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The following are among the highlights of an analysis

prepared by the Natural Resources Defense Council of President

Ford's proposed FY 1978 budget for the Energy Research and

Development Administration (ERDA) :

* ERDA's proposed FY 1978 energy budget continues the

Ford Administration's heavy emphasis on nuclear power

development . In its January 19, 1977, headline the trade

press Energy Daily terms the Ford budget a "Nuclear

Bonanza ." Approximately 50% of E DA's proposed R&D

budget is allocated to fission power development . In

contrast, the budget calls for expending only 5ó on

energy conservation, 8% on solar energy, and 3% on geo-

thermal energy . Moreover, of the $627 million budgetary

increase proposed for ERDA, fully 56% is allocated to

nuclear fission . Thus,
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technologies but is rather being absorbed predominately

by the established nuclear development efforts .

* More than half of ERDA's budget for fission energy

development is allocated to one technology -- the liquid

metal fast . breeder reactor (LMFBR) program . Commitment

to the liquid metal fast breeder reactor, at $854 .7

million in budget authority, is stronger than ever .

The funding allocated to the LMFBR (21%) is greater

than that allocated to solar, geothermal and conserva-

tion technologies combined (16%) .

The Ford budget for alternative energy sources is

weighted towards development of centralized electric

generating systems, at the expense of decentralized

systems . Less than a third of the solar budget -is

allocated to solar thermal applications, such as solar

heating and cooling which itself was cu back from

FY 1977 levels .

ERDA data showing the amounts by which program

funding requests were cut back first by ERDA and then

by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

.before being propos ed by Ford . repea that

almost all programs experienced substantial cuts except

the LMFBR program . Cuts were very severe in the areas

of energy conservation (41%), fossil energy development

(34" }
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, and solar energy (23% )

	

in contrast, LMFBR

program funding was only cut by 3% in the budget
process
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Budgetary constraints on ERDA are thus being resolved

by proceeding with the LMFBR program and cutting back

on the options to it .

* If nuclear fission R&D retains high priority

in the coming years, the share of ERDA's budget going

to fission may actually show increases due to two

factors . First, ERDA has been seeking for over a year

to-launch a new and potentially very large program

aimed at supporting the "back end" of the fission fuel

cycle, including fuel reprocessing and plutonium recycle .

This program would assist such commercial ventures as

Allied-General's Barnwell Nuclear Fuel Plant . The pro-

posed Ford budget contains $78 million to help launch

the program, much of which is for designing the contem-

plated facilities . Annual support in the hundreds of

millions range in the years ahead is very possible if

this effort is continued. Second, ERDA's priority

program, the LMFBR, continues to experience large cost

overruns . The two principal facilities of the program,

the proposed Clinch River Breeder Reactor (CRBR), and

the Fast Flux Test Facility	(FFTF),	n est imated

costs which are, respectively, 3 and l0 times higher

than the original estimates presented to Congress .



TABLE 1

U. S.ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

FY 1978 BUDGET REQ UEST

rce : ERA, FY 1978 Budget to Congress, Statistical Highlights (January 17, 1977), pp . 2-3

(In Millions) (In Millions)
BUDGET OUTLAYSBUDGET AUTHORITY

FY 1977 FY 1978 Increase FY 1977

	

FY 1978

	

Increase

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT & Demonstration
ENERGY RD&D Programs	 $2,643 $3,305 662 $2,179 $2,752 $ 573
Supporting Research	 337 385 48 312 360 48
Financial Incentive Activities 30 325 295 4 10 6

Subtotal	 3,010 4,015 1,005 2,495 3,122 627

Basic Research and Technology Development

High Energy Physics .

	

. 224 269 45 200 237 37
Nuclear Physics 81 ,86 5 75 84 9
Life Sciences and Biomedical Applications . 44 39 -5 42 38 -4
Naval Reactor Development. . .. 200 243 43 241 248 7
mace Applications and Other	 24 36 12 24 30 6
Subtotal	 573 673 100 582 637 55

Uranium Enrichment Activities

Uranium Enrichment Activities . 1,482 1,685 203 1,246 1,447 201
Revenues	 -699 -966 -267 -699 -966 -267

Subtotal	 783 719 -64 547 481 -66

National Security

T , '-,capons Activities	 1,184 1,466 282 1,146 1,316 170
Special Materials Production	 551 671 120 442 597 155

Subtotal	 .

	

. 1,735 2,137 402 1,588 1,913 325

Program Management and Support	 288 297 9 163 305 142

GRAND TOTAL	 $6,389 :$7,841 $1,452 $5,375 $6,458 $1,083



SupportingRresearch

TABLE 2

U. S .ENERGY RESEARCHAND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

FY 1978 BUDGET REQUEST

ENERGY RESEARCH, Di

Environmental and Biomedical Research.	181
Basic Energy Sciences,	 156

Subtotal	 337

Financial -r- ,centive Activities

Geothermal Resources Development Fund . .

	

30

	

30

	

0
Synthetic Fuels Projects	0

	

295

	

295
Subtotal	 30

	

325

	

295

la AND DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS

FY 1977
Energy RD&D Programs

Conservation	 $ 161
Fossil Energy	 483
Solar -[eating and. Cooling	 86
Solar Electric and Other	 204
Geothermal Energy . . .. .	 55
Fusion Power Development	 416
Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor	686
Nuclear Fuel Cycle and Safeguards	406
Other Fission	 146
Special Foreign Currency Funds . . . .

	

0
Subtotal	 2,643

rc_: ELDA FY 1978 Budget to Congress, Statistical Highlights (January 17, 1977), pp . 4-5

7
3

	

3
10

Total Energy Research, development
a and Demonstration Programs. . . $3,010	:$4,015	$1,005	.:$2,495	':$3,122 627

(In Millions)
BUDGET AUTHORITY . .

(In Millions)
BUDGET OUTLAYS

FY 1978 Increase FY 1977 FY 1978 Increase

$ 160 $

	

-1 $ 125 $ 140 $

	

15
598 115 445 500 55
45 -41 61 61 .0

260 56 122 173 51
88 33 49 68 19

513 97 322 431 109
855 169 595 736 141
636 230 336 503 167
148 2 122 137 15

2 , 2 2 3 1
3,305 662 2,17 2,752 573

210 29 175 198 23
175 19 137 162 25
385 48 312 360 48
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fission energy R&D . Additional funds that could be identified with

each of the major energy technologies are aggregated in the remain-

ing categories, i .e . Environmental Control Technology, Environmental

Research and Basic Energy Sciences . If one combines the "Liquid

Metal Fast Breeder Reactor," "Nuclear Fuel Cycle and Safeguards"

and "Other Fission" into one category, the total energy R&D budget

breaks down as follows :

Table 3

Percentage of
Technologies

	

FY 1978

	

Total

3/

	

Includes $295 million in budget authority and $3 million
in budget outlays for synthetic fuels demonstration projects .

4/

	

Includes $30 million in budget authority and $7 million
in budget outlays for the Geothermal Resources Development Fund
(loan guarantees) .

5/

	

Excluded are funds for Uranium Enrichment Activities
(Category III, in Table 1) .

B/A B/O B/A B/ O
($ in millions)

Conservation 160 140 4 .0 4 .5
3/

Fossil 893 503 22 .2 16 .1

Solar 305 234 7 .6 7 .5
4/

Geothermal 118 75 2 .9 2 .4

Fusion 513 431 12 .8 13 .8
5/

Fission 1,639 1,376 40 .8 44 .1

other (Special Foreign
Currency Fund &
Supporting Research) 387 363 9 .6 11 .6

TOTAL $4,015 $3,122 100 .0 100 .0



The best means of guaging ERDA's relative emphasis of the

various energy programs is focusing on the amounts allocated

directly to those programs . In Table 4 the percentage funding

going to each technology is presented with the unallocated "Other"

category in Table 3 omitted . This is equivalent to assuming that

the funds in the Table 3 "Other" category are allocated among the

six =technologies on a pro rata basis, an assumption which should

be reasonably accurate .

Table 4

-S-

FY 1978 Percentage of Total
B/A

	

B/O
($ in

B/A

	

B/O
millions)

Conservation 160 140 4 .4 5 .1
6/

Fossil 893 503 24 .6 18 .2

Solar 305 234 8 .4 8 .5
7/

Geothermal 118 75 3 .3 2 .7

Fusion 513 431 14 .1 15 .6
8/

Fission 1,639 1,376 45 .2 49 .9

TOTAL 3,628 2 ;759 100 .0 10 0 .0

Table 4 indicates that 50% (45 ;) of ERDA's support for the

six energy technologies is allocated to nuclear fissio r ., whereas

only 16%

combined .

(16°) is allocated to conservation, solar and geothermal

6/ Same as fn . 3 in Table 3, p . 4 .

7/ Same as fn . 4 in Table 3, p . 4 .

8/ Same as fn . 5 in Table 3, p . 4 .
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Only 5 .1% of the energy R&D budget is allocated to energy

conservation ( Table 4) . Of this, as seen from Table 5, only

64% (64%) of the energy conservation budget is directed toward

end use conservation and technology to improve efficiency . Thus,

end use conservation represents only 3 .2% (2 .8%) of the energy

R&D budget .

B . Fossil

$412 .0 million ($503 .7 million) of the fossil energy
9/

funding, or 82 .4% (84 .2%), is directed toward coal R&D .

	

Petroleum

and natural gas represent 10 .5% (8 .9%) and in-situ technology

(oil shale, in-situ coal gasification, etc .) represents the

remaining 7 .0% (6 .9%) .

C . Solar

As seen from Table 6, 64 .0% (73 .4%) of the solar funding

is for solar electric applications . Only 29 .3% (18 .1) of the

solar budget is directed toward direct thermal applications

(space heating and cooling) . In other words, less th an one-third

of the solar budget is directed toward R&D with more near-term

application .

D . Geothermal

If one excludes the $7 million ($30 million) for the geo-

thermal resources development fund (loan guarantees), only 2 .5% (2 .4 ) c

total energy R&D is devoted to geothermal R&D and resource explora-

tion (Table 4) .

g/

	

Excludes the $2.95 million in buaaot authority and $3 mill ion



Conservation Research and
Development
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Table 5

FY 1978 ERDA BUDGET TO CONGRESS
PROGRAM TOTAL

(In Millions)
FY77 Estimate

	

FY78 Estimate
B/A	B/O	B/A	B/O

Source : ERDA, FY 1978 Budget to Congress, Statistical Highlights
(January 17, 1977), p . 6 .

Electric Energy Systems and
Energy Storage

Electric Energy Systems $ 26 .5 $ 20 .7 $ 25 .3 $ 21 .8
Energy Storage Systems 33 .5 27 .5 32 .6 28 .7

Total Electric Energy Systems
and Energy Storage . 60 .0 48 .2 57 .9 50 .5

End Use Conservation and Tech-
nology to Improve Efficiency

Industrial Energy Conservation 15 .4 12 .4 11 .4 10 .2
Buildings and Community
Systems	 26 .6 22 .6 21 .6 18 .7

Transportation Energy
Conservation . . .

	

. 27 .7 24 .0 36 .5 31 .4
Improved Conversion Efficiency 23 .7 12 .7 32 .6 29 .2

Total End Use Conservation
and Technology to Improve
Efficiency	 93 .4 71.7 102 .1 89 .5

Energy Extension Service . . . 7 .5 5 .0 0

Total Conservation Research
and Development	 $160 .9 $124 .9 $160 .0 $140 .0



SOLAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

THERMAL APPLICATIONS
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Table 6

N 1 973 ^`I .
PROGRAM TOTAL

FY77 Estimate

	

FY78 Estimate
B/A	B/O	B/A	B/O

HE-;TING AND COOLING OF
BUILDINGS	 $ 86 .5 $ 61 .0 $ 44 .9 $ 61 .2

AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL
PROCESS HEATING	 7 .8 5 .0 10 .3 7 .6

TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT AND
UTILIZATION	 11.5 7.2 9 .0 6 .0
SOLAR ELECTRIC APPLICATIONS 174 .9 105 .4 223 .8 150 .
FUELS FROM B100M-tASS	 9 .7 4 .5 17 .0 9 .

TOT: L SOL?R ENERGY
DEVELOPMENT	 $290 .4 $183 .1 $305 .0 $234 .6

Source : ERDA, FY 1978 Budget to Congress, Statistical
(January 17, 1977), p . 9 .

Highlights



E . Fusion

Of the total fusion budget, $304 .2 million ($370 .9 million)

or 71% (72%) is for magnetic confinement technology . The remaining

29% (28%) is for laser fusion R&D . The principal application of

the laser fusion technology is for military purposes, i .e . weapons

effects simulation, weapons physics modeling, and military power

systems .

F . Fission

As seen from Table 7, the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor

(LMMFBR) program budget is $736 .0 million ($854 .7 million) repre-

senting 53% (45%) of the fission energy budget (including Fuel Cycle

and Safeguards R&D) . The LhTBR program alone absorbs 24% (21%) of

the entire energy R&D budget of $3 .1 billion ($4 .0 billion) (Table 3) .

The rue gures are_ so tewaa= h! -her . c dden

	

the categcr_

"Nuclear Fuel Cycle and Safeguards R&D" are substantial suns directly

and indirectly supportive of the LMFBR program . Also the Environ-

mental Research and Basic Energy Sciences budgets should be pro-

rated among the various technologies . A significant fraction of

these Funds is identified with the nuclear programs, including

the L?-'FBR . All told, the LMFI3P program is allocated in excess of

one-fourth of all energy R&D funding for FY 1978 .

- 9 --

A second noteworthy feature of ERDA's proposed fission

energy budget is the launching of an essentially new and, if continued,

multi b.llion dollar program aimed

	

surporting duel reprocessing and
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TABLE7

FISSION ENERGY R&D

FY 1978 ERDA BUDGET TO CONGRESS
PROGRAM TOTAL (w/o Pending Supplementals)

(IN
FY77 ESTIMATE

MILLIONS)
FY7 8 ESTIMATE

B/A B/O B/A

	

B/O

LIQUID METAL FAST BREEDER REACTOR

LARGE PLANTS	 $ 7.8 $ 7 .5 $ 11 .0 $ 9 .8
CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REACTOR

PROJECT	 237 .6 171 .0 234 .8 231 .7
FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY . . . . 53 .9 51 .1 56 .6 54 .6
TEST FACILITIES	 93 .8 87 .7 111 .0 101 .0
SAFETY	 59.8 57 .0 125 .8 78 .9
ENGINEERED COMPONENTS	 50.1 53 .0 86 .9 67 .0
PHYSICS	 10.7 10 .5 12 .2 11 .9
MATERIALS	 11.4 11 .3 13 .7 12 .7
FUELS	 121.4 120 .8 162 .1 123 .4
REACTOR ANALYSIS	 16.5 15 .8 25 .3 22 .2
OTHER CAPITAL EQUIPMENT . . . . 22 .7 8 .5 9 .3 22 .8

TOTAL LIQUID METAL FAST
BREEDER REACTOR . . . . $68.5 .7 $594 .2 $854 .7 .$736 .0

NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE AND SAFEGUARDS
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

FUEL CYCLE RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

URANIUM RESOURCE ASSESSMENT $ 36 .0 $ 29 :.8 $ 64 .8 $ 54 .7
SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE 59 .0 52 .4 140 .0 105 .6
WASTE MANAGEMENT (COMMERCIAL) 87 .7 68 .1 175 .0 122 .0

TOTAL FUEL CYCLE RESEARCH
150 .3 379 .8 282 .3AND DEVELOPMENT . . .

	

182.7

U-235 PROCESS DEVELOPMENT . .

	

96 .4 77 .7 158 .7 120 .9

ADVANCED ISOTOPE SEPARATION
TECHNOLOGY	47 .2 42 .2 57 .1 51 .0

NUCLEAR MATERIALS SECURITY AND
SA EGUARDS	31 .4 29 .4 40 .7 36 .7
TOTAL NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE AND

SAFEGUARDS RESEARCH ANDn
$3 $299 $636 .3 490



TABLE7 - continued

FISSION ENERGY R&D

FY 1978 ERDA BUDGET TO CONGRESS
PROGRAM TOTAL (w/o Pending Supplementals)

(IN MILLIONS)
FY77 ESTIMATE

	

FY 78 ESTIMATE
B/A B/O

	

B/A

	

B/O

OTHER FISSION

WATER COOLED BREEDER REACTOR . . . $ 48 .9 $ 38 .3 $ 41 .6 $ 43 .6
GAS COOLED THERMAL REACTOR . . . . 16 .4 16 .1 17 .0 16 .0
GAS COOLED FAST BREEDER REACTOR . 13 .6 13 .1 16 .0 14 .0
LIGHT WATER REACTOR TECHNOLOGY . . 12 .5 10 .0 13 .0 11 .6
TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT AND

SPECIAL PROJECTS	 . 12 .9 11 .9 16 .1 14 .7
NUCLEAR ENERGY ASSESSMENTS . . 7 .7 6 .7 16 .3 12 .4
NRC SAFETY FACILITIES . . . . 28 .3 21.0 27 .8 22 .6

TOTAL OTHER FISSION . . .

	

. . : $140 .3 $117 .6 : .$147 .8 $1.34 .9
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plutonium recycling . Of ERDA's $379 . 8 million budget for Nuclear

Fuel Cycle R&D, at least $78 million is allocated to this new
10/

program .

For over a year the nuclear division at ERDA has been search

ing for a way to launch this new program of support for the back

(or plutonium) end of the nuclear fuel cycle . ERDA's plan stalled

temporarily last year when it became widely appreciated that the

technologies to be promoted by the plan would greatly increase the

risk of nuclear weapons proliferation by making plutonium, the

principal nuclear bomb material, far more accessible to both

national and subnational groups . Now, however, through some

twist of logic ERDA has succeeded in promoting its plan as an

antiproliferation measure . This disturbing conclusion is reflected

in the September 7, 1975, report of the r'7hite House Nuclear Policy

Review Group ("Fri Report"), which was stimulated by the growing

concern about the relationship between nuclear power and nuclear

proliferation . The Fri Report reportedly offered President Ford

two options, one of which called for the "contained spread of

reprocessing" and multibillion dollar federal support to assist

industry to gain experience with reprocessing and plutonium use .

This "contained spread" option (and not the alternative non-

rep ocessing option favored by arms control experts) was appar-

ently the one selected by President Ford in the closing days of

his Administration and has received strong support in the FY 1978

ERDA budget . The funds for alternative fuel cycle R&I) compare

so pitifully with those earmarked for reprocessing that the Arms

Control & Disarmament Agency's outgoing Chief remarked that the

Ford budget still followed "the traditional track we have been

pursuing for the last 20 years ." (See attached news reports .)

10/ Office of Management and Budget, Issues '78 (January 197 7),
~n
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One likely recipient of federal aid, should ERDA's program

be continued, is the Barnwell Nuclear Fuel Plant, a fuel repro-

cessing plant now being built near Barnwell, South Carolina, by

Allied Chemical, Gulf Oil and Royal Dutch/Shell . In terms of

required funding, the plant is about one-fourth finished and

Allied and its partners have asked the federal government to pay

the $750 million necessary to complete the facility .

II . Comparison With FY 1977 Budget

Unlike some other federal agencies, ERDA was permitted

substantial budget increase for FY 1978 . in terms of outlays

its proposed FY 1978 budget for Energy

a

PD&:D __s c573 million ha_•I,1-
-

than in FY 1977 . The rates at which its various energy programs

absorbed this increase is shown in the following table, the data

for which are taken from Table 2, above :

Table 8

100

of Increase

Conservation 2 .6%

Fossil 9 .6

Solar 8 .9

Geothermal 3 .3

Fusion 19 .0

Fission 56 .4

LAIFBR (24 .6)

Fuel Cycle and Safeguards (29 .1)

Other

	

s' , - ( 2 .6)
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As can be seen, nuclear fission programs absorbed over

half of ERDA's budget increase . New funding is thus not being

allocated preferentially to previously underfunded energy technology

such as conservation, solar and geothermal . Rather, new funding

is being absorbed predominantly by the established nuclear tech-

nologies .

More than anything else, the nuclear fuel cycle and the

LMFBR (breeder reactor) program are responsible for the increase

in fission reactor R&D funding . Fully 25% of the $573 million

increase in the budget for Energy RD&D goes to the LMF B R program

alone .

Both the Fast Flux. Test Facility (FFTF) and the Clinch

River Breeder Reactor (CRBR), the principal facilities of the

LMFBR program, continue to experience large cost overruns despite

continued assurances by ERDA officials that the previous estimates

were realistic . The FFTF,was authorized in 1966 at $87 .5 million .

It is now 5 years behind schedule. and additional delays are expected .

The latest GAO estimate of the cost of the FFTF program is $1 .153

billion, over 10 times the original estimate . Similarly, the

total CRBR cost was last officially placed at $1 .95 billion. In

1973 CRBR costs were estimated for Congress at $700 mi 1 lion .

III . Cuts in ERDA Division Requests for FY 1978

Table 9 presents information on the funding requested for

each ERDA program by the responsible division within EILA, the

ERDA request to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and the

President's request to Congress in his FY 1978 budget .

	

It is

very instructive to compare the varying degrees to which ERDA
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11/ Source : ERDA, FY 1978 Budget History ("Holifield") Tables :
Comparing Division Reauests With Requests Submitted To the Office
o_ Management and Budget and To the Congress .

12/

	

Excludes budget outlays for the Geothermal Resources Develop-
ment Fund (loan guarantees) which were reduced from $7 .1 million
(division and ERDA requests) to $163 .6

	

request) .

13/

	

The budget summary in the Holifield Tables is different from
the summary in the Statistical H4ghlights> The Holifl'e ld Tables
do not include U-235 Process Development, Advanced Isotope Develop-
ment or Nuclear Materials Security and Safeguards in this summary
estimate, accounting for the difference between $282 here and the
$490 .9 in Table 7 .

division requests were cut back during this Executive agency

review process . Table 10 presents percent cut back in the amount

sought by each ERDA program .

11/
Table 9

ERDA FY 1978 BUDGET REQUESTS

Budget Outlays ($ millions)
ERDA ERDA Pres .

Division Request Request
Program

	

Request To OMB To Congress

Conservation $238 $218 $140

Fossil 757 650 500

Solar 304 292 235
12/

Geothermal 96 96 68

Fusion 503 479 431

LMFBR 759 758 736
13/

Nuclear Fuel Cycle R&D 319 319 282
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Table 10

Program

	

% By Which Division
	Request Cut

Conservation 41

Fossil 34

Solar 23

Geothermal 29

Fusion 14

LMFBR 3

Nuclear Fuel Cycle R&D

	

12

As these figures indicate, all aspects of the ERDA energy

R&D program experience major cuts in program expectations except

the =FBR (fast breeder reactor) program . Budgetary constraints

on ERDA are thus being resolved by proceeding with the LMFBR pro-

gram and cutting back on other energy programs . These cutbacks

are particularly severe in the non-nuclear energy programs, par-

ticularly energy conservation . The severe cuts in funding for

energy conservation are particularly ironic in light of ERDA's

recent claims that conservation was being elevated to highest

priority . In short, given ERDA's priority commitment to the LMFBR

program, the tremendous costs and cost overruns of the LMFBR appear

to be cutting deeply into the funding available for developing

non-nuclear energy sources .
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The largest part of this expense, ac-
WASHINGTON, Jan . 16-An unusual coi:, er- ., .as President Ford's statement ;, cording to the analysis, is the $1.2 billion

analysis by the White House 0-fice of "chat the United States should no longer ; Me Federal Government plans to spend
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around the world would cost S2 .S billion I
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ptenor :a oF. Cheap Uranium Seen

	

This ealar_7ement is viewed as necessary
over the next three years.

	

Because of the anticipated shortage of mainly to discourage other nations from
The n-ojected expenditure spelled out cheap natural uranium and the planned feelingthey must build their own reproc-
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sttrred some obiections by officials within ha~ic fuel, the reprocessing of used rut- vceap .ns .
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The olarn to combat the proliferation I bren regarded as an essential element Another major part of the cost of the

of nuclear armaments was announced' in long-tern use of nuclear reactors . Ford Administration proposal is the S521

public!-.; by President Ford three days be- 1_c-ever . plutonium can a'so be used in :ri:!ion the Office of „tanageaneat and
fore the November election after a na ino nuclear wean-_-,,,,; .

	

;Budget estimated v'.-ould be required in

]em•thy and sometimes heated debate

	

?ccording to the analysis of the Office i the neat three years to develop a program
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nuclear advocates in the Energy Research C overnment action : required to carry nut! long_-terns disposal, of nuclear wastes .
and Development Administration a ;ainstlPresident Ford's policy would cost Sa3t' Like the President's policy statement
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White Muse budget officials have recon-,i
ihat President Ford approve - S12 million
for next yrar to help a private corpomhon co .urnZe
a nuclear fuel reprocessing p!ant in South C-i~!nna
that many authorities rerard as a white

The plant, located at Barn,Y ell . near Colurnbi -. . S .C . .
is dc&gnzd to process the highly
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fucl of nuclear power reactors by chemically
in ; plutonium and leftever uranium from it. T . :~ ?Iu-
tornurn and uranium could then be roe clod ins ncv-'

1reactur fuel .
I 0 ,., ,ncd by Allied General Nuclear Services .
joint venture of the Allied Citen cat Corp . 2 , id ;he
Macral Atomic Co. titsclf a subsidiary o MY 01 a%

Dutch Shell) . the plant is the only ene ;)" i -ii
kind in the United States Rely to br operatinz '..tc
next dccadc . The plant has cost 5270 million rust its
future is much in doubt .

Ind , 75 -,vy and government experts see the rcommmics
of such recycling as margina : at best. In HIM :he
prospect of a commercial plutonium industry We am ,

, abroad has brought fears that trade in nlutoniu :u may'
stimulate the spread of nuc:ear %%capons,
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