 305 

Noted. (PAR) 
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25. Mr. Hennessey's April 17 Memorandum re AEC Jurisdiction Over Nuclear 
Facilities and Materials Under the Atomic Energy Act 

Approved. (GC) 

. PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Comnrissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Conunissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

*Partial Attendance 
** AtteiiiiaiiC:·e :i>v-Topic· (ii: 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. kubin 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Bloch* 
Mr. Brown* 
Mr. Hennessey* 
Mr. Kratzer** 
Mr. Kelly** 
Mr. Minsch** 
Mr. Herrick** 
Mr. McBride** 

- 4 -

4:30p.m • 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General_Counsel 
~ecretary 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

April 25, 1969 

UNCL. B"f DOE 
NOV 86 

REGULATORY INFORMATION MEETING 340 

4:30p.m., Friday, April 25, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Mr. Price's Oral Report on April 24 Meeting with John Badalich, 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency re Minnesota Problem 

2. Mr. Price's April 23 Mcmo.randum rePlan for Industry Briefing on 
Nuclear Power Plant Quality Assurance Needs 

Approved with changes. {ADRA) 

PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

STAFF: 

Mr. Price 
Mr·.--Hennessey 
Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Wells 
Mr. McCool 

4:35p.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
Dir /Regulation 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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After I arrived home, Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park. We 
started at Oregon and Nebraska Avenues, going north on the White Horse Trail 
to Cross Trail 2, then on Cross Trail 2 to the Black Horse Trail, then south 
to Cross Trails 3 and 4 and the White Horse Trail to our starting point. 

From 4 to 6:30 p.m. I presided over a meeting of the Board of Trustees at 
Science Service headquarters (1719 N Street, N.W.) We discussed our serious 
financial plight and the status and future of our fund raising activities. We 
made the historic decision to sell the Science Service headquarters property 
and to rent space instead. We also decided to replace Allied as the 
advertising agent for Science News. 

At 7:30p.m. I flew to Cincinnati on American Airlines Flight No. 511 from 
National Airport, arriving about 8:50 p.m. I was met at the airport by 
Professor John Buckingham of the Department of Chemistry, Miami University, 
who was accompanied by Chemistry Department Professors Joe Cantrell, Dave 
Phillips (who got his Ph.D. degree with George Jura at Berkeley during the 
period 1961-1964), and Percy Mundell. Buckingham drove us to Oxford, the site 
of Miami University. He drove through the downtown district; we passed 
McGuffey Museum, which is the former home of W. H. McGuffey of 11 McGuffey 
Reader 11 fame. I was then driven to the Climer Guest Lodge where I occupied 
Room 36. In the central lounge area I met President Phillip R. Shriver, some 
of the Miami University administrators and fellow honorary degree recipients 
(including Mr. Leslie Brady, who is in the American Embassy in Paris and was 
formerly with the USIA when Ed Murrow was Director). 

Sunday, April 27, 1969 

I had breakfast at President Shriver's home, having ridden there with John 
Dolibois (Vice President for Development and Alumni Affairs) and Mr. and Mrs. 
Leslie S. Brady (Counselor for Public Affairs, U.S. Embassy, Paris). Here, I 
also met Mr. and Mrs. Robert B. Mautz (Chancellor of the Florida State 
University system), Edgar B. Ribas (Brazilian public health official and· 
President of the Brazilian Federation of the Partners of the Alliance), Mrs. 
Shriver, the Shrivers• three daughters and the roommate of one of the 
daughters. I told Ribas that I think Brazil's anti-NPT posture is unfortunate. 

Mr. and Mrs. Brady, Ribas, Mautz and I rode with President Shriver to the new 
John D. Millett Assembly Hall. There I met Mr. O'Hara (Chairman of the Miami 
University Board of Trustees), Dr. and Mrs. Cunningham (Dean of Research and 
friends of Bill Rice, the architect for our Lafayette home), David Griffing 
(Physics Department), William Beckett (a paper company executive and member of 
the Board of Trustees), Dean Bunker Wright (Graduate School), and Messrs. 
Steup, Amos, and Moloney (members of the Board of Trustees) and many others. 

I witnessed the presentation of a portrait of Dr. John Millett (Chancellor of 
Ohio State University system) to Miami University by the Interfraternity 
Council and Pan Hellenic. President Shriver accepted the portrait in 
Chancellor Millett's presence. Chi Beta Phi (a sorority) then presented a 
bronze statue of a Miami Indian to President Shriver for the University. 

We then proceeded to the robing room where Bob Hope joined us. The five 
honorary degree recipients (Brady, Mautz, Ribas, Hope and I) then had our 
pictures taken with President Shriver. Someone asked Hope or me to adjust the 
other's cap for a picture--Bob said that I was too tall for him to do it for 
me, so I did it for him. 
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We marched into the auditorium in academic procession; I walked with William 
Beckett. President Shriver presided at the program which started at 10 a.m. 
Bob Hope delivered the Commencement Address and he spoke humorously and very 
well. He concluded his talk with some serious comments on the futility and 
danger of the extremist activity of some of today's college students. At one 
point he said that the reason we are settling on the moon is because Howard 
Hughes is about to dispossess the earth. After the conferring of degrees on 
the graduating students, President Shriver conferred honorary degrees on 
Brady, Mautz, Ribas, Hope and me. Beckett presented me and Dean Wright placed 
the hood on me. 

After the graduation ceremony, I rode to the Cincinnati airport with David 
Griffing, his son Bruce, Bruce Weidner (Department of Chemistry), Phil Macklin 
(Department of Physics), and Reo Salavan (a political science student). 
Salavon interviewed me on the evolution of the Franck Report and the 
activities of the scientists at the Metallurgical Laboratory in the area of 
the social and political implications of atomic energy. 

I flew back to Washington on American Airlines Flight No. 548, leaving 
Cincinnati at 1:50 p.m. and arriving at National Airport about 3 p.m. 

I then rode with Joe Gibson to the University of Maryland to attend the 
dedication of the Cyclotron laboratory. I was met at the Physics B~ilding by 
Harry Holmgren (Director of the Cyclotron laboratory), John S. Toll (President 
of State University of New York at Stony Brook), Sanders Wall (Cyclotron 
laboratory), and others. Wall took me on a tour of the entire Cyclotron 
facility (100-inch magnet, 140 MeV protons, 185 MeV helium ions, etc.). Th~· 
machine is expected to produce a usable beam in a few weeks. 

We joined a reception where I met and talked to Chet and Cam Holifield, 
President and Mrs. Wilson H. Elkins, Vice President for Graduate Studies and 
Research and Mrs. Michael J. Pelczar, Jr., Charles P. McCormick (Chairman, 
Board of Regents), Dr. Thomas B. Symons (Regent and University of Maryland 
supporter since the days when there were only 400 students), Bob Livingston 
(Oak Ridge), Louis Rosen (Los Alamos), Martin Reiser, who has new ideas on the 
electron ring accelerator, and many others. Elkins, Toll and I had our 
picture taken in the Control Room. 

The ded1cation program for the Cyclotron Laboratory began at 4:30 p.m. in the 
modern auditorium of the Physics Building. Pelczar presided and introduced 
the speakers. President Elkins gave welcoming remarks, followed by Paul A. 
Weinstein (representing the Governor's office), Chet Holifield and me. My 
remarks, "New Cyclotron Facility Broadens Research Scope at the University of 
Maryland" mentioned the expected role of two of my students, Vic Viola and 
Glen Gordon, in the research program. Dr. Toll gave the dedication address 
which was entitled, "What is Really Happening in Universities?" He was 
introduced by Dr. Lee Hornbake, Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

In the evening, from 7 to 9:30 p.m. Helen and I hosted our annual reception 
and buffet supper for our friends and their wives in town for the annual 
meeting of the National Academy of Sciences. A total of 60 .guests attended. 
Luis Alvarez and Joe and Maria Mayer stayed on to talk. Luis told us that the 
results of the Pyramid experiment, which used mu mesons to try to detect 
hidden chambers, came out negative. 
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Monday, April 28, 1969- D.C. 

I presided over Information Meeting 900 (notes attached) at 9:50 a.m. We 
approved a consultant arrangement for Commissioner Tape, to be in effect when 
he leaves his commissionership, in order that we might continue to call on him 
for a number of special assignments. We also approved an exception to the 
conflict of interest regulation, such as we make in a number of cases when it 
is to our advantage, which wi 11 allow Tape to represent the AUI with the 
Commis.sion in certain instances. Tape abstained in both of these actions. 

I then presided over Commission Meeting 2372 where we heard Curt Nelson give 
quarterly Inspection Reports covering the last two quarters. We also 
discussed the special analytical studies that we have been doing for the 
Bureau of the Budget in order to make them more effective and more responsive 
to our needs. 

I called Earl Hyde and told him that 1 received a letter, April 24, 1969, from 
Prentice-Hall regarding our three--volume series The Nuclear Properties of the 
tleavy Elements. Hyde said he had heard from them also, and he has now 
informed Dover Publications that we are free to negotiate with them to have 
the books published in paperback; he wi 11 send me a copy of his letter. He 
doesn't think we should go any further at present with Prentice-Hal I until we 
have some response from Dover. 

Dwight Chapin's secretary (White House) cal led me in response to my attempt on 
Friday, Apri I 25, to reach Chapin. She asked whether I was calling to inquire 
about rescheduling the President's visit to Germantown. I' said no, but rather 
that 1 was cal ling to inquire whether the President might like to meet with 
Or. Theos Thompson, whom the President has just nominated for appointment to 
the Commission. I said he could be in town on Wednesday, but Chapin's 
secretary said she thought that would be out. I said we could do it 
anytime--except for May 5, when I wi 11 be in Chicago. She will check with 
Chapin. Regarding the President's visit to AEC, she said that it is probably 
two to three weeks away. She cal led me later to say that since the President 
plans to meet with alI the members of the AEC Commission in the not too 
distant future, he would rather put off meeting Or. Thompson until that time. 

Justin Bloom and I had lunch at the Madison Sandwich Shop and then took a walk 
around Lafayette Square. 

From 2 until 3:30 p.m. I attended the caucus meeting of the Chemistry Section 
of the National Academy of Sciences. About 60 members of the Section were 
present and we agreed on the eight candidates we will support for election to 
the Academy. We also discussed the Chemistry Section procedures. 

At 4 p.m. 1 met with P. s. Neporozhniy (Minister of Power and Electrification, 
USSR), Nikolai P. Galochkin (Administrator of Kanakov Electric Station, USSR). 
and Viktor S. Evlanov (Second Secretary, Soviet Embassy). Abe Friedman, Mel 
Abrahams, and Julius Rubin were also present. Neporozhniy brought me 
greetings from A. M. Petrosyants (Chairman, State Committee of the USSR on the 
Utilization of Atomic Energy). We discussed the nuclear power programs in the 
Soviet Union and in the United States. He said that Petrosyants is trying to 
convince him to turn more to nuclear power, but he is not convinced yet that 
it is economically feasible--he is given financial objectives to meet in his 
program but is not sure he can meet them with nuclear power plants. He did 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. IOS4S 

INFORMATION MEETING 900 

u"'CL.. BV DOl 
NOVti 

COPY NO. 
, (;. -' "--' 

-~---April 28, 1969 . 

9:50a.m •• Monday. April 28, 1969, Chairman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. Certification re Commissioner Tape 

Noted. 

2. Commissioners' Meeting with Gull General Atomic,anxi G11lf Oil Corporation, 
2:00p.m .• May 20, 1969 · 

Scheduled. (Rubin-SECY) 

3. Non-Government Representatives for Ad Hoc Panel on Space 

The Commissioners' suggestions are requested. (Rubin-PNE) 

4. ·Consultant Contract for Commissioner Tape 

Approved. (SECY -GC) 
(Commissioner Tape did not participate in. this decision.) 

5. Reaction to Commissioner Costagliola's April 24 Statement re Hughes 
Organization Queries re Tests at NTS 

....... •'" ........... " ... ····· ... . 

(SECY) 
. ... .... 

· .. ,/~ AEC 1301/2- Candidates fer Member.ship.on Ni\S_Advisory Committee on 
Radioactive Waste Management 

The appointment of Mr. Ken Davis is approved. (AGMO) 
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/AEC 811/237- Plowshare Program Commitments 

Approv·e·dwith".change·s:· (PNE) · 

AEC. 1083/137 - U. 5. Participation in 1969 Conference on High Energy 
· Accelerator Conferenee in the-USSR 

A planning figure of 60-70 is approved. (R-OC) 

)· AEC 1036/104 -Report of SLAC Scientific Policy Committee 

The Chairman expressed a word of caution re plans for an additional 
machine. (R) 

10. Arrangements for E. 0. Lawrence Award Ceremony and Reception •. 
4:00 p.m •• April 30 (See Secretary's April ZS Memorandum) 

Approved. (SECY) 

-PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner :rape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola · 

*Attendance by Topic (s) 

....... ' .. 

W. B. McCool 
Seeretuy 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 

·Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr~ Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr.· McCool 
Mr. Erlewine* 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager . 
General Counsel 
Secr_etary 
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say, in answer to a question from me, that they do intend to build up to 40 
mi Ilion kw of nuclear power capacity in the 1970s. 

Neporozhniy seemed to be very interested in our nuclear power developments; I 
described in some detail the utility setup, how nuclear power plants are 
bui It, the present and projected levels of nuclear power, the role of the fast 
breeder and the high temperature gas-cooled reactor and the future molten salt 
reactor. 1 also gave him a rather complete outline of our licensing 
procedures. Our discussions were briefly summarized by Neporozhniy as my 
being confident that nuclear power is reliable and economic at the present 
time and any problems encountered could be successfully resolved. He 
presented me with an autographed copy of a book, Electrification USSR, 
1917-1967, and I gave him an autographed copy of my book, Man-Made 
lransuranium Elements. 

Following that meeting I met briefly with Dr. Ray Smith (President. Michigan 
Technical University) who was accompanied to my office by Loren K. Olson. 
Julius Rubin was also present. lhis was a courtesy call, and we talked about 
Michigan Technical University, its present plans and its plans for the future. 

I received a telephone cal I from Professor v. I. Goldanskii (Deputy Director, 
Institute of Chemical Physics, Moscow), cal ling from the office of Or. Gerhart 
Friedlander at Brookhaven. He told me that he has verified with Moscow that 1 
have been invited to the Mendeleev Centennial in Leningrad in late September. 
I said that I have informed the USSR that I would attend the symposium leaving 
Vienna on Friday, September 26, and arriving in Leningrad that evening. 

1 sent a letter to Chet Holifield (copy attached) in response to his letter of 
April 1~. advising him the Commission sti II anttcipates being ready to testify 
on the disposition of our gaseous diffusion plants by June I, 1969, and 
another letter (copy attached) justifying our shutdown of the MTR at the 
National Reactor lest Station in Idaho. 

Members of the Council of the NAS and of the Board of the NSF met with 
President Nixon at 3:30 p.m. this afternoon to discuss the Franklin A. Long 
affair. lhe President indicated to them that he thinks he had made a mistake 
in not appointing Frank Long as the director of the National Science 
Foundation because of his views against the ABM. He said that, therefore, he 
has offered the position to Long but that Long has decided not to accept 
because he feels that the political situation is distasteful to him and he 
prefers not to have it reopened. In the course of the meeting President Nixon 
referred to his interest in the international exchange of scientists and 
mentioned that the lOOth anniversary of the Mendeleev Periodic lable was about 
to be observed. (This had been called to his attention in one of our reports 
to his office.) The President mentioned my role in this and made reference to 
the naming of Element 101 after Mendeleev. 

Helen attended a reception given by Mrs. Nixon for the wives of the Academy 
members at the White House this afternoon. About 150 ladies participated. 

Eric, Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and 
Nebraska Avenues, going north along the White Horse Trail and on to Cross 
Trail 3, continuing south on the Black Horse Trail (the Turtle Trai I) to Cross 
Trail 5, and returning to our starting point. 
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Hc~orablc Chct liolifi:!ld 
Ch~ ir-.;;.'lil 

Joint Cc:.::1ittcc oa l1to;.,ic J;r..::=rzy 
Cens;r(:S!.J of tl:~ t;~it,.~cl St~t.as · 

Deer }~. Eolifiold: 

Ycu 
i~q~J!.J:c<l ~ .. ~:·:.:.~t.l~·::~- t::~ t~l'!:.I~rt.::~~i.r::: or n t!..:;:~:~~r .. s:~d}" ~i" tl~;.:! 

E~!ccutivc CZtic~ o£ t!~~ 1Jrc~id.::t!.~ ::=~~1,3. ~'tffcct tiiG Ccr~~·.i:;:sion'~ 
e!.•.i.lit)'· to L:.::.-.::::: t1~':! J~~r:.~ l !'c.~tli!;·~'~-~ ~J:!t:C to tc~t:i£y b..2£vre 
tb~ Jvirl!: C~:~:-.l.i.tt;;~c c-:1 t~i~ Ct~bj~cc c~ f'-!tura rcspcr!~:I.tli.lity 
fo-;: u;;~~i~ra c::.:-ic11ft1~ ac.cS.;vitl.c~. 

~\s y.o1.~ l:~~·~:-1~ t!:~ ·c'=-="~icG!Ct1 zt:;.f!: 1"!:.:.~- -cr.:::plcce~ ~1:1d ~istrib'.ttcd 
fo4 cc,:::::~~~t ,, !;\!~~~~.1:y rc:)o~f.: t·:ttiC!'l i<!;;;:l.Ci(!<!~ ltl'l.U di~C'.!SZ(!~ tt1<3 
r.:::-::y c!c=:;lc::: i::.s~~!:; ir~vol"i.:!<l in ~1:~-~ '1~;o~tic"tn. ~-r~ b::.,...z r,:;~i!CCte:! 
tl::!.t t:~~c l:"..!·~l~.;ic.~t:J o~ t!1r:t rc~::.::t p-;: .. ::·...-icl-:: co:r.!~-)nt~ to "''\!:C by 
i-~~:1 J. in c~::.i~r t!:.::.~ \;~ r.~.2y t,.,~ cc~nizr.~;t;. of :1nJustrj·•s via~:.c i!!ld 
C ~~ ........ -~--.-.~~ :.~-;~~r.,r ....... ' ... -~ ........ - t ...... '"':'- 1 L'~_..,, .. ~ ....... ,,,) ••.• ~ln, ... l'j t, .. ~ c~-·~~.:~~~·~-.. 

-·- - ... _ ---- -- .. - ""'""·~- ___ ._ ... • ... --·• ,. ... J.. •• ~ , ••- v••-~J..,-.-.·"" 

r.till ~=l~i~ci;.:~t.·-~z l:.:.ir~:; =:.lilc co ,:!i.::-.:ucc- tt1i~ Gullject in h.c:1rir1gs 
b~£orc th:\ Soh~;; C;:;!;::'.li;:t.::-=: ~::; c::;::ly .:1s .J:lr!.a 1. 'l'hQ att.U.iy by the 
El-:ccutiv~ Ofiice cf ::1'.! l"":"~~ide~-:.:: u~ll, of cour~~. b~ pi.·ocecdiu.c;. 

Co:;di~lly, 

I.:NCL. BY bOI 
NOV 81i 
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UNCL. BY DOa 
NOV II 

l!ono~eblC'! Chet li·.:>lificld 
c~::it·~~n 

APR 2 8 

J'·:>int Co::-:.1i ttc~ on .t'..tc:.o:tc Eno::gy 
Con.:;rcss oi the United St:.tc!> 

Dear 1~. llolifielcl: 

-;~~~Ct 
1-J._., . .., 

/,s you lmc:1~ th:; l~tcri:!ls 'l'·~stin::; R.~.:.ctor 0-IT~), lo:::.t:::cl {:t the! 
1;~!:io-:1:ll l~e.:1:to:: Test Stc.tion in Ic:!:h::>, t:ill b~ \-:ithGl:.;l>i''l iron 
Cl1~il!·:.~A:inz tc5t sc!:v1.cc ·..:.tt· t:~c: eli.d oi ti·t:i.:; fizcal ycur. 7~~,. ~r4tici

p.:ltio:l o1 tli1:t event, t::lZ!:lY 1)~oplc .fro~•'l. th~ 1'?.-:stcrn. State::> J:-'"'·w~, 
over th~ ;,sst yccr o.: ~o, t;rit:tcn to n:::.::!:~rs of th~ Joint Co::::iittce 
r.nd to .t!':..= At:,,~lc Ener!::Y Co:r.::Ji.:::si.c:l, l.'.r::;.inz t~ut the :-rxn b:: corl
tin-..~~c~ in opcrtltion <!S a l·o~~enrcil r~.:c~o!" ~:.:tar its tcot ::-el"vicc $.s 
ov~r. Th:: State of Idaho h~s b::tm rJ:..t·ticularl.y in~al'~~te~ in this 
r.:.: tte;;. 

I'!e:cemtly, t!1~ I..:i.n!~o S::~tc !.oJicl~t:tn:~ .:lp:;ropt·,ict~cl the ~-c:-:1 of 
$2C0~ O·J) to 4i-~ u:<::G t:Zlrou;:,;h t!l:l $!:.:l~e :o.z:rd of r.clucation, until 
J·-.:.na 30J 1971, for nu::l~~~-o=j.~tl:ad re:e::tr.::ll ~~!:oci.:1tcd t·~it~l t!;~ 
1·.:1'::-t. In thi~ ccn.:'lo>:: tic~l, I "-:!1 for.J~r~inz iol· · tl":e J'c,int Cc·~ittae' s 
infor.-:~t:ion e co~~::; of Cc.v:::l~~'lo;r Dor. S:.:::.ut-l~:on' s letter to t:-'l~on
cerni-;.13 t~<l$ p:n.·=:i,.!uJ..;:,'l:' e~ C:ic•t~ e::; lloll Ni Ic!aho' s inc1.·~~~inz inter
est in nu:ler.r ~ctivit:L~s. 

lil:-:ilo I c:n Clt:iC~ plc.Jtct! 'dti.! th~ vo.ry active il1t~rest bein3 sho~-n 
in nt:clo=tl' activlticc o::.n:.! tJould like to cmccure::;c a co41tinuin:; 
interact:, I ,;o nc..~ l~~lieva th.::t t!~e ~il'!t C<ln cc.::tinuc to pley a role 
ve-ry r.:'i.tch lG~'l_;;c-.: in 01.>:.- coo?ol·~tio:l t:ith the .·ccluc3tio~'Ull inst.j.tutio:1s 
of th~ :-:c.= tc:.&l Stn tes. 'I!:c rc.:1c tor is fast: b.-acc::llit1!; ::-:.;r;:>l us to 
thi:; ~~cn~:t' s n~oeiz, enc U:! "t-lO:Jlci 1:-:lvc litt4c ju:;tific&!tion fo:;: 
co~tin:;.Z.uz its op~::.:-.ti.v!'l payo::i.d .F·Y 1970 on t'•a basis o: A.:'?:C prOJl"<l:J 
rcquire:~.:cnt.s. Currc,nt plan~ call i:o:: (c.) re::.oval of c;:Jzin~t:::i."in:; 
t ,..,,..!- ..... ~,.,.,. ...... ..,.~ ... s .. ,,,., t---~~ r-.·e·-- b"'"'in-~ ... ~. "t ... , ... e.,...,, ... :: t 1ll."<' .ci··c:tl 
~w..,. ~·~·\.;.;• "-·•-••.. '-··- '-¥- .;,-'-• --- • ~•-··..., ..., '-"·-. • .... "'- • .., .a. -.> '-

'\:.-,.,r• (·o) l.·n<:'c~11- .. , J.·o":'\ c ~ t 1'" "'-"'"r·r~- .... ,..,• .... 1 I-~'o,. ... ~ .. c,;o,.,.. (a len~· ., ......... ' ·- """- ... . .. "'" -- ~ ....... _ ...................... . ...... "~ -~ . ""' 
lived plt!tcniu:~ cor~ 't-Jith ~ hi~)• !'u-2t;.Q con~~<.'lf:), and opar~tio:\ 
... it11 t!, ..... ·~o-"' ............ ,.,~r-:,..,1 o:~ r.o•·r -o r..:\""' ~,.-.. , .. t.,.., ~.,..: (c) tc,.-i ... "'-.., • • ........... \,;: "'"""4. ... 1/._ ·J- - ~ .... .. ·- ......... ""' ........ ~ .. ~..... _l,: .. ... 

tio-:l. o1 rc.:ctor o:;~r3t.:ions. If th~. e:->:~~cted sch·'lUllle holes, the 
r~~.: to:: t;ill b~ r;l~ut. C(J::~l t:.;:.:l ~cr~o·:~t! 21.·0.:1 r.e::\.1-l.C~ i:l the s~1.·:t:~il o_· 
1~70. 
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llo:lo:.:~blc Chet l-!oliiiel<! .. 2 -

I <1~1 m:ltin;J to Gov~r:-~~r S~t;.~lscn to i.ti:Ol."'iol him of tl1e cbovc-st<ltccl 
pl.:ln.~. ..<\lthou~ll I clo~'!.Jt ti1nt the !:cste:::;.l States t'loulcl .fincl it p,r.!cti .. 
~3.1 to su~po:.:t op~r.:1tio:1 of: tho r::m for their o~m C•::count:. I intt::nd 

·to let t:h.; Gova1·nol:' 1~10·:1 th.:lt th~ Co::.:-.tis~:i.on t·1oulcl be recc?tivc to 
,su.:h a pro!>o:::al, choult: ona. be iorth~o.~:!.n3. 

F.~•.::lost.ir~ 
,Letter - 4/7/G9 ~r~u 
~Govarao:.· S<1t:.H.l~lf.:ca. 

be: Chairman (2) / 
Con-.;n. R~may 

Comln. Tape 
Co:nm. Johnson 
Co:r.m. Cos tagl iola 
GH (2) 
.AGHR 
Secretary (2) 
Cong. Rela., (2) 

· Cor,~ inlly,. 

C:t-... 1 i rr::.a.n 

EES - subj 
EES - rf 

MS - rf 
RDT .. 2 rf 

MS - .adv 
AG - adv 
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Tuesday; April 29; 1969 - D.C. 

Helen went on a tour for the wives of the National Academy members this 
morning. They visited the National Collection of Fine Arts, the National 
Portrait Gallery, stopped for lunch at the Delian Gallery and then visited the 
Smithsonian•s 11 Renwick Castle ... 

At 10 a.m. I testified before the Subcommittee on Education of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor on H.R. 8809 regarding the establishment of a 
National Science Research Data Processing and Information Retrieval System, in 
Room 2261 of the Rayburn House Office Building. Present were Chairman Roman 
Pucinski (Illinois), Congressman John Dellenback (Oregon) and Allan Kuron 
(staff adviser). Ed Brunenkant sat at the witness table with me. I read my 
prepared statement which was followed by questions from Pucinski and 
Dellenback. Among the questions was a request for my views as to the solution 
to the national science retrieval problem; I indicated that I favor the 
continuation of the present pluralistic system of abstracting and science 
information retrieval with some kind of government coordinating system. At 
the end of the testimony, Pucinski, in a somewhat jocular vein, said, 11 I 
suppose you don•t want to comment on the Long controversy, .. and I agreed with 
him that I did not. 

I then went to the National Academy of Sciences where I attended part of the 
Business Meeting. Following the election of the members, President Frederick 
Seitz described to those present in the Great Hall the Franklin Long affair 
and included a rather detailed description of the meeting wi~h the President 
yesterday afternoon. Seitz went·on to suggest that per~aps scientists should 
not enter, as groups, in political campaigns and controversies, but as 
individual citizens. For example, he expressed doubt that scientists should 
band together in 11 Scientists and Engineers for ...... in presidential 
campaigns. He thought that scientists tend to be naive and sometimes turn out 
to be the tools of professional politicians when they depart in this manner 
from their areas of expertise. 

We had lunch in the Refectory of the Academy, where I sat at a table with 
Alvin Weinberg, Kenneth Cole and Anthony Turkevich. Leaving the luncheon, I 
discussed with Bob Marshak, who was on the Selection Committee, the Atoms for 
Peace awards that were announced this morning. The seven recipients of 
$15,000 each were: Aage Bohr (Denmark), Ben R. Mottelson (Denmark), Floyd L. 
Culler, Jr. (United States), Henry S. Kaplan (United States), Anthony L. 
Turkevich (United States), M. S. Ioffe (Soviet Union) and Compton A. Rennie 
(England). In addition a special honorarium of $50,000 is being presented 
posthumously to former President Dwight D. Eisenhower in tribute to his 
contribution to international efforts for the peaceful use of atomic energy. 
At the request of General Eisenhower before his·death, the money will be given 
to Eisenhower College in Seneca Falls, New York. Marshak had come in to talk 
to me about these awards on September 12, 1968, and assured me that my strong 
support for Bohr, Mottelson and Culler had played an important role in their 
selection. I expressed great disappointment that Albert Ghiorso hadn•t been 
among those chosen, and Marshak indicated that if the other members of the 
committee hadn•t insisted on cutting the number of recipients from 10 to 7, 
perhaps Ghiorso would have been included. 

Alvin Weinberg, who had stopped by my office after I returned from the 
Hearing, rode to and from the Academy with me, He expressed his concern over 
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the polarization of the American scientists into groups that are opposed to 
things like the ABM and those that go all out for such things as the ABM. We 
also discussed the mounting public relations problem of the AEC in the nuclear 
power area. Weinberg suggested that maybe we should use the remarkable safety 
record of the nuclear navy to a greater extent in our public education 
campaign on the safety of nuclear power reactors. 

At 2:30 p.m. I met with Peter Flanigan and Tom Whitehead in Flanigan's office 
on the second floor of the West Wing of the White House. The purpose of my 
visit was to get acquainted with Flanigan who, in replacing Bob Ellsworth, is 
responsible for liaison with the independent agencies. We first talked in a 
general way about the status of nuclear power in the United States. I 
described the present status of water-cooled reactors, the role and time scale 
for fast breeder reactors, and the role of the high temperature gas-cooled and 
the molten salt reactors. We also discussed the recent adverse publicity 
about the safety of nuclear reactors and the problem of thermal pollution. I 
also described the regulatory process and its independent nature. (I learned 
that Flanigan had met with the executive officers of the regulatory agencies 
yesterday--Chris Henderson represented the AEC at this meeting.) I described 
the growing uses of radioisotopes in medicine, agriculture and industry. 

We then got into a discussion of the problem of the disposal of the AEC's 
gaseous diffusion plants, and Flanigan assured me that the reason for the 
White House study is to inform themselves on this important issue, and that 
they do not have any preconceived notions as to the outcome of the study. 
Flanigan referred to the reconstitution of the White House study group to 
include the Atomic Energy Commission; I' indicated that I thought this is a 
good move. (Attached is a copy of a memorandum I received today from Flanigan 
on the reconstitution of the White House study group on uranium enrichment 
facilities.) I told Flanigan that, although I have good relations with the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the President should be assured that I am 
working for him and that I have his interests at heart in all of my dealings 
with the JCAE. Flanigan said he understood this, and we both agreed that we 
would keep in touch with each other on all issues of importance. 

At 4 p.m. I met with Paul Tompkins and Claire Palmiter of the Federal 
Radiation Council in my office; Justin Bloom was also present. Tompkins said 
that he is very disturbed by the remarks he has been hearing to the effect 
that some members of HEW (he mentioned Charlie Gregg and Leon Jacobs) are 
trying to isolate the Federal Radiation Council from Secretary Finch and the 
DHEW. He said they feel that the FRC is a tool of the AEC and has too close 
relations with the JCAE. Of course, this is not true and is the result of 
someone•s overactive imagination. Tompkins gave me examples of the difficult 
relationship problems that this is generating for the FRC. My reaction to 
these remarks was that often apprehensions like this prove to be unfounded and 
that my personal contacts with Secretary Finch have not indicated that he is 
thinking of any adverse actions with regard to the FRC. I said that I would 
keep abreast of the situation and assured them of AEC's cooperation. 

The GAC report on their 108th meeting, April 23-25, arrived today (copy with 
security deletions attached). 

Jerry Tape today sent a reply to Sir William Cook's letter to him of March 14 
on the.matter of the renewal of the U.S.-U.K. Agreement for Cooperation on the 
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THE WHITE HOUSE ifiiCL. BY DOE 
NOV8i 

WASHINGTON 

April 26, 1969 

MEMORANDUM" FOR 

The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of the Treasury 
The Attorney General 
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 

On March 19, 1969, the White House requested a study of 
the uranium enrichment facilities currently owned by the 
U.S. Government and requested that the Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers chair a committee of CEA, 
OST, and BOB. to direct the study. 

So that the work going on in other agencies can be included 
in their study, I have asked Dr. McCracken to chair a 
larger task force which would also include AEC and the 
Departments of Justice, Treasury and State. The task force 
should examine the four alternatives (including the status 
'quo) set out in the original study request. The purpose 
will be to evaluate the benefits and the costs of each 
alternative for consideration by the President. 

The national security aspects of the various alternatives 
will be considered through the National Security Council 
machinery, which will involve some of the agencies on the 
expanded task force. I am sure you will want to cooperate 
with the NSC study so that the two reports are compatible. 

Dr. McCracken will be in touch with you shortly to discuss 
the selection of a representative from your department, 
and to suggest the date of the first meeting. 

G7J:YU. 
Peter M~ Flanigan 
Assistant to the President 
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GENE.l(.lli. .ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
U~ct.. SY DOE 

NOv as 
':'0 THE 

U.S. ATOMIC !::N:::RGY COl-tiMISS!ON 
WAS&m:G40N. D.C. 20S45 

Dr. Glenn T. Seaberg, Chairman 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
• · · · n c· :\'asnmgton, . . 

Dear Glenn: 

Ap1·il 25, 1969 

The C~neral Advisory Committee held its l08th 1v:eetir..g at t .. ~e 
H Street offices of the Ator.ri.c Energy Ccrr:m:i.ssion on i-.?_)ril 23, 24 
a.Tld 25. 'Ihe n:GJT:bers cf the Comrrri:ttee a:-e Jot .... -.. C. Bugj:er, r-:.:::rbert 
F!·iedma.Tl, Jane H. Hall, Ed\vi.J. L. Coldl·:asser, Stepb.cn Ls:.vrcski., 
Lcrr:bard Squires (absent on t..1e first day), Nom.sn F. P.a.rp.sey, -.. illia;n 
h'ebster, and Howard G. Vesper, chail.::a."l. Melvin A. Harrisca, 
scientific officer, also attended. 

We \vould like to tal\:e this on~crtun.i ty to exrn~ess ou:- pleasure 
over t.~e advice furnished by Cor::mlssic~er Tape a£ th.e last GA.C :neet-

. ing that you are continuing in the post of Ch.air.:n::m of t.1e Ccrn.:~ssicn. 
Tr ... is view had been formulated at that rr.eeting, but due to an oversigl'lt 
it \vas not recorded in the renort thereon. · ' . 

Reco~endations, co~ents, &"ld actions rela~ive to t.~is meeting 
are swr.marized below. 

1) Session wit.\ Comissione1·s 8lld General l•l<mager 

'L'1e Committee was interested in t.'-le Cc1:-P..ission' s ol2.1J. to establish 
a ne\v award tentatively titled "Atonic Pioneer", to recognize the ir.:
portlliJ.t contributions of scree of ~~e early-d~y participants LJ. the atc~c 
energy progra.a. l~e agree with this reccgniticn Gl!ld feel t:~at su~1 ah·anis 
are appropriate and serve a useful purpose. We trust, hcl·levcr, that re
ceipt of suc..1. a.11 a\vard 'vill not prejuc.1ce tr.:.e eligibility of a:yone for 
oth.cr, established awards (such. as Fe-rmi) if he is othe1.-,.iise fully quali
fied. 

We arc nleased to kn.c~" t.\at subseamnt to the su..·a;::ary LJ. your letter 
of April 10 ;· 1959, on the matter of radiation in ur<mium miniJ:g, :m Inter
agency Ura.'"litrrn Mining Radiation Revie1.1 G1·ot:p has been set up U."lcl..:;r tne 
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direction of HEW Secretary Finch as 01airn1<ll1. of the federal Hadiation 
Council (FRC). This should provide the correlation a~d info~ation so 
necessary to the FRC late next year when they make their review and 
recommendations on this subject prior to the January 1, 1971, date when 
the 4 WL\f guidance is now scheduled to go into effect. In view of the 
great importance of this subject, we know that the AEC representatives 
on this Review Committee and its subgroups will do everything possible 
to assure the best and most complete information being available. for 
this review. · 

2) Gas Centrifuge Program 

The Comrni ttee received an excellent briefing by Mr. Howard Brown 
relevant to recent activities in Europe on the gas centrifuge process 
for enriclur.ent of uranium. The most significant development has been 
the effort and plans being mounted in the joint program by the British, 
Dutch and lVest Germans. · There appears to be an intense interest and a 
strong determination by this group to push ahead vigorously tmvard a 
production-scale application of the gas centrifuge process for enriched 
uranium. The Conuni ttee feels that this provides further reason why t.~e 
Commission should proceed expeditiously with its plans to build t.~e gas 
centrifuge pilot plant at K-25. The developments abroad should be 
watched closely for signs of a need to have the Commission's security 
policy reconsidered. 

3) -Intelligence Briefing 

The GAC received a comprehensive briefing from Dr. Charles Reichardt 
on intelligence matters concerning foreign weapons tests and related de
velopments. 

4) Session with Assistant General Manager for Militazy Application 
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' -
-Recent modifications in the High Altitude Test Readiness plans 

were discussed. It was noted that the increase in funding in the 
Readiness Program will provide the capability to test the Spartan 
warhead at high altitude before its IOC date. 

Budget and other restrictions have reduced the number of under
ground development tests from about 45 in FY 1969 to about 36 in 
FY 1970. The reduction lvi.ll have the effect of delaying some tests 
into FY 1971 but 'need not be considered to be serious although the 
laboratorfes would like to maintain the current level of testing. 

- The Commi. ttee appreciated the in vi tatian by the DMA. to attend 
the farewell party on April 23, 1969, for Commissioner Tape. Those 
who attended had a most enjoyable evening, especially when ''Taped" 

, excerpts from past interviews with Dr. Tape were played. 

5) Space Electric Power Program 

The Committee received an excellent briefing on the space elec
tric pO\ver program and was impressed by the overall balance a.Tld 
progress .in that program. The approach has changed substantively and 
appropriately. Previously each system waS. developed ad hoc for a 
particular mission, and frequently on a tight time schedule. NO\v 
the tendency is more to look at the general mission needs and to es
tablish a balance4 program which will provide a few qualified systel!1s, 
some of a modular nature, which "t-rill match the full spectrum of needs 
that can be foreseen for projected space missions. 

Perhaps the most important development during .the past year is a 
clear shift in NASA planning to favor nuclear poWer over solar con
verters for their principal energy sources for many future missions. 
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The Conunittee is impressed by the improvements that have been 
achieved in isotopic power sources, particularly in the degradation 
rate of_ lead-t~lluride thermo-electric converters. In addition, we 
are pleased by . the continuing record of good work and promisi.'lg 
results in the life-tests of thermionic diodes. We continue to feel 
this program should b~ supported. 

6) Artificial Heart Program 

This challenging and potentially invaluable program was compre
hensively reviewed by Dr. Theodore Cooper, Director of the National 
Heart Institute, and Mr. Eugene Fowler and Dr. William Burr, both of 
AEC. In the management of heart disease there is an area of substantial 
need for devices that can temporarily assist heart action or, in special 
cases, completely replace that organ. 

The systems that are attractive are separable into a power package 
and a pump. For the completely implantable system, a nuclear power 
system seems essential. It also appears that the power package which, 
with its feedback controls, would be suitable for implantation withLJ. 
the body \vould be equally satisfactory for a situation in \vhich it 
might be desiz:ed to operate with an external power tmi t. 

From the ·engineering standpoint, the power package should be ap
proached as a single developmental problem and in our opinion should 
be the responsibility of AEC with the necessary ftmding support. 

The pump development is substantially a materials problem and this 
section of the program is appropriately the immediate responsibility of 
the National Heart Institute. The latter, as Dr. Cooper emphasized, does 
not have an inhouse capability to do this. Such materials and fabrica
'tion competence does exist in the laboratory system of AEC. It would be 
highly productive, in our opinion, for the NHI to utilize the AEC 

· resources in a joint program in which each agency would provide its 
proper ftmding. We reconunend, therefore, that:. 

a. AEC ~antinue to regard the development of the nuclear power 
package wi_th high priority, and seek the necessary ftmds. 

b. NHI be urged to consider a joint program in 'dlich it would 
utilize the laboratory resources of AEC to advance the 
development of the various pumps for circulatory assistance 
and for heart replacement. 
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7) Reactor Siting Policy 

We had a fine briefing by Dr. Clifford K. Beck on the subject of 
Reactor Siting. He brought out very clearly the dilennna that is in
volved here and the inherent difficulty of establishing finn figures. 
We feel that his "rule of reason" attitude is smmd and intelligent. 
We endorse the present policy of the Commission in handling this matter 
as flexibly and carefully as Dr. Beck explained it to us. 

8) Research and Development 

We received an interesting and informative report from Dr. Spofford 
G. English and his Division Directors on the AEC Research and Develop-
ment programs. The severe budgetary restrictions this year have caused 
real difficulties. Many of the programs have been severely reduced and 
one - food preservation - has been cut off entirely. Even in most of 
those cases where there have been budgetary increases the dollar increases 
have been so small that they have resulted in a decrease in the mnnbers of 
scientists whose research could be supported. The difficulties Hhich are 
unavoidable in suCh a budgetary situation are made worse by the artificial 
separation of operating and equipment ftmds in the budget. In manufacturb1g, 
there is a rreaningful distinction between the costs for operating and those 
for plant equipment since the latter dominantly correspond to plant ex- · 
pansion. In research and development the distinction loses most of its 
meaning since effective research reqiD;res continual modification of ex
perirrental apparatus with interconnected components that come from both 
budgets. The AEC staff and the research scientists could function more 
efficiently, particularly in times of austere budgets, if separate account
ing were not required for operating and equipment ftmds. ·This year the 
problem was made worse by the imposition of separate ceilings for obligations 
and expenditures. The necessity for keeping separate accounts of actual 
e::x.-pendi tures, of operating obligations and of equipment obligations does 
not save money but decreases flexibility and increases accounting costs. 

In the field of Biology and .Medicine, we are impressed by the 
valuable developments that have come from such AEC-supported research 
as the biological applications of centrifuges, the treatJTI.ent of Parkinson's 
disease, and the development of improved instruments, including the scan
ning electro:a micro·scope and radiation detectors. 

We were disturbed to learn of the high toxicity of plutonium as 
revealed by studies of rat lungs. In the light of these and other 
studies it may be necessary to revise the standards for maximum per
missible plutonium exposure. 
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In the isotope development ·work there has been a marked increase 
in the nUJllher of applications for isotope heaters in the space program. 
On the other hand the food preservation program has been badly crippled 
by the changed acceptability rules of the Food and Drug Administration. 
We hape that the cutoff in funds for the food preserVation program will 
not preclude an orderly tennination of this program. Th& teclmique of 
utilizing the ratio of sulfur isotopes as a tracer in pollution studies 
appears promising. 

At our request, the Plowshare program was particularly emphasized 
in the briefing. It is puzzling that just as the applied interest in 
Plowshare has markedly increased, the financial support for the program 
has been severely cut. The rapid fluctuations of the annual Plowshare 
budget necessarily diminish the efficiency of the program. The results 
of the Gasbuggy shot have been partic.Ilarly interesting and already 
demonstrate substantial stimulation in the flO'.v of natural gas. For 
increased usefulness of the produced gas, efforts are being made to 
diminish its tritium concentration. The Plowshare program needs 
increased ftm.ds for research and development, for the development of 
better nuclear explosives, and for further excavation studies; also to 
assure this country's leadership in the field and to fulfill our .N?r 
obligations. 

Although only little time was left to discuss the Physical Research 
Program, we were pleased to note the marked incre.ase in funds allocated 
to the support of nuclear engineering research. This increase results 
~rom the new procedure of reserving some research funds specifically for 
such work. In the thennonuclear field we feel that the recent progress 
is sufficiently great that we are requesting a special thermonuclear 
briefing at the time of our next Washington meeting. 

9) Reactor Subcommittee Report 

The GAC endorses the attached report by the Reactor Subcommittee 
regarding its recent examination of the M.Jlten Salt Reactor Program. 
l~e are much impressed by the accomplishments at Oak Ridge on this program 
and by its future possibilities. We would urge· the Coinmi.ssion to make 
further effort to ftm.d this work in FY 1970 at the $15 million level 
originally requested. · 

10) Departure of Commissioner Tape 

We will greatly miss our pleasant and effective associations with 
Dr. Tape. In the six years of his Commissionership, we were constantly 
impressed by his perfonnance. We appreciate the cooperation and bac.'l(
ground information we received from him throughout this period, and wish 

· him every success in his forthcoming capacity. 
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11) 109th GAC Meeting 

The next meeting of the ComrrUttee will be held at the National 
Reactor Testing Station near Idaho Falls, Idaho, on July 29, 30 and 
3L We will Write to Mr. W. L. Ginkel, AEC Manager at Idaho, to 
suggest these dates and to ask that he schedule the first 'afternoon 
and the entire second day for discussions of selected NRTS programs. 
We also will consider the 1969 Penni Award nominations then, and \-.rill · 
fonvard our views to you shortly thereafter. As always, agenda topics 
\vhich the Conunission may want to have included would be incorporated. 

12) llOth GAC Meeting 

The next following GAC meeting is tentatively scheduled to be 
held in Washington, D. C. , November 10, 11 and 12, 1969. 

Sincerely, 

Attac:.lumnt 
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Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual Defense Purposes. (Copies of this exchange 
of correspondence are attached.) 

I received a letter from Chet Holifield (copy attached) expressing the Joint 
Committee's concern about GAO reports on the Commission's equipment management 
activities and biology and medicine research program. 

I sent a note to Australian Ambassador Waller transmitting a reply to Maurice 
Timbs of the Australian AEC (copies attached) in response to his letter of 
April 21, inquiring about our participation in a preliminary assessment of the 
suitability of various sites in Australia for the construction of harbors with 
nuclear explosions. 

At 5 p.m. I attended a ceremony in the office of the Secretary of Defense at 
the Pentagon for the presentation by Secretary Laird of the Secretary of 
Defense Meritorious Civilian Service Medal to Commissioner Gerald F. Tape. 
Among those present were Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard, Daniel L. 
Henkin (Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs). Roger Kelley 
(Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Reserve Affairs). Carl 
Walske, General Betts. General Wheeler. Commissioners Johnson and Costagliola, 
Mrs. l~pe, Mr. and Mrs. James Tape (their son) and their little boy, and 
lapes• youngest son, Thomas. There were also many members of the AEC and DOD 
staffs present. Following the laudatory presentation remarks by Secretary 
Laird, Dr. Tape responded with moving remarks expressing his appreciation. (A 
press release noting this occasion is attached.) 

Helen and I attended a reception and dinner ·(black tie) of the National 
Academy of Sciences at the Statler Hilton Hotel. There were about 400 people 
present. including many officials of the washington governmental agencies that 
have a science aspect to their programs. Helen and I sat at a table with Mrs. 
Hugh Dryden. Mr. and Mrs. Sterling Hendricks, Mr. and Mrs. Harry Finger and 
Mr. and Mrs. Homer Newel I. Lee OuBridge gave a very good speech on the 
subject of science in government. This was an historic dinner in that it was 
the last appearance of Fred Seitz at an annual dinner in his capacity as 
President of the Academy. The Academy Public Service Award was given to 
Senator Lister HilI in recognition of his contributions to the program of 
health sciences. President-Elect Philip Handler closed the evening with a 
moving tribute to Fred and Betty Seitz for their fine record as President and 
President's helpmate. 

Wednesday, April 30, 1969 - D.C. 

From 10:30 until 11:30 a.m. I attended a meeting of the National Security 
Council in the Cabinet Room of the White House. 

Deleted 
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UNITED STAI~S 

ATOMIC ENC:RGY COMMISSION 

Sir William Cook 
Minis:ry oi Defense 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 205 .. 5 

M.:1in Building; t-J~•itehall 

London, S.t-1.1., England 

D~ar Bill: 

Ti1.1nk you for your lettar of !-!arch 14, 1969, re~arding the 
?Ossible c:·;tension bayond 1969 of those provJsions of our 
Xu:ual ·J.:!fense A~rcement which p:-ovida for the transfer of 
~ate:-ials and equip~ent for the nucle.:1r weapons program. 

!·!~ ore glad to take your request u.nde:- conside:-ation and are 
consu.ltins with che othe:- interested U.S. agencies. As 
fu:-the= consideration p:-oceeds thare r.~ay be c:uestions as to 
the details of an cxtensi9n and \-1het!1er it would be possible 
to acco::1plish it precisely in the fort:\ you su~~est. Also, I 
oe~ieve tnat it \"ould be most advanta~eous to get a more 
definitive indication of your requi:-~wen:s in order to be 
abl~ to move for\-lard on a ti1:1ely sc!•edu.le. Therefore, we may 
find it desira~le to ex?lore this rn~tter with you in greater 
detail befo~e a fo~al request for an arnend~nt is ~•de through 
diplo~atic channels. 

tole will be in touch with you as soon aS our review is completed. 

Distribution: . Sincerely, 
SO- Adcrcssec, 1~ 
Cnai~~n (2), 2A & 3A 
Co:.·.;~.. :t::o;:-.~:;. 4A 
Cv;:-.;a. :·~?.:: (2) • 5A & 6A 
Co~a. Jo~~~on, 7A 
Co~m. Cos:atiliola, SA 
G~: (2). 9:\ & lOA 
AG:·~IA. l!A 
ccc. 12.~. 

S£C~ (2), 13A & l4A 
0:-'.A, l5A 
A. Fricd~~n. ~~. loA 

C. t"als!<e, DOD, l8A 
J. Goure, JAIEG. 19A 

D!A ~:&~ Yellow. 20A 
D!A X&R Green, 21A 
DlA X&R Pink, 22A 
DIA ~v~ Pink, 23A 
DIA AMA White, 24A 

W. L~h::-~~.-•• D~?:• of State. 17-A 
• • .. - • -· -- .. -·.. ~ • .I •••• ' 

\-:J\ C+~o~6 
Gerald F. Tape 
Co;;;Dissioner 

MNCL. BY DOE 
NOV 8i • 
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ILLEGIBLE DOCUMENT 

DOCUMENT NO. ()_) \ Q~ 

DOCUME~T DATE ~\ \1<\0\ b~ 
DOCUMENT TITLE~IL.\T \~~ ~1...\I'Y\.Q.Y\\ - Lft,. {ro 1M... '""f?; ll 

Coo (c__ ~ G~tLtcl \ Cl-fe_ 

THE COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT IN OUR POSSESSION IS 

NOT READABLE. WE ARE IN THE PROCESS OF OBTAINING 

A LEGIBLE COPY. 

Date 
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lii~IT:::L.1 S'IA.ITG 

A1.0MIC Cr·11::i':(C::Y COl\'ti··.1lSSlOi·~ 

WASIHN~;,::ClN, D.c. 20:i-l!i 

Narch 26, 1969 

MEt-10RANDUM FOR CHl\IRI•Il\N SEADOnG / . 
COHMISSIONER Rl\HEY 
COf.a1ISSIONER JOIINSON 
CQJ\1MISSIONER COSTAGLIOLA 
GENERAL Zv'lANl\GER 

I have received the attached letter from 
Sir William Cook of the U.K. Ministry of Defense 
regarding the renewal of those clauses in our 
1958 Nutu~l Defense Agreement, as amended, which 
provide for the transfer of materials and equip
ment for nuclear weapons and which terminate under 
the present arrangement on December 31, 1969. 

lvi th this memo I am reques·ting that the 
General Manager prepare for Com.-nission.consideration 
co~-nents and suggestions for inclusion in a response 
to Sir William. 

Attachment 

cc: r.lyron B. Kratzer 
Joseph F. Hennessey 
w. B. McCool 

UN~. BY 00£ 
NOVBi 
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U~lri"EU STAt£:; 

ATOMIC ENC:i=!GY COMMISSION 

Sir Willia~ Cook 
Chief Adviser (Proj€cts) 
Ministry of Defenc~ 
Main Building, Whitehall 
I~ndon, S. W •. 1~ England 

O€ar Bill: 

March 13, 1969 

OFFICE DIARY 

GLENN T. SEABORG 
Chr USAEQ,..,.11~~7\f 

fOLOEII-PAG~ U U" 

UNa.. B'f DOE 
NOV 8& 

910981 

are As you knoll, 
scheduled for tran 
barter arr~n~cmcnt 
Uses Agreement for 

n nder the 
pursuant to our Mutual Defen~e 
Cooperation. • 

.: • • • ••o ~ • . • • • 

In r~vi~wing our 6ver-all prog~~m·nec~s~ we find 
that there would be some aclvc-mtage to us to provide 
this firial· a:st ht sale ·basi 

blisheo 
you pledse cons r th s 

• .we··· are of· course, ·prepared· to ·proceed ·. · 
under the present terms· of the agree1r.~nt · fo:,;: this final 
increwent if the U.K. so desires. 

Distribution: ,/ 
Chairman Seaborg 
Com.i\. Ra.iley 
Comm. Johnson 
Conw. Costagliola 
General Manager 
Secretariat 
Myron B. Xratzer, DIA 
w. Lehmann, State 

Sincerely, 

CLA!SIFICAllON CANCELLED 
WITH OEI.ETIONS 
BY AUTHORITY Of OOE/OC . 

g h ~- -1-.J~~<;,. 7/?- ... /~ 
R~V~WEOJ'Y p j C1AlL• 

v--~lJofh 
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CHET HOUtr'IELD, CAUF,, 
OtAIRMAN 

.. ELVIN ~"-ICE. IU.. 
WA\'N& Ne ASP'INAU.. COLO. 
JOHN YOUNG, TO. 
lED EI'~ OKLA. 
~OSM~R, C:..\LIF. 

WILUAM H. BATES, ,_..A"l!:. 
JOHN 8. ~OE.M:GN, IL..L
WI&.UAM M. MC cuU..OCt-t. OHIO 

EOWMtD J. eAUSER, PCCUTIV~ D:RECTOII 

<tongress of tije ·Wniteb ~tates 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 

·April 28, 1969 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
U. 5. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

Dear Dr. Seaborg:. 

The Committee has, as I stated during the April 1969 
authorization hearings, received a group of General .Accounting 
Office reports on the Commission's equipment management 
activities and biology and medicine research progr~m. 

In view of the significance of the matters discuss.ed in the 
GAO reports, I want to express my concern and that of the other 
Committee members regarding the need for improvement in the 
areas mentioned in these reports. 

While I was pleased to learn from the Committee staff 

JOHN 0, PAST'Oftll:, II, 1., 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

JtfCHARO a. IRUSSE:LL. GA. 
CUHTON P. ANOERSCN, N.MEX. 
AUIER'T GOR~ T£fi,;N, 
MENRY M • .IACKSON, WASH. 
GEOftGE D. AIKEN, VT. 
WALLACE fl', Bt:NNcrT, UTAH 
CARL T. CURnS, NOR. 
'-'RRIS CO'MON, N.H. 

UNCL. BY DOE 
NOV 8& 

that the AEC General Manager has initiated action designed to 
effect a number of improvements in the area of equipment 
management, including implementation of many of GAO's 
suggestions, I would appreciate it if you and the Commissioners 
would take a personal interest in seeing that the matters discussed 
in both GAO reports receive ·close attention. 

2].?:~Y( Y:&Z{~ (
0
;_[c·fJ 

_jJ~;}v<-:f- V ·· ·lj 
Chet Holifield t' 
Chairman 
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UNlTEI;) STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

APR 2 9 1969 

His Excellency Sir Keith Wal~er, 
Ambassador of Australia 
1700 Massachusetts Ave.' N.~v. 
Washi~gton, D. c. 20036 

qear Mr: Ambassador: 

C.B.E. 

I was pl~ased to receive your letter of 
April 21, .1969, transmitting Hr. Timbs' 
proposal to conduct a study of possible 
application of Plowshare to harbor 
construction on the West Coast of Australia. 
I would appreciate it if you would co~~unicate 
my reply, which is enclosed, to ~x. Timbs.· 

Cordially, 

Chairman 

Enclosure: 
Letter to M. c. Timbs 
from Chairman Seaberg, 
with copy for Ambassador 
Waller 

UNCL. BY~ 
NOV II 
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UNITED STATES 
UNCL. BY DOi 

NOVa& 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

Mr. M. C. Timbs 
Executive Co~~issioner. 

WASHINGTON. D.C. ZOS45 

APR 2 9 19S9 

Australian Atomic Energy Commission 
Post Office Box 41 
Coogee, N.s.w. Australia 

Dear Maurice: 

I was pleased to receive your letter of April 21, inquiring whether 
the Commission would be prepared to participate with the Australian 
Atomic Energy Con~ission in a general, preliminary assessment of 
the suitability of v~rious sites in Australia for the construction 
of harbors with nuclear explosions. 

We will be happy to participate in the general survey-type study 
you have proposed. It is our opinion th3t the first step should be 

,for your technical people to identify those possible locations in 
Western Australia that are of interest from this standpoint and then 
to provide our Laboratory people with the data needed to evaluate 
such locations for their suitability for nuclear excavation. I 
understand Dr. Alan Wilson of the AAEC, during his recent trip to 
the United States, visited the Plo~·Tshare staffs at the Lawrence 
Radiation Laboratory, Livercore, and the Nevada Operations Office, 
and received from them an idea of the data they lvould need for 
initial analyses. Based on the initial analyses by our technical 
staff, additional data or input, including site visits by our people, 
may be required before evaluation of the most promising locations 
proposed can be completed. 

I believe the outcome of this survey study should take the fornt. of 
a report lvhich uill provide as complete an evaluation as possible of 
the various locations proposed by the AAEC. · It is most likely that · 
some locations or sites will be found to be unsuitable for nuclear 
excavation techniques while some will appear suitable. However, it 
is likely that all of the suitable sites would require more detailed 
study if specific interest in developinz a port actually arises. . . 

Because of the USAEC's need to develop nuclear excavation technology, 
·we, of course, would like this su~vey study to identify not only 

·541-
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those sites suitable for nuclear excavation generally, but also to 
evaluate or determine the type of nuclear excavation which would be 
possible or required for each site. 

It is our understanding that the survey study will be directed to 
examining the economic, safety, and technical aspects of the pro
posed locations.and will not address legal or political questions. 
It is also our understanding that you will undertake data collec
tion and \vo:-k in Australia while we will provide our technical 
assistance, including any travel of our technical experts on the 
same basis as that applied to Dr. Werth and Mr. Kelly's visit 
to Australia last year. We do not interpret this survey study to 
involve any con:cito1ent on the part of either government to undertake 
a detailed feasibility study of a specific site. The conduct of any 
such intensive study would, of course, be subject to subsequent mutual 
agreement. 

I am happy we are able to. continue this effort of interest to both 
our Governments. As with the Cape Keraudren study, Mr. John S. Kelly 
will be the responsible USAEC official for the survey study, and I 
am sure you will be hearing from him shortly regarding the detailed 
arrange~ents for getting it under way. 

Cordially, 

1 ~·~· ; '') l''r~r 1 S;;.:barg 
,•:to.~.,.. ., ........ 

Chairman 
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April 29, 1969 

UMCL• BY 001 
NO • 334-69 NOV li 

OXford 50192 (Info.) 
IMMEDIATE RELEASE OXford 73189 (Copies) 

SECRETARY LAIRD PRESENTS MERITORIOUS CIVILIAN SERVICE MEDAL 
TO DR. GERALD F. TAPE, ATOMIC ENERGY CCMMISSION MEMBER 

Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird today presented the Secretary of 
Defense Meritorious Civilian Service Medal to Dr. Gerald F. Tape, member 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, at a Pentagon ceremony. 

Dr. Tape is leaving the Commission to become President of Associated 
Universities, Incorporated. He has served as Commissioner since 1963. 

The text of the citation follows: 

"For exceptionally meritorious civilian.service to the Department of 
Defense for the past six years. As a member of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, he worked closely with the Department of Defense and took a 
personal interest in defense needs. Dr. Tape was particularly active 
and effective in assuring that the Commission's capability was fully 
adequate to meet Department of Defense requirements. He was a vigorous 
leader of the AEC's research and development activities related to nuclear 
weapons programs and helped plan adjustments in weapons production to meet 
new and changing demands. Drawing on his deep understanding of the role 
of nuclear weapons in national defense, he was instrumental in assuring 
a viable stockpile of weapons in support of a credible strategic deterrent 
and of modern tactical forces. Commissioner Tape brought an outstanding 
talent and rare insight to bear on national security matters and in so 
doing contributed greatly to our strong defense posture. Dr. Tape's 
contributions to the Department of Defense represent the highest type of 
patriotic service to the nation and I am pleased to award to him the 
Secretary of Defense Meritorious Civilian Service Medal." 

END 

543 



Deleted 

Just prior to this NSC meeting I spoke-to OuBridge about the President's new 
position on the Franklin Long appointment. DuBridge said that-Henry Kissinger 
deserved a lot of credit for convincing the President to reverse his stand on 
this. I also spoke to Elliot Richardson before the NSC meeting, and we 
discussed the future of the U.S. Representative to the IAEA. Richardson 
indicated that he thought the appointment of John Palfrey to the spot a year 
from now, when Harry Smyth might retire from the position, would be a good 
move. He thought we should take definite steps in this direction. 

I presided, at I 1:45 a.m. and 1:55 p.m respectively, over Information Meetings 
901 and 902 (notes attached). We discussed the content of an interim 
regulatory policy for the industrial applications of Plowshare. We also 
discussed a talking paper that might be used in discussions with State, the 
White House, and the -JCAE on the question of developing a policy for U.S: 
cooperation with foreign countries in the uranium enrichment field--this would 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

2 
COPY NO .. -::-:---=-----
April 30, 1969 

INFORMATION MEETING 901 

11:45 a.m., Wednesday, April 30, 1969, Chai-rman's Conference Room, D. C. 

1. JCAE Plowshare Hearings, May 8, and· 9, 1969 

Executive Session testimony by the Chairman and Department" of State 
representatives is planned for late morning on May 9. Commissioner Tape 
will accompany the :Chairman. (PNE-Congr.) · 

· .. · 2. Senate Subcommittee Appropriation Hearings, May 1, 2, and 5, 1969 

· The schedule is confirmed. The Chairman will meet with. staff May 1 
prior to his testimony at 10:00 a.m. (OC) 

3. House Appropriations Subcommittee Hearings 

The possible rescheduling to May 20, Z 1, and ZZ, 1969, is. noted. (oc:..sECY .1 

4. May 2 Meeting of the Reconstituted White House Study Group on Uranium 
Enrichment Facilities, 4:30p.m. 

C.ommissioner Johnson will attend. ~iE,-AGMP&P) 

5. Assumption of Office by Commissioner Designate Thompson 

. To be· checked. (SECY) 
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6. TID Report on Safety of Underground Nuclear Testing 

Commiss1oner Ramey requested a report on release procedure. (AGM) 

7. Mefting of Sir !:.;,lly Zuckerman, Chief, Scientific Advisor, U.K. Ministry 
·.-of .Defense, with the Commissioners 

~\)be scheduled. {SECY) 

8. GAO April 29 Draft Report on the Gaseous Diffusion Plants 

Noted. 

9. AEC Study of the Laboratories 

PRESENT: 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

COMMISSIONERS: . STAFF: 

Chairman Seabor g 
Commissioner Ramey 

- Commissione·r ... Tape · 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commi~sioner Costagliola 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. McCool 

- 2 -

12:05 p.m. 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
General Counsel 
Secretary 
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UNITI!:O STAT£S 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, O.C:. 205-45 

INFORMATION MEETING 902 

1:55 p.m., Wednesday, April30, 1969, Room 1115, D. C. 

-...svooe 
NOV 88 . 

COPY ·NO-: _ 2 
.April 30, 1969 

l. . JCAE Staff Request for Copies of the Draft .In-House Study Report 

Approved. (Congr. -SECY) 

2. AEC S 11 I 239 - Plowshare Hearings - Organization and Procedure for 
Comm~rcial Services; 
AEC 811 I 240 - Plowshare Hearings - Indemnification; 
April 25 Memorandum from John Kelly re JCAE Questions on Plowshare -
Answers 5 through 11 

Approved with changes. Additional comments will be submitted to staff 
and Commissioner Costagliola's May 8 testimony will be circulated. 
{PNE-S~<;:¥) 

3. April 22 Letter from Austral Oil Company re Follow-on Experiment to 
Project Rulison 

A response is requested. (PNE) 

4. April 28 Letter from Chet Holifield re Termination of Food Irradiation Program 

Noted. (OC.) 

5. AEC 6101 166 - Proposed Talking Paper Concerning U.S. Cooperation with 
Foreign Enrichment Projects 

A letter to the Department of State is requested. (AGMIA) 
'· 
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6. AEC 688/68 - D·raft Letter to the Chairman, JCAE, on Public Information 
Activities 

Commissioners Ramey and Johnson will discuss with Chairman Chet 
· Holifield, JCAE. (AGM)" 

7. ...U:C 688/62 - Nuclear Public Understanding Activities; 
April 28 Draft Talking Paper re Public Infs>rmation Activities 

To be rescheduled. (SECY) 

8. Commissioners' Meeting with Sir Solly Zuckerman, Chief Scientific Advisor, 
U.K. Ministry of Defense, 11:30 a.m., Saturday, May 3, 1969 

Scheduled. (SECY) 

9. AEC 780/43 -Proposed Awards of AEC Citation; 
AEC 1305 - S-oecial Presidential Award; 
AEC 1306 - Award for Medical and Other. Achievements 

Discus sed and to be rescheduled. (SECY) 

10. Commissioner Gerald F. Tape's Last Day in Office 

2 -

W. B. McCool 
S~cr@tary 

2:55p.m. 
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PRESENT: 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Ramey 
Comm.iaeionozo Tape 
Commissioner Johnson 
Commissioner Costagliola 

"-'Attendance by Topic (s) 

STAFF: 

Mr. Hollingsworth 
Mr. Bloch 
Mr. Brown. 
Mr. Hennessey 
Mr. Rubin 
Mr. Kull 
Mr. McCool 
Mr. Price* 
Mr. Kelly* 
Mr.'Mann* 
Mr. Henderson* • 
Mr. Kratzer* 
Mr. Oakley* 
Mr. Minsch* 
Mr. Greenleigh* 
Mr. Harris* 
Mr. Fouchard* 

-3-

DISTRIBUTION: 

Commissioners 
General Manager 
Oeneral Co\J.Dael 
Secretary 
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indicate phased, limited cooperation and one aim would be to try to slow down 
the foreign development of the gas centrifuge enrichment process. 

I attended a luncheon in the Alexandria Room of the Sheraton-Park Hotel, given 
by Luis Alvarez in honor of the group that had worked with him in Egypt on the 
Pyramid project. There were some 50 to 60 people present. I sat at a table 
with Luis and Jan Alvarez, Lee DuBridge, Dr. Ahmed Fakhry, an Egyptian 
archaeologist who was my host when I visited the pyramids in 1965, and R. . 
Salah Kotb, an Egyptian physicist (who is in charge of the Pyramid project at 
Ein Shams university). During the luncheon, Luis Alvarez called on Lee 
DuBridge who made some remarks emphasizing the internationality of science. 
Dr. Kotb, who spoke about the value of the experiment in terms of 
international relations, presented me with a beautiful silver humidor in 
recognition of what he said was my role as chief supporter of the experiment 
in the United States. I responded by thanking him and pointing to the value 
of the experiment in furthering international relations and in the 
applications of science to the humanities. 

I sent a letter (copy attached) to HEW Secretary Robert Finch telling him I 
think it would be well for the FRC to vigorously pursue the uranium mining 
review group procedure (copy of letter from Finch to Congressman Price is also 
attached). 

President Nixon today appointed Sterling Cole as the Federal Representative to 
the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board, replacing former Governor Edward T. 
Breathitt of Tennessee who resigned earlier this year. 

At 4 p.m. I presided over the lOth Annual Lawrence Awards Ceremony, held in 
the Carnegie Institution auditorium {1530 P St., N.W.). I introduced the 

E. 0. Lawrence Award Ceremony, The Carnegie Institution, Washington, D.C.; 
April 30, 1969. 
L toR: Dr. F. Newton Hayes, Dr. Ely M. Gelbard, John H. Nuckolls, Seaberg, 55~ 
Dr. Don T. Cromer, and Dr. Geoffrey F. Chew. 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20545 

Honorable Robert H. Finch 
Secretary of Health, Education 

and Welfare 

Dear Bob: 

I very much appreciate receiving a copy of your reply 
to Hr. Price. 

With regard to the current posture of the FRC, having 
established the uranium mining review group, I think it 
best that the Council pursue this procedure vigorously. 
I agree that it would probably not be fruitful for the 
Council to attem?t to review its current guidance on 
uranium miner radiation exposure levels, until it has 
the benefit of the review group's efforts. 

As you know, the AEC intends to participate very actively 
in the review group and will cooperate in every way to 
assure that the review is as productive as possible in 
tAe limited time period. 

· Cordially, 

~ 
Chairman 

UNCL. BY DO 
NOV. 
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THC: SC:CRe:TARY OF HEALTH, C:OUCATION, AND WE.LFARC: 

WASHINGTON 

Dear Glenn: 

I thought you would want to see a copy 
of my reply to Chairman Melvin Price 
whose April 3 letter on Federal Radiation 
Council matters was also sent to you for 
information. 

The views I expressed as FRC Chairman 
before r.1r. Price's subcornrni ttee on 
March 17 seem to me both sound and 
defensible, and I trust you concur in. 
this response to him as well. 

Warm personal regards. 

Enclosure 

The Honorable 
Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 

Sincerely, 

.·.~?!/ 
I /j/ 

/ .,.:~ l· 
•Secretary 

Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington,D.C. 20545 

)ftol<';\. ... :..·· ; 
-~\1 :·". 
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THE: S~CRE:i'Ai'lY Or HE:AI.TH, O:DUCAiiON,ANO W:LFARE: 
'uMCL. BV DOi 

ti!OV 86. 
WASHINC':'ON, 0. C. 20201 

D~ar Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your letter of April 3. It was good of 
you to send me your views on the current FRC guidance 
\·li t-:1. respect to uranium mining e}..?osures, .along with your 
suggestions for revie\v of that guidance. 

As I noted in my testimony before your Subco~uittee on 
:.:arch 171 I proposed to the other FRC i~embcrs the 
establish!nent of a uranium mining review group. The . 
first meeting of the Interagency Uraniu.'11 Hining Radiation 
::.:\cvie\'1 Group was held on April 9 1 under the chairmanship 
of Dr. · ~\'illiam H. Ste-v1art, the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service. Other Review Group members are: 

Atomic Energy Commission: Dr. Gerald F. Tape 
Department· of Agriculture£ Dr. A.B. Park 
Department of Commerce: Dr. tvilfrid B. Mann 
Department of Defense: Dr. Carl t\Talske 
Department of the·Interior: Dr. Earl T. Hays 
Department of Labor: Mr. David Swankin 

(Observers from the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Office of Science and Technology were 

· also present.) 

In setti~g up this group, I encouraged the nomination of 
rep~esentatives who were technically qualified and could 
also speak for their respective principals. I feel sure 
that the Revie\v Group members in fact possess these 
qualifications. 

As FRC Chairman, I took the lead in this regard in order 
to carry out recor.~endation 7 of the Council's 
:Jece::-.ber 27 1 19 68 Memorandu.-n for the President, \'lhich 
cc~-nitted the Council to establish an interagency gr~up 
to keep relevant information under surveillance and to 
report to ~~e Council. This reco~~endationl in turn, 
foll.o;.-;ed · ::.::-o!':'l reco::-.:nendation 5, \·:hich provided for 
Council co~sideration of all pertinent information to 
deterrr.ine whether or not to modify the 4 t'VLM individual 
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annual exposure·limitation scheduled to co~e into effect 
on January 1, 1971. Because of differences of opinion 
and allegations of lack.of objectivity in the past, I am 
\iell aware of our present and future obligations. I 
intend to see that this revie\o~ is as comprehensive, 
thorough, and objective as is hu.--nanly possible • 

.At the time of the first Reviet-1 Group meeting, I prepared 
introductory remarks which were delivered in my absence 
by ~~e Surgeon General. I enclose a copy for your 
information, and to stress the ateitude with which .I 
approach the task ahead. 

Prior to the April 9 meeting, the Surgeon General 
circulated an outline of categories of data and information 
the Review Grouo should undertake to collect. This outline 
was thoroughly discussed at the meeting, and responsibility. 
was assigned to group members as "lead agencies" for the 
various categories. Each "lead agency" member will be 
respo~sible for working out detailed statements of 
info~ation and sources, as well as definite time schedules. 
This first step is scheduled for completion and presenta
tion to the Review Group for approval by the middle of 
next month. 

Although I anticipate that most of the substantive work 
will be done by the Review Group members themselves and 
their personal staffs, I believe a certain amount of staff 
effort will be required to support the Review Group as a 
whole. Per this purpose, Dr. Stewart will .deeply involve 
both his O\·ln and the FRC staff. Decisions, of course, 
will be hlade only after all issues are 'thoroughly aired. 
In my view, this method of acquiring and preparing infor
mation for Council use offers a good prospect that ~~e 
F~C \1ill be able to conduct a productive review of guidance 
in 1970. I will keep the Joint CowT~ttee informed of 
progress during t.~is period·. 

I have ~est carefully considered your suggestion that a 
reviet-1 of the substance of the December 1968 FRC action 
be undertaken at this time. On reviewing my statement to 
your subco~~ttee of March 17, I have come to the conclusion 
that the views I expressed then were sound: 
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"I want to assure you that I intend to review 
exposure guidance thoroughly, and with a fresh 
and unbiased mind. In doing this, I believe 
that it ~vould be best for me --and this should 
apply equally to all of the newly appointed · 
cabinet officers-- to have the benefit of the 
review for which the previous Council rneriliers 
provided in their December 27, 1968, action. 
This action represented the judgment of members 
who had been involved in uranium mining guidance 
for a substantial period of time. The data 
available then from the Public Health Service 
epidemiological study of uranium miners is still 
the most recent available and, as I will indicate 
later, will not be supplemented substantially 
until the spring of 1970. 

"This leads me to conclude that the action I 
am taking to establish a uranium mining review 
group to report to the Council in mid-1970 is 
the appropriate one. I do not believe that it 
Hould be productive to convene a Council meeting 
to attemp~ to review and affirm or modify, up 
or do~·m, the existing Council guidance now. The 
time schedule will permit the Council to consider 
and, if warranted, change the 4 WLM guidance prior 
to the 1971 effective date." 

The current Council reco~~endations appear to me to be 
~-;ell based in the Public Health Service epidemiological 
study and related scientific knowledge. This, together 
with the prospect that determined effort by the industry 
t·lill result in substantial improvement in mining condi
tions in the coming months, seem to me to co~nsel 
reserving the review of guidance·until the latter part 
of 1970. At that time, I can assure you, a thorough 
~~d o~jective review will be ca~ried out. We will have 
a much better idea then of the consequences of the 
continued application of available technology. He will 
also have a better understanding of the costs and o~~er 
economic effects of ~xposure reduction. 
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Again, I want you to know h0\'1 grateful I am for the 
benef/'i t of your thoughts. I gem:.inely look forward 
t6 a continuing exchange of views that will be of_ great 
help t9 me always. · 

karm personal regards. 

Enclosure 

Honorable !v!elvi:1 Price 
Chairman, Subco~~ttee on 

Sin~erely, 

Secretary 

Research, Development and Radiation 
Joint Corr~ttee on Atomic Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20510 · 
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SECRETARY FINCH'S REHARKS /April 9, 1969 

As Chairman of the Fnc, I want to thank you for taking 
your ~ime today to put in motion this uranium mining 
cx?osures review group. We have a big job to do, a 
job with major political, economic, and health implica
tio~s, and a job that has to be timely. Just a little 
ove:: a year from no\v, the Hernbers of the FRC will have 
to institute their review of the 1968 guidance and pre
pare to ~ake reco~~endations to the President -- all 
2-S2-inst the target date of Jan·uary 1, 1971, when the 
~ WLM guidance is scheduled to go into effect. 

I really don't-have to tell you any of this: most of 
you have been deeply involved in the whole process for 
several years. 

:·:~.3.~ I do want you to know is hm.,r keenly interested I 
a~ in a rigorous scientific review, and of my willing
~ess to give full support to the effort that begins to
c.ay. Staff resources of every sort tvill be put at the 
disposal of this review process, and I will also in
volve the FRC. staff in it. I earnestly hope that 
each of the Departments and Commis~ions represented 
~ere will do the same. 

~~atever it takes -- in-house research, outside re
search contracts, plus key input·s from industry and 
la;:,o:: -- I expect ~hat you will mobilize. When the FRC 
convenes to consider its recommendations to the Presi
dent, I want it to have in hand every available piece 
of hard data on which an objective judgment may then 
be based. 

I kr.c~v you will und~rtake today to construct a research 
and review agenda that will make it possible for us on 
the Council to make just such a judgment next year. 

I have asked the Surgeon General to represent me on 
~:'1is revietv group. Through him, r..y office and all the 
resources of my Department will be made available to 
you. 

UMCl.· BV DOl 
NOV 81 
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distinguished guests present, including John Lawrence and Bud Wilkinson, who 
sat on the stage with the recipients, and then presented the first award to 
Geoffrey F. Chew. Commissioners Costagliola, Ramey, Johnson and Tape 
presented, in turn, awards to Don T. Cromer, Ely M. Gelbard, F. Newton Hayes 
and John H. Nuckolls. Commissioner lape made a few remarks in recognition of 
the fact that this was his last official act before leaving the Commission, 
and I responded by commending him for his outstanding record of service on the 
Commission. Pictures were taken before and after the ceremony. A reception 
followed the ceremony. 

Suki and I took a hike in Rock Creek Park, starting at Oregon and Nebraska 
Avenues, going north along the White Horse Trail and onto Cross Trail 3, 
continuing south on the Black Horse Trail (the Turtle Trail) to Cross Trail 2, 
and returning to our starting point. 
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