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Since the Plowshare Program was established in 1957 to investigate and
develop peaceful uses for nuclear explosives, a large number and variety
of applications have been suggested, As a result of the Plowshare research
effort, many suggestions have been discarded for technical reasons while
others have been more clearly identified as long-range possibilities re-
quiring still more data and further development, Other ideas have now been
sufficiently developed and offer enough promise to warrant the type of pilot-
scale or prototype experiment needed to obtain precise information in an
industrial framework, '

By the time such an experiment is seriously considered and proposed,
there is a need for some general economic appraisal of the potential value
of the application. In the course of research some economic information is
usually generated; however, for the most part, the AEC has relied primarily
on government agencies responsible for resource development and on industry
for information and general economic evaluations, As a result, this informa-
tion and analysis is scattered throughout different reports, and appraisals
have often been made on different bases and with different assumptions .and
resource information, Since a number of these applications are now approach-
ing a commercial technology level, it seems timely and desirable to make some
effort to collect this information, put it on as consistent a basis as possi-
ble, place it in the proper economic and resource perspective, and include
enough relevant technical and cost information about nuclear explosions,
their effects and associated operations, to permit a better and more detailed
analysis from an economic point of view,

To these ends, Mathematica Incorporated of Princeton, New Jersey, was
engaged to carry out this assignment. They have produced a series of
reports covering the various areas of application for peaceful nuclear
explosions and a general summary report., These reports are not intended to
be definitive economic analyses, since sufficient data is still not available
for such analysis. Rather, these studies are intended to serve as a begin-
ning point and a means of identifying on a consistent basis the range of
potential of the presently known, most promising applications. It is hoped
that they will serve as a useful guide for future economic studies, especially
by identifying key technical questions which affect the economics of the
applications, such as whether Lhe fractured area of o0il shale surrounding the
nuclear chimney can also be retorted. It is towards answering these key
technical questions that much research and development, including the design
of current experiments, is being devoted. Beyond the identification of key
technical questions, these studies attempt to define the controlling economic
parameters for the different applications, such as the diameter of explosives
and concomitantly the cost of very deep drill holes for the gas production
stimulation applications.

With the expectation that this information will be of general interest,
as well as a guide for the research of those working in Plowshare, the AEC
is pleased to make these reports available.

John S. Kelly, Director
Division of Peaceful
Nuclear Explosives
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However, the same application has attached to itself major technological
and engineering difficulties in the recovery process of shale o0il which
~will have to be solved. The report concludes that the main U.S. depdsits
of oil shale in the Green River Formatioﬁ will be recoverable only by
nuclear explosives to -any significant extent.

The stimulation of natural gas and oil fields by nuclear
explosives was found to be the most straightforward and direct application
of completely contained underground nuclear. explosions. The additional
resources made recoverable by this technique will add significantly to
known U.S. .recoverable resources of natural gas and, potentially, crude
oil. With present expectations and present costs of the nuclear technology,
it is estimated that unproductive, tight gas formations can be operated
economically by this technology. With experience and technological
advances in this field, and implied cost reductions, this technology could
recover economically a significantly larger amount of natural gas
resources than is the case at present.

The application of nuclear -explosives to mining operations was
found to be economically feasible if applied to large deposits and at larger
yields. Again, substantial additions to economically recoverable U. S,
resources, for example in éopper, will be made if this technology is
developed. - The uncertainties of the processes after the nuclear detonation
takes place were again found to be of major significance in determining
the exact economic benefits. At present, only verﬁr particular ore
deposits would satisfy the very strict technological requirements for
economic production of ores, using nuclear explosives.

@
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Cratering with nuclear explosives in earth moving projects
is the most fascinating application the public associates at present
with the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives. The potential uses of this
technology are of a scale and scope which with conventional means
cannot be realized today except at prohibitive costs. The nuclear
cratering technology opens up a new set of tools with which the landscape
of the earth can be deliberately transformed within a short time to suit
economic and teghnical requirements, foi' example, the creation of new,
artificial harbors at locations chosen by man, the construction of sea
level, isthmian canals, the diversion and rerouting of rivers or complete
river systems, the cutting of mountain passes, and so on. Cratering with
nuclear explosions implies considerable economies of scale: the higher
.the yield, the larger the scope of the project, the more significant are
the economies the nuclear technology will yield over any conventional
means.

The considerations of safety are set forth in a separate chapter
and reflect the present state of the art and the considerations
given to it by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. It may prove, after
experience and confidence in the new technology have been gained, that
nuclear explosives will be ai)plied on a much larger scale and a variety
of other projects which at present are exclucied a pfiori due to the lack
of information and lack of public confidence. These potential additional
benefits were discarded in the present report; but as with the peaceful
application of chemical high explosives, unthinkable as to their scope and
scale of applications only a century ago, nuclear explosives might prove

of similar benefit in these other, added fields of application.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

PLOWSHARE is a code word used by the Atomic Energy Commission
to describe a program for the use of nuclear eXplosions for pcaceful pur-
poses. It is part of the general program to use peacefully the power re-

. siding in the atom. Reactors use it in a controlled release of energy.
Plowshaie, however, embodies the idea to control the uncontrolled release
.occurring in the form of explosions of widely different magnitude. It may
at first seem contradictory to ""control the uncontrolled, ' but we are fairlyv
familiar with this effort in a more conventional form: in mining, road
building, construction, and many other uses we constantly set off chemical
explosions of varying degree in order to obtain effects which would be very
hard, time consuming, and expensive, if not impossible, to obtain other-
wise. We have become accustomed to setting off such explosions and;when
they first became possible, they were quickly recognized for what they
represented, namely, to facilitate the exploitation of resoﬁrces and the
accomplishment of work on which technical and economic progress depended.
The new power given to the human race through peacefully intended chemi-
cal explosions under circumstances over which one could exercise control
was hailed as a great step forward, although the dangers inherent in this

application were also recognized, There were at first many accidents,



most of them due to inappropriate and uncautious handling of the explosive
material, but the inherent dangers were overcome and completely over-
shadowed by the ';mmensg advantages obtained from the sudden energy
release., As more and more applications occurred, dangers were drasti-
cally reduced so that at presént among the thousands upon thousands of
conventional explosions set off annually all over the world, the number of
accidents is reduced to a level which does not exceed. the accident rate
found acceptable in other industrial processes, Quite on the contl;ary,
because of the awareness of the danger, their rate is probably smaller
!than in ‘some other industrial activities,

For every new technological advance, there are advantages and
there are costs to pay. When the advantages are striking, one is willing
to accept significant costs. Sometimes significant costs are indirect,
consisting in effects which had not been considered at the time of the
introduction of the technology. This happened, for example, with the
automobile which we now know produces, in large quantities, poisonoﬁs
gases that have several adverse health effects upon millions and millions
of people. On the other hand, when the railroads were introduced,' medi-
cal authorities as well as the general public feared bad consequences for
the health of passengers; it was believed that the human body would not be '
able to stand being transported at speeds of 15 to 20 miles per hour with-
out s;iffering grave physiological damage., It was even proposed that solid
fences be erected on both sides of the railway so that the passengers would

2



be Spared the devastating influences upon themsbelves of tfxe fast b.};-rushing
landécape. Thus, in both reépects one has been wrong: 1in the first case
in not estimating the dangers properly, in the second assuming dangelrs
which were nonexistent.

Léoking at nﬁciear explosions, it is certainly clear that déngers
associéted with them have nof been minimized; if at ail,: they have been
exaggerated. In rﬁany circles the idea prev.ails that any nuclear explosion
is an unlimited catastrophé. That this view is false is ’easily demonstrated
by the fact- that in the last twenty years hundreds of nuclear éxplosions have
been set off abovegrouna and underground in the U, S, ,. the U S.S.R,, and
elsewhere W'ithout.any kﬁown accidents of any kind whatsoéver attributable
to these explosions themselves.

The projects that can now already be envisaged as possible‘.uses of
nuclear explosives By means of Plowshare operations, can be classified
into two categories.

1. The first group of projects are cheager.to carry out than be
conventional methods, which is to say, by methods restricted to the use
of chemical explosions; besides, all these nuclear projects are less time-
consuming by orders of rhagnitude than done otherwise.

2. Certain projects ére conventionally ""unattainable, ' which is to
say, the costs to be incurred would be infinite., They are, obviously, also

faster to attain than otherwise.



In the first category Plowshare does what can also be done other-
wise, but Plowshare can do it cheaper usualiy by orders of magnitude. In
the second category, the ""impossible' is becoming accessible., If the cost
reductién in the first category is very sig'nif'icant, as indeed will be the
case, for example in the construction of canals, a strong motivation for
using the new technology is present, If the value of the otherwise unattain-
able projects is high, then clearly this is a further substantial strength-
ening 'of the motivation for the use of the new means.

The extent of Plowshare operations reaches from primitive earth-
moving applications to thé production of isotopes and the sophisticated
opening up -of resources which though known to exist cannot be reached
otherwise, In all cases the consequences will be of a very far-reaching
nature and have to be examined and estimated in as precise a manner as
possible at this stage of our knowledge. For example, a bour;tiful supply
of isotopes, to be created in subterranean, explosively created cavities,
can advance technical knowledge and especially the medical art in a very
vital manner, Earthmoving of tremendous dimensions may go on with a
speed hitherto unimaginai)le. Resources and treasures deeply locked in
the earth may become available in such quantities that the economic struc-
ture of individual countries and the balance of nations among each other
éduld be profound1y4affected.4 |

The economic problem is generally one of allocating resources in
short supply in such a manner that a well-defined opt‘imux;n of results is

4



assured. It is therefore a question whgther the supply of explosive devices
is short or, correspondingly, what their price would be, relative to the
advantages which can be obtained from their uses., This is an important
consideration which indeed raises fundamental questions, but at the present
state of the art one rather has to face a more general problem of decision-
making, namely, to settle whether or not the new technology shall be used
at all.

Costs, at least direct costs, are usually eésier to determine than
benefits, This is true, in particular, if the former should be expressible
in numbers and the latter can be given more in the form of generally ex-
pressed advantages of a broad nature, accruing to many over long periods
of time., 1f, however, we consider, as consider we must, among costs
alSo indirect costs, the problém becomes immediately still more compli-
cated. Indirect costs are often hard to face and difficult to allocate.

Regarding the general decision whether or not to use Plowshare at

all, a point worth mentioning is of historical nature: no new technology

that has ever become available to man has been rejected. There some-

times have been delays in time, and th'e're often was a great deal of initial
opposition, occasionally even of an ideological nature. Difficulties arose,
partly because of the inherent dangers, as they were understood at the time
of the introduction, partly because of the known or assumed direct and
indirect effects, not only or even primarily upon the new industries and
activities. Sometimes the evolution of a new technology depended on the

5



availability of new materials which could only be developed over time,
But sooner or later the new devices were accepted and were introduced on
a large scale.

In general one can say that the use of a new technology was essen-
tially due to private initiative., But as regards Plowshare,private industry
alone, unaided and u.ncontrolied by government, can never make use of the
new possibilities. This constitutes a novel fact which has to be carefully
weighed. The state will always have to be present when a nuclear explo-
sion is being set off, no matter how limited its use may be. In fact, no
one else but the Atomic Energy Commission will ever be allowed to deto-
nate a Plowshare device in the United States, Therefore a new form of
public-private investment relationship arises; indeed, there are already
several promising beginnings of this natufe involving close cooperation
between the government and private industry, espécially in the field of gas
stimulation.

It is clear that no matter what the price of the fissionable material
be, the state will reserve the right to accept or reject an intended use, if
only for reasons of séfety or security. Once approved, further influence
is possible by variation of the price; but as later chapters in this report
will indicate, the advantages of using nuclear explosioné are in most
instances as such that even considerable variations in price would
not  offset the economic benefits to be obtained in certain applications.
There is thus a very strong motivation for using Plowshare operations,

6



and the other parts of this report will indicate wherc? at present the prin-
cipal uses lie and what their characteristics are,

While it does not necessarily follow from the historical evidence
that any future new possible technology will actually be used, the probability
that this will happen is very great. For Plowshare, however, it will be
necessary to find new forms of cooperation between private industry and-
the government, but this will not be too. difficult as the illustrations of the
principal Plowshare applications liAsted and discussed below will indicate.
The government's involvement will vary significantly from a minimum,
as perhaps in mining, to a very considerable degree when, for example,
the construction of a new canal connecting the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans
is considered. In fact, in the latter case, which is one of the most im-
pressive and immediate probable uses of Plowshare, not only one but
several governments are involved simultaneously. Other technologies
such as air traffic, railroad traffic, road traffic, etc., all started out
with almost no regulations or very few; gradually by {rirtue of their dimen-
sions and of the speeds involved the government was bréught into greater
contact with the new fields as a regulatory force, Here, however, the
government has to be concerned from the outset.

It should be clearly understood that Plowshare is not concerned
with glight, only margi'nal improvements of known procedures. Plowshare
makes desirable changes in our environment possible that could not be

contemplated before. It abbreviates the time needed to carry out projects:

7



All this by orders of magnitude. There are not many occasions in the

history of technology where similarly big, discrete steps have been taken,
It would be deosirable to order the various projects to be discussed .
in the following chapters according to feasibility and economic importance
viz. their benefits, but we do not do this at present. " One reason is that
in order to do it competently more information is needed which can only .
be provided by additional experiments. KEach one of these will provide
firmer ground for such rankings, When many experiments are called for
and these are more costly than the available funds, then also the experi-
ments have to be ranked, which ranking would depend on the presumptive
addition to our knoWledge, to the future economic advantage of the most
importaﬁt particular project to be advanced by the results of the experi-
ment etc, Such ranking encounters therefore the same kind of difficulty
as the one mentioned above. Fortunately it is quite clear, at tbe present
time, that the most important experiments are financially provided for
and merely await a green light in order to be executed. They will, in par-
ticular, provide invaluable information for cratering applications of
Plowshare, where experimental data are most urgently needed, Cratering,
as it will be seen, is one area where Plowshare can make perhaps its most
dramatic and economically most significant contributions to welfare.
Decisions, which projects to execute and to what extent to pursue
them, whether these decisions are made by the government or by industry
or in cooperation with each other, fall clearly into a wide category of

8



problems studied at present intensively in advanced modern economics,
This is the field of "decl'ision making under uncertainty."” In strictly
deterministic situations there is virtually nol other problem except that
of setting preferences and then matching the means to these in an optimal
manner. But when uncertainty enters, as enter it must, basically new '
phenomena appear, especially when uncertainty gov;erns inputs as well

as outputs and when conflicting interests of several participants are
present.

This report does not examine these issues, To do so first the
groundwork has to be laid and this is what the present work tries to ac- ..
complish.

It is desirable to list some of the indirect benefits and indirect
costs of Plowshare applications,

Benefits: The side effects of a new technology are very hard to
estimate, but it is clear that, considering for example a new canal be-
tween thé Atlantic and Pacific, the following indirect bénefits would occur:
not only larger ships already in existence, which are now unable to pass
through the Panama Canal, could use the ne\.v facility at sea level; in fact,
much bigger ships than at present envisaged could be constructed. This
would in particular be the case if at the same time, by means -of nuclear
explosives, new harbors could be opened in critical places throughouf the
world, Their location, of course, is a difficult problem which will have
to take into consideration probable trade routes due to demand from heavy

9



~population areas; whether new harbors can safely be made in economically
convenient. places because of low population density; the availability of
raw matérials to be brought from one place to another where their con-
sumption is assured, ‘etc. From the appeararce of new trade routes,
indirect benefits always radiate in - many directions - which cannot be spe- .
cifically foreseen at the time when the opportunity for new traffic flows is
being created. The considerable lowering of transport costs implied would
make many heavy industries less bound to' their raw material bases, a
trend which is already effective in the steel industries of e.g., Italy and
Japan. The new opportunities this opens for the creative talents of many
regions cannot be doubted, but in quantitative terms they are hard to
measure.

Similar considerations apply to the creation.of new water resources
which also would have most diverse consequences for agriculture and in-
dustry. For certain regions in the world the availab'il‘itsr of water might
bring profound modifications of pqlitical economic circumstances. Most
Plowshare operations, especially earthmoving, would primarily concern
and interest underdeveloped countries where earthmoving is now being
carried out-in very primitive fashion and where the tremendous transition
from hand operations to the immense 'power.of nuclear explosives, bypass-
ing the intermediary state of conventional eéxplosives, is now possible.
This is a step of such magnitude that entirely new dimensi‘ons of economic
activity in those countries have to be viewed., There is also the shortening
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of time to be considered, which cannot easily be calculated in terms of
dollars and cents.

If it should become a concern of a government, for example that of
the United States, the indirect consequences of Plowshare could even lead -
to the condition that the United States could free herself from present
dependeéence on certain foreign resources, say of oil, copper, etc., since
it woﬁld now become possible to utilize thus far inaccessible resources of
this type available within the territory of the United States itself.

Costs: Indirect costs are also manifold but can be estimated and
normally can be controlled. For example, there are social dislocations.
If a canal is to be built between Atlantic and Pacific Océans, population
may have to be moved from the region where this canal is going to be es-
tablished, But such population movements would have to occur even when
no nuclear explosives are considered. They may merely have to be some-
what larger. Thus, not all the consequences of the use of Plowshare are
to be attributeéd to the fact that nuclear explosives are involved rather than
chemical. Some of the dislocations may be strictly temporary. Another
aspect is the possible destruction of landscape, the consequent r‘xeekd for
using resources for landscaping etc. But the same problem arises with
conventional strip mining or canal construction operations which have been
carried on for many decades and where now a control over the landscape
destruction is also being imposed. Furthermore, there are indirect
effects on world markets, some of which are perhaps unfavérable for other
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countries, This would be the case, for example, if Plowshare were to be
used primarily for strictly political reasons, in order to increase the
supply of some raw material in the United States which at present is being
_imported from abroad. Finally, there are political difficulties which have
to be faced; however, most of these arise because of an inadequate under-
standing of the potential an'd actual benefits to be derived from Plowshare
which easily offset the difficulties associated with this new technology.

An important question is whether the intlfoduction of the Plowshare
technology into the economic system and the further direction of efforts
within Plowshare will be decided by a straightforward estimate of bene-
fits and costs and, having established'the respective overall benefits to the
U. S. and individual industries, whether it will be left primarily to indi--
vi;_iua]. firms to develbp this technology in their particular field, The ques-
tions of risk and uncertainty are singularly important when dealing with
this particular technology. Risk arises frém the known probability dis-
tributions of various costs and benefits, while uncertainty, refers to '
economic events, the possible occurrence of which is not known so that
probabilities could be attached to them at present,

Aside from these issues which still fall within the scope of cost-
benefit analysis, the question as to the "mafketability" of the Plowshare
technique raises further issues: applications of Plowshare shots in copper
. mining, in situ oil shale recovery, gas stimulation etc., may be economic
once the technique and uncertainties attached to it aré resolved. But are
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the potential benefits large enough to stimulate the active interest of ‘any
given indusgry or, more specifically, of a particular firm?

The potential demand generated by various industries and the
companies comprised in them 1s a function of the price of the good offered.
As the demand is generated by each industry, we oBtain the demand at any
given price by adding the individual industry demands at the respective
prices. If we represent in a diagram both individual and aggregate de-
mands, this procedure, in itself correct, leads to a ""horizontal' aggrega-
tion of demand functions or, more precisely, an aggrégation in the

direction of demand, with demand on the abscissa and price on the ordinate.

A Figure 1.1
price of
explosives
P
A
0 Number of explosives in KT

As a measurement of the overall benefit to the '""consumers' of the good
we may use the area under the aggregate demand function and any given
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price, this benefit is also referred to as '"consumer's rent" and corre-
sponds to the shaded area above the price line PP in Figure 1.1. ‘The
benefit to the -individual industries is similarly measured by the area under
the individual demand functions and the given price. Given the benefit to
the industries we would, on these grounds‘, expect sufficient initiative to
develop to realize this new good or technology.

The preéeding line of thought would be correct if Plowshare were
already an established, available technique offered--due to its special as-
ﬁects--solely by government agencies, so that single firms could not at
given costs and expected bene‘ﬁts, develop their demand for nuclear explo-
sives,

This, however, is not yet the case in our particular problem:
Today the A, E,C., --though already in participation with private industry--
is still in the process of developing this technique for various applications.
The ""marketable'’ good to be offered has in many ways yet to be developed;
nuclear explosives, ranging in yield from a few KT to several MT and
their role within the production process of various other goods still is the
subject of current research and, hopefully, of still more extensive re-
search in the future. The development of this new technique has, at
present, all the aspects of a collective goods case: i.e., irrespective of
whether industry A or B or ... Z decides to cooperate and to go
ahead in their particular field or not, benefits of Plowshare will ultimately,
at least to a large part, accrue to all poséible fields of applications, One

industry or even one single firm (e.g., El Paso Natural Gas Company in

14



the case of gas stimulation (cf below pp. 99-124 ) may be the one to incur
the substantial first development risks, and those who follow will benefit
from the experience of the initiates.

The principal benefit being a collective one there arises another
peculiarity: even if during the developmental phase of Plowshare the
technology--still being tested--would not achieve immediate economic
profitability, because of the inherent risk and uncertainty, the expected
overall benefits warrant and justify further experiments by the gov?rnment.

To illustraté: Given two industries Where the new technology can
be applied and given their individual demand functions for that particular
technology we now have to aggregate the benefit demand curve vertically.
This divergence from the former case is justified when we observe that
‘irrespecti\fe of -which firm demands 1, 2, or X numbers of experimental
nucleé; expiosions, the benefits of the knowledge gained in developing the
new technique invariably accrue to both industries. Thus, if one c_>f the
industries decides to acquire the ''product, ' this automatically also satis-
fies the potential ""demand'' made by other industries. In non-~cooperative
situations the costs of satisfying the demand of third industries would be
-pa'id for by one industry alone, inhibiting irripiicitly the development of
such a new technology. There may even arise the situation, where none
of the individual industries sees an adequate potential of a new technology
in its o% field as to warrant its development though on a national (or
worldwide) level the development of the new technology would be very
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beneficial. This discrepancy between individual benefits and capabilities
and national interests and benefits tends to become large when the number

of potential applications increases,

Figure 1.2

price or
benefit

Aggregate demand

Curve-collective goods
(Plowshare)

Pl 3

3
0 Number of experimental nuclear explosions

Figure 1.2 illustrates the simplest case, dealing with two industries,
As against Figure 1.1 the reader will note that the demand curves for the
new technology are now aggregated vertically; the overall benefit curve of
developing the new technology is arrived at by adding the benefits of the
individual industries and firms. The reason for this procedure is that,
once the technological capability has been> demonstrated, all concerned
industries will benefit from this, irrespective of their participation in that
program or not; therefore the name ''collective good.'" In Figure 1.2
D;D; and D,D, show the benefits of their collective good to industry 1 and
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2, P Py show two different prices (development costs) for this collec-

a’
tive good, Bl’ B, and A show the maximum benefit to be derived from
this technique by industry 1, industry 2, and within the whole economy.
Again the aggregated demand curve is sloping downward as at lower
development costs (prices for nuclear explosive experiments) more and
more individual firms would go ahead with their own experimental pro-
grams, increasing thereby the demand for such shots, 'and vice versa,

If the development cost of the Plowshare technology per experiment
(Pa’ Py etc.. along price-benefit axis) is less than .thé benefits of at least
one industry, that is less than B2 in Figure 1.2, then the structure of the
benefits would be such that at least one industry is interested in develop-
ing that technique (Plowshare) all on its own. In that case Plowshare
techniques may be realized based on the interest of single industries alone.

If, however, the costs to develop the new technique, the costs per
experimental program are larger than the benefits each single industry
can derive from it, then still a case for developing this technology (collec-
tive good) can be made: in case the developmental costs are less than
the overall benefits from this collectivé good (Case Pb) it is still in the
national interest to have this technique developed, even though from any
particular industry development cost will be regarded as excessive and
no individual demand will develop. Examples of such collective goods are

easily listed: a missile defense system, solar orbital programs, and .
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many others. The aggregate benefit ’to be realized by such a development .
may still out\}veigh its costs, often by a wide margin,

Finally, if the costs of the development program (i.e. the price
of the collective good) exceed not only individual but also aggregate demand
benefit functions, then Plowshare should not be developed. An identical
argument applies to the various firms within one induetry- and' we do not .
have to repeat this analysis.

A general conclusion to be d'rawn from this is rather surprising:
if one and the same aggregate demapd curve results in one case from a
few large industries and/or companies while in another case'it results
from adding the demand of many small enterprises, the prospects of intro-
ducing a new technology with identical overall benefits will seriously be
affected by the specific number of industries or firms interested in that
technology. When identical overall benefits are to be distributed over an
increasing number of beneficiaries,the probability that the development
of such a new technology will take place is diminished, assuming that one
has to rely on individual interests and assuming constant development
costs. Another area of concern is the problem of pricing: if the govern-
ment controls a considerable part of the coste of such developments, and.
the benefits to the whole economy of such a program have been established,
should those costs be held reasonably low, even below the overall costs
to the Government, in order to encourage initiative by individual industries?
All these issues give rise to a series of problems of a theoretical nature
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which still a{ava‘it an adequafe, perhaps game theoretical, analysis. The
preceding analysis was in a very compressed form. Further elaboration
of the theoretical aspects will be presented in-a subsequent report. . -

It is important, however, to realize that a proper -evaluation of:
future Plowshare applications demands a broadening of experimental
evidence. Economic and political evaluations of different Plowshare pro- -
grams have to rest on a firm and broad basis of well designed and well
interpreted experiment’s.‘

The subsequent analysis of particular ‘industry interests in this
report indicates the desirability of further development of Plowshare be-
it on a national, on an industry, or an individual firm basis.

In the present report only such projects were analyzed which at
present are seriously considered to be of immediate relevance and which
are technologically far enough advanced to allow at least some economic:
analysis of their potential. Ma-tny other processes can be conceived of,
utilizing nuclear explosives at some stage. Such projects will necessarily
be developed at some later -stage if first nuclear explosives prove to be
feasible in the areas analyzed in this study. Still, the presAent analysis
shows that already a vast variety of potential processes are quite tech-
nologically advanced and that it is already difficult to get an overall view
of the technical and economic aspects of each single process. This general

report is itself a summary of conclusions arrived at in five specfal reports,
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and tries to give some relative weight to each of these fields of applications,
Much work remains to be done, but the foundation for it has been laid.

There is reason to be confident that Plowshare techniques will in
the future be employed with cox'lsiderable economic bénefits, provided that
only economic factors are at work and no other influences delay the peace-
fﬁl application of this new technolqu. The benefits lost to the U. S. and
other countries in renouﬁcing or ;'lelaying this potential development can
easily be inferred from the individual potential.benefits to be derived from ‘
various Plowshare applications.

Even if Plowshare should be rejected for the immediate future, the
needs of the human race, in view of its vast and rapid increase in numbers
and the developing shortages of resources accessible by conventional
means eventgally will force the use of this technoldgy upon the world.

Long before this point is reached,the interest of other countries,
especially of many underdeveloped nations, will have been aroused, for
which there are alfeady now many indications. The President of the United
States has declared in 1967: ''"The United States is prepared‘ to make avail-
able nuclear explosive services for peacéful purposes on a nondiscrimina-
tory basis under app'ropriate international safeguards."*In order to make
such services available to the rest of the world,it is obviously necessary
first to lay a firm experimen;:al basis at home and to make such applica-
tions of this new technology as recommend themselves. In this matter

there exists, indeed, a certain urgéncy: the Plowshare technology is

*Message by President JohnSon sent to the Disarmament Conference in Geneva,
.New York Times, February 22, 1967,
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available to any nuclear power., All of them have an interest to apply to it
theif own needs and to enter the international arena. The U. S. is, to the
.best of our knowledge, far ahead in the development of the new techr;oiogy
but ‘may lose this ‘important position rapidly unless:the additional work is

pushed with vigor.
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Chapter 2
PHENOMENOLOGY OF UNDERGROUND NUCLEAR

EXPLOSIONS

There are basically'two typeé of underground nuclear eixplosions
currently being invéstigated uhder the Plowshare vProgr‘a'm: First, are
the contained explosions which are >thos'e that are detonated at such a depth
that the force of the explosion does not breach the surface ‘_aind, in most
media, create an underground cavity or columnar-shaped chimney of bro-
ken and crushed rock; and second, are the cratering, or excavation explo-
sions, which occur not-so deeply so that the force of the explosion not only
fractures and crushes the overlying material but also‘ throws it upvyard and
but'creating a crater. |

For pﬁrposes of discussion an uhderground nuclear explosion can be
divided into four phases. Phases one andntv.v_o are common to both contained
and ératering detonations. Phases three an‘d four d‘iffelr for each type of.
ex'plosion. The following discussion is based on A M. Piper and F. W
Stead [1] and G. W. Johnson and G. H. Higgins [ 74].
2.1 TﬂE FOUR PHASES OF FNUC;LEAR EXPLOSIVE EFFECTS

”During bhase ohne of either a contained or cratering explosion, the ‘
explosioﬁ's fotal énérgy is released in less than one miérosecond. The
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explosion and the resulting high intensity shock wave vaporize the materials
which originally encased the nuclear explosive as well as some of the sur-
rounding medium in which the explosive is' emplaced. As a result of the
vaporization of this material, and the impact of the shock wav'e:or; the sur-
rounding medium, al spherical ce-wity is created. This ca’vilt"y is filled with
very hot gase_.s ;;vh‘ich exert intense préssures on the surroux'1di"n'g~ ;'ock
éausing’ the cAavity to expand,

During the second phase, the shock wave moves out rad'iafl& from the
explbsion, vaporizing, melting, crushing, cfacking, and displacing the .
medium in tul;n. The wave reaches the surface of the ground vé‘ry rapidly,
whereupon it is reflected back down: as a rafefaction wave. Thes.e stresses
cause the upper layers of the overly'ing rock to separate' and move ﬁpward- -
this effect is called '"'spalling.'" |

The initial gas-filled cavity continues to expand melting more of the
surrounding rock material which lines the bérders of the cavity. This con-
centric shell of molten material is an interface between the r'ock‘ beyond the
shell and the gas sphere \;vhich keeps expanding until the press'ure exerted
by the expanding -gas is counterbalanced by the pressure of the surrounding
rock (overburden pre.ssure mainly). The radioactive materials created in
the explosion are contained in the gas at the initial stages of the explosion.
As the sphere cools, the refractory nuclides begin to condense out in the
molten rock shell surrounding the gas sphere. The deformation of the sur-
rounding rock may affect up to three times the radius of th'e cévity formed

by the gas sphere (see Figure 2.1).
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At this point, different phenomena assume importance depending 6n
.thg‘. depth., In a contained explosion, phase three begins after the pressure
of.”the gas spheré has been balanced by the surrounding medium (or after
crater:'mg occurs), the gas sphere cools down, and the molten rock accumu-
lates at the bottom of the cavity. Most of the refractory nuclides, about
65 to 80 per.cent or more of the radioactive elements created, t;ecome
trapped in this congealing rock,

During phase four of a contained explosion, the cavity begins to cool
causing the pressure to drop. If the roof of the cavity is not strong enough
to support the overlying material, it will start to collapse. This collaps-
ing rock fills the cavity with blocks and pieces of broken rock. The collapse
progresses upward forming a cylindrical chimney of broken rock., In a
hard rock, such as granite, this broken material occupies more space than
does the same amount of unbroken rock; this phenomenon‘is referred to as
"bulking.' The collapse continues until a point is reached where the over-
lying rock is either supported by the collapsed‘and broken rock or the re-
maining arch is small enough to support itself so that it no longer collapses.
After the collapse ceases, the 'iniltial volume of the cavity is found to be
distributed in the volume of the voids between the blocks of rubblé in the
chimney. 1In a loose rock, such as desert alluvium, there is usually no
bulking and the collapseA may proceed upwafd until the surface is reached;

a surface; collapse forms a subsidence crater which will have approximately
the same apparent volum‘e as the original underground cavity..
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.. Phases three-and:four in the cratering event will lead to the throw-
out and crater formation,  In pﬁase ‘three of a cratering explosion, the shock
wave which the explosion generates in the surrounding rock plays an impor-::
tant role, When it reaches the surface of the ground, it causes the upper
layers of the material to spall-off (break away) forming a dome on the sur-
face. -At this more shallow depth, the rarefaction wave, which is r~ef1e'c.téd
back down, reaches the cavity while it is still expanaing, reducing some of
the overburden pressure; and thus allowing the gas within the cavity to
start' expanding preferentially in the upward direction. As the gases expand
upward, 'th‘é surface is pushed upward and out until the dome is breachek':l and
the gases begin to leak into the air. With the rapid release of the gases,< the
pressure thrusting the rock upward is r.ler_no_ved. The rock and debris con-
tinue to move u‘b and out, traveling along curved flight paths, or trajectories
to be deposited on the ground. In phase four of a cratering detonation at the
optimum depth, the particle trajectories are such fhat abbut h'alf of this
mat:er'ial falls back into the crater and the remainder-:f.alls on the surface of
the ground around the crater. The optimum depth of burial for an explosion
~of a given &ield is that depth which results in the maximum apparent (or
visible) crater dimensions. If the explosive is buried shallow or deeper
than the optimum, the depth and/or diameter of the crater will be smalier.’

A~fte1_' the chimney or crater has been fo'rmed and the gléss melt
and the rocks cool off, the long term phase of temperature diss;ipation and
nuclide decay sets in. Phases three and four may overlap.
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It has been discovered by analyzing pé.st cratering experiments that
the thain mechanism in forming a crater in alluvium is the push of the gases
expanding upward. This is partially due to the fact that alluvium has a
higher water content 'than‘hard, dry rock., The water in the alluvium around
the explosion is vaporized and adds t;o the"gas pressure exerted during the
cavity expansioﬁ phaée.- In hard, dry rock, such as basalt, the main cra-
tering nieéhanism_appears to be the upward velocity given the rock by the
_shock and refraction waves from tﬁe explési'on. Thus, the water content,
or hydrogen cohtenf in general, of thg surroundingv mve‘('i'ium is a very
important fa..céor 'in'predi.cting the exact dimensions of 'both'cratering ahd

contained explosions.
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Chapter 3

COSTS AND DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS |

OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS

Nuclear explosions are basically cheap, compact, powerful
sources of energy. Just how inexpensive energy from a nuclear explosion
is cofnpared to other energy sources is illustrated by(Table 3.1. The
problem confronting Plowshare is how to apply this powérful energy source
effectively and economically in peaceful applications. One may say,
broadly speaking, that the economics of Plowshare projects is based on
the potential cost differential in producing, transporting, and emplacing a
nuclear explosive as against~an equivalent conventional explosive energy
source.

The energy or yield of a nuclear explbsive is méasuied in terms of
the amount of TNT required to release an equivalént amount of energf i.e.,
a 10 KT nuclear explosive releases the same amount of energy as 10, 000
tons of TNT. | |

The main outward effect of fission or fusion reactions is the release
of a substantial amount of energy. This energy release is proportional to
the number of fissions or fusions of nuclei. The fission of one nucleus
produced 179 Mev. (of 2.86 x 104 ergs each, s.ee Table 3.2) of energy, in
the form of kinetic energy of fission particles, the energy of fast neutrons
and gamma radiation [ 35]. With thisA energy is as sociated an additional

amount of 10% of energy released in fissions in the form of residual
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Table 3.1--Comparative Energy Costs

Energy Source Cost Per Million (106) Btu
2 Megaton thermonuclear '

explosive $ 0.075
Lignite : | : | . 0.14 - 0.17
Soft coal . v 0.15 - 0.20
Natural ‘gas | _ 0.20 - 0.15
Water power 0. 89
Gasoline : | 1.50
Electricity ($0. 006 /kwh) 1.78
Ammonium nitrate 4.50

10 Kiloton thermonuclear
explosive 8.75

TNT ’ 125. 00

SOURCE: Atomic Energy Commission
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radiation, about 22 Mev per fission. Three fourths of this residual
radiation energy is converted into h‘eat [ 35].

The fusion of one nucleus of H2 (deuterium) rel.eases about one-
tenth of the energy of a fission reaction, 95% of the energy being released’
instantaneously [ 36] . Explosive energy releases can be also obtained
from certain chemical reactions, mainly trinitrqtolugn’e ('I‘NT:),_ ammonium

nitrate, fuel oils, and some other chemicals.

Table 3.2--Equivalents of 1 KT of TNT

1. Comple'teAfission of .056 kg (= 56 grams) of U235 or equivalent in
another fissionable material. o

2. Fission of 1.45 x 10%% nuclei.
3. Fusion of 1.45 x 102'4 nuclei of H2 and H3 (= deuterium and tritium).

4. 10'2 calories.

5. 4.2 x 1019 ergs.
6. 1.15 x 106 kilowatt hours.
7. 4.0x 109 British thermal units (Btu).

SOURCE Johnson et al. » ""Underground Nuclear Detonations, ' Journal
of Geophys1ca1 Research, Vol 64, 10, 1959.

Thus, .056 kg of U235 contain a potential energy equivalent of
i, 000 metric tons of TNT. Howevef, the cost of a 10 KT nuclear explosive
device is about $350, 000, whereas the cheapest chemical high explosive
material (ammonium nitrate and fuel 0il) would cost more than $700, 000
at an equivalent 10 KT yield and, finally, 10 KT of TNT would cost about
$5,000, 000 for the material alone. Moreover, the nuclear explosive of that

yield would be about 100, 000 times smaller. -
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In determining the direct cost of a nuclear explosion, a number
of factors must be considered: the cost of the nuclear explosive itself,
emplacement costs, and transportation charges.

In order to provide some guidance to industry in making estimates
to compare the costs of nuclear and conventional techniques for accom-
plishing a proposed project, the AEC, in May of 1964, announced projected
charges for thermonuclear explosives,which charges are expected to apply
particularly for excavation applications (see Figure 3.1). Potential users
can figure for planning purposes on a charge of about $350, 000 for such a
10-kiloton nuclear explosive and $600, 000 for such a 2-megaton explosive.
The tentative charge would include arming and firing services as well as
the explosive itself. However, the charges do not include charges for
related services and safety studies. These tentative charges were based
on a projection to a time when nuclear explosives will be produced in
quantity for routine commercial applications.

The cost figures for nuclear explosives in this report and the five
Special Reports by MATHEMATICA, are based on data given by the Atomic
Energy Commission. For low intermediate and intermediate yields, the

interpolations have been made according to the following function:

C =241,300 + 108,700 log W (1)

where

C = total cost of the device in dollars

W = yield of the device in kilotons

Important cost items which are not covered by these charges are safety
studies, site preparation including construction of holes, transportation and

emplacement of the devices, and support. Table 3.3 shows total costs, costs
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Table 3, 3--Charges for High Explosives and Extrapolated
Charges focr Nuclear Explosives at Selected Yields

Yield Total Cost $ Cost per ton Cost per pound
(KT) Assumption (1) Assumption (2)] Assumption (1) Assumption (2) |Assumption (1) Assumption (2)

chemical high
explosives (mixture
of ammonium nitrate
and fuel oil)

1.0 $ 70,000* $ 70;0 $ .03$to
100,000 100 05
nuclear explosives
0.1 133,000 350,000 1,330 3, 500 . 67 1,75
1, * 241,000 350,000 241 350 .12 .175
2 274, 000 350,000 137 175 . 068 . 0875
5 316, 000 350,000 65. 2 70 .032 . 035
10 350,000 350,000 35 35 .0175 . 0175
o 20 380, 000 380,000 19 19 . 0095 . 0095
i 50 426,000 426,000 8.5 8.5 . 0042 . 0042
100 460, 000 460,000 4,6 4,6 . 0023 .0023
200 491,000 491,000 2. 45 2. 45 . 0012 .0012
500 535, 000 535,000 1,07 1,07 . 00053 . 00053
1000 570, 000 570, 000 .57 . 57 . 00028 . 00028
2000 600, 000 600,000 .30 .30 .00015 . 00015
sk

[245] Prices for TNT range “rom $ .25 or more to a possible $. 15 per pound, depending

on the quantities bought, However, the commercial use of TNT is very insignificant. Instead,
mixtures of ammonium nitrate and fuel oil are used as high explosives today. The cost per
pound of these explosives ranges from $. 05 to $. 036 and may be as low as $.03 . Their
explosive effect is somewhat higher than that of TNT.

o The AEC published only projected charges down to 10 KT (= $350,000). 1In these calculations

a constant $350, 000 charge was applied to smaller yields, though ultimately the cost price

may be lower.

SOURCE: Interview with officials of Hercules Powder, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware, May 19, 1967,
and information from Atomic Energy Commission.



Figure 3,2--Costs Per Pound of Explosive Yield at Projected Charges for
Thermonuclear Devices
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per ton and costs per pound for nuclear yields ranging from 1 KT up to

2 MT and the comparative costs of a 1 KT chemical high explosive. We
have considered two assumptions in connection with yields less than 10

KT down to 1 KT for want of information on costs of these low yields:

1) extrapolation from charges published by the AEC supposing that the

log linear behavior holds down to 1 KT, and 2) a ;:onstant $350, 000 charge
for explosives below the iO KT yield. All of the above costs and projections
are based on the charges published at present by the AEC [ 58, p. 9].
These charges reflected at their time of publication the progress achieved
since 1958 in the design, emplacement and technology of nuclear explosions.
Further progress has been made and it is plausible that the long run costs
of a nuclear explosion (device and firing cost;) will approach the costs

of the materials used and mentioned in the same publication [ 58, pp. 8-9].
Based on known prices, each KT in potential yield of fission energy costs
$600 per KT (based on U-235 prices) and each KT of potential fusion
energy/costs $100 per KT (based on Li6D costs). For the construction,
assembly and delivery of each device an additional amount W0 has to be

allowed for, giving the following potential cost function for nuclear devices:

C=W0+6OO Wl + 100 W2 ' (2)
where
'WO = (fixed) cost for construction, assembly, delivery, per
type of application,
W1 = fission yield of the device in KT
W2 = fusion yield of the device in KT

and W1 should be minimized in order to minimize C and safety costs

(radioactivity).
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Given ;che techniques of construction of nuclear devices and given
the publiéhed charges of the'AEC,we may conclude that the cost of nuclear
devices aé a function of yield inciudes a 1§.rge portion of fixéd costs. The
yield of the fu'sion devi'ce‘ may then be enlarged up to very high yields
(iﬁ the megaton range) at very smé.ll variable costs. Thus while the‘

material of 1 KT of conventional explosives does cost anywhere between

$70, 000 and $100, 000 i.e., $.036 to $.05 a pound, a 10 KT nuclear device
is presently charged at ‘$350, 000 ar;d a 2 MT device at $600, 000 i.e.,
only $.0175 and $. 00015 per pound of explosive energy respectively.

| Another comparison given often in this context is shown in Table
3.1 which gives some interesting information on the costs per million Btu
(British thefmal units) of these various sources, The relevant technical
and economic question is whether and how much of that energy can be
transformed into effective work in production pfocesses. Thus the costs
of water power may be cheaper per Btu than energy released by a 10 KT
thermonuclear explosive, but in excavating projects only the explosive
dev;ice will yield the required wérk, and do so economically. On the other
side, the cost per Btu of a 2 MT device is about 20 times cheaper than
the energy cost of electricity; still today it is completely uneconomic to
generate electricity or comparable controlled forms of energy by
thermonuclear.fusion processes. In this sense, Table 3.1 gives only a
limited amount of economic information and at thei same time serves to
outline the difficulties in making an economic evaluation of this new nuclear
technology. -

-The AEC has not yet issued any projected charges for other types

of explosives which might be more suited for contained applications. Nuclear
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explosives can be designed to optimize specific characteristics such as
diameter size, level of radioactivity produced, or costs. For example,

in underground engineering projects, the question of diameter becomes
important as the diameter of the explosive has a direct bearing on
emplacement costs. The cost of emplacement is a function of both the
depth of emplacement and the required diameter of the hole which is
dependent to some degree on the explosive's yield (see Figure 3. 1). As
drilling costs increase with larger diameter requirements, there is a
positive incentive for designing nuclear explosives with as small a diameter
as possible. However, other design constraints, such as the question of
radioactivity, may outweigh diameter considerations in some underground-
projects. Thus emplacement costs are a function not only of the yield of the
explosive, but also of the purpose of the explosion, safety requirements,
depth of emplacement and some other factors. The discussion of the relative
weight of emplacement costs is therefore dealt with in Chapter 5 of this
report, for each application separately.

Considerable progress haé already been made in designing explosives
for excavation projects which minimize the amount of radioactivity produced
by an explosion, as evidenced by the above mentioned projected charges.
Research is currently being conducted both to refine the advancés made on
the explosives developed for excavation applications and to determine what
design properties should be optimized for specific contained applications,
including trade-offs bétween properties when there is a conflict (see
Figure 3.3). One of the principal objectives of the Gasbuggy experiment
.is to determine some of the constraints which may be involved in device

design in regard to radioactivity in the gas stimulation application.
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Figure 3.3 --Estimated Technological Advance to be Made in the Fallout Deposition

~of Radioactive Debris from a 100 KT Nuclear Cratefing Detonation
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Costs of transporting a nuclear explosive must also be considered
in any estimate of the costs of a nuclear explosion. The logistics and
costs associated with transporting and emplacing a compact nuclear
explosive, when compared with transporting and émplacing an equivalent
amount of conventional energy again favor, generally speaking, ﬁuclear
explosives from certain yields onwarq%s. The exact break-even point
between chemical high explosives-and nuclear explosives techniques has -
again to be determined for each field of application separately and in
some cases,high explosive techniques are excluded altogether a priori
for engineering reasons alone (e.g., for in-situ shale oil production
processes).

If we return to Figure 3.1 and Table 3.1,we see that the crucial
question in any such economic comparison will be how much of this new
and cheépenergy source can be transformed into work,

Much is now known about the phenomenology of nuclear explosions
and about the effects that are produced. The major costs associated with
carrying out a nuclear explosion have also been identified. E£stimates can
be made within fairly precise limits for direct costs such as drilling, as
shown later on. These costs are known and costs of the explosive and
related services are also fairly well established. General cost functions -
for the nuclear device, transport costs, and emplacement costs will be -
estimated in later studies. However, it is evidént from this rough
comparison that nuclear explosives may permit a large set of new techniques
to be employed in developing the resources of a nation which up to now were

uneconomic or marginal.
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Major uncertainties that exist in regard to the economics of
Plowshare arise not so much from the costs of nuclear explosions but
rather from lack of more precise technical information on the utilization
of the effects of nuclear explosions for specific appliications and the lack
of experiments in each of these fields.

Additional research and experiments are required to define what
properties of the nuclear explosive should be optirnized for specific
applications and what trade-offs should be made; i.e., diameter sizes
when emplacement costs are a deciding factor, radioactivity in regard to
decontamination costs, etc. Engineering unknowns will have to be solved
such as whether the fractured area of 0il shale surrounding the nuclear
chimney can also be retorted or what the effective well bore radius will
be in the gas stimulation application, what the particle size distribution
will be within nuclear chimneys for various media and at various yields,
whether air or gas injection processes will have to be used in the
in situ production of shale oil and what the required pressures will be in
such a process etc.. It is the solution to this type of problem that will
ultimately determine the economics of particular appiications. Where
these uncerfainties still exist, the present study was limited to identify
these and show their. relative weight in the overall economics of particular
applications under various assumptions.

Within thesel limits,the problem which remains and to which the present
study addresses itself is to identify those applications which are economically
suitable for nucle;a.r explosions on the basis of‘individuél firms or on a

national scale. There is no question that nuclear explosives are a cheap,
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powerful source of energy in many of the proposed applications. Due
restraint, however, will limit effectively the geographical areas where
nuclear explosives can be applied safely. Thus, the question of safety
may become the controlling parameté‘r in certain types and areas of

applicafion.
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Chapter 4
SAFETY ASPECTS IN THE PEACEFUL USE OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

The immediate effect of any nuclear explosion is the production
of energy by fission or fusion reactions. The energy thus created is
then transformed into heat, kinetic energy and nuclear radiation. The
effects produced in these events are varied. Considerable £emperature
increases occur around the center of the explosion, shock waves emanate
in the air or underground, radioactivity (directly created or induced
by the neutron fluexes) and secondary effects are induced. If uncontrolled
or not predictable, these effects of nuclear explosions could cause such
personal, physical and economic damage as to offset any anticipated
economic benefits from their peaceful uses, Thus, safety requirements
of any Plowshare application do play an important part in determining -
the range of possible economic uses of nuclear explosives.

Two basic distinctions have to be made when analyzing safety
costs: first, an extensive safety study will have to be made prior to any
particular Plowshare project, including any possible preventive measures,
called for as a result of these studies, and the costs connected therewith;
second, safety costs which might arise after detonation, which under
efficient project design should be minimal,

Safety studies have to evaluate potential hazards posed by the
various effects of cratering or completely contained nuclear explosions,
their possible range and whether there would be physical
arnid/or economic damage. These expectations have then to be compared
to acceptable, safe threshold levels for the various effects of nuclear
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explosions, e.g., peak particle 'velocity variations for seismic effects,
pressure increases due to air blasts,. expected radioactivity in regard
to appropriate guides or standards and so on. The main task of safety
studies is to design projects in such a way that nuclear explosives at the
yields required can be detonated without entailing safety hazards of any
kind exceeding presently adopted safety standards,

Any particular Plowshare project has to consider all of the
above effects from the standpoint of safety. According to location,
purpose and source of the explosion, the effects most limiting to a

particular proje.ct may be defined as critical effects. In part, these

" critical effects and their levels will vary not only with the location of

a proposed project but also vary over time: most of the critical
effects are a function of the distribution and density of the population
in the neighborhood of the project area. In sparsely populated regions
it is possible to safeguard the whole population at relatively low cost,
if any, against personal, physical and economic damage. Other areas,
e.g. large cities, may be excluded a priori because of yield considerations
as possible sites for Plowshare applications for obvious safety limitations
and safety costs.

Thus a certain set of areas or conditions are excluded for
Plowshare projects completely. As the distribution and density of the
population changes over time, safety costs and the feasibility of at
least some projects will also change.

The main safety costs in Plowshare are thus defined in a rather
"'negative'''way: they occur through the exclusion of a vast set of
technically possible applications, due to rigorous safety standards; the
main safety costs in Plowshare are, in this sense, the foregone
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benefits from all projects which, due to safety considerations, will
not be acceptable under given conditions. The later parts of this
report are therefore by and large limited to the evaluation of safe
projects.

The major safety expenditures in Plowshare are connected with
the project safety studies and the set of preventive measures to control
and miﬂimize the critical effects. Only a minor part, if any, will then
be required to compensate actual damages connected with the project.
There will also be minor costs associated with the industrial safety
program which is a part of every Plowshare project. In the following,
the main safety problems are discussed and viewed as a function of:

a. Where the explosion occurs
b. The purpose of the explosion
c. The source of the explosive yield and the yield itself,

The critical effects will vary considerably with each of the
mentioned variables, but in each event radiation, air blast and seismic
effects will dominate other safety aspects.

Almost every Plowshare project has an estimate of the costé
of safety programs or in some cases, of actual safety expenses incurred
for those which have been carried out. Examples of estimates of
safety costs for large cratering projects are found in the present Canal
studies and the Tennessee/Tombigbee study. The Tennessee/ Tombigbee
study shows that in some instances tbe costs associated with conducting
a project safely will be such as to negate other savings from the project
as studied. In Plowshare, all projects so far proposed are conceived

of in such a way to guard against any conceivable hazard to any offsite
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and onsite personnel and offsite property. Such rigorous standards
are understandable in this particular case although other industries
often operate at much lower, effective safety requirements.

The effects of major concern in Plowshare applications are:
radiation effects, shock induced effects, ejecta and air blast effects,
and a number of miscellaneous other potential hazards. With regard to
radiation effects, an important distinction has to be drawn as to the
sources of radiation. By now a large part of the public is in one way
or another informed of the possible radiation effects of nuclear explo-
sions. Whether the notions held by the public are founded or not
and to what degree they are accurate will not be discussed in this
paper. Much less, however, seems to be known of the natural sources
of radiation which continuously surround and affect each individual.
Such .natural background radiation sources include cosmic rays,
radioactive materials in'the earth and in the waters of the ocean, and
radioactive materials within the individual's body (gastrointestinal
radiation) caused by food intake and respifation. In addition an indivi-
dual may be exposed deliberately to a controlled amount of radiation
for medical purposes; i.e., x-rays, cobalt treatment, tracers, etc.

The amount of radiation from all past experimental nuclear
explosions of all countries contributes only insignificantly to the life-
time radiation dose of an average individual. Moreover, these past
shots were of a non-contained nature where the radiation problem was
first ignored and then, up to the test ban treaty, only inadequately
dealt with, All Plowshare projects as conceived at present are radio-
logically '"contained' in the sense that no substantial amount of radio-
activity would be released into the atmosphere even relatively close to

the shot point area.
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4.1 EFTECTS OF RADIOACTIVITY IN UNDERGROUND EXPLOSIONS

ON THE ECONOMICS OF PLOWSHARE APPLICATIONS

Given the nature of radioactive nuclides created in underground
explosions, i.e., volatile, intermediate and refractory nuclides with
short, intermediate and long ha;lf-lives, fission-created, fusion-created
and neutron-induced unclides, and given the varying purposes of
Plowshare applications, different conclusions as to the economic
effects of radioactivity in various Plowshare projects must be drawn.

a. In the case of gas stimulation, volatile elements seem to pose
the most serious problem as the refractory nuclides will be trapped in the
melt at the bottom of the chirr;ney. Given their nature, volatile elements
will readily intermingle with the gas itself and in addition the neutron fluxes
produced by either fission or fusion explosioﬁs will activate amounts of the
hydrogen present in the hydrocarbons surrounding the shot point. Tritium
is expected to occur within the chimney at as high a rate as . 04 microcuries
per cubic cm [13]

Flushing (venting) of two, or more, chimney volumes of gas should
remove about 95% of these contaminants. It is estimated the gas thus
vented would contain during the initial phases about 3 picocuries per
cubic cm. After venting, the contafnination of the remaining gas could be
lowered by a factor of 10 or more. Dilution with uncontaminated gas would
then yield gas, which would satisfy safety requirements. The tritiation
problem becomes even more complicated by the uncertainty with regard
to the amount of tritiation of H in surrounding hydrocarbons and water

[125, 154, et al.].
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Research in this area is in progress [58]. Experiments in gas
and water containing formations are necessary for further knowledge and
accurate evaluation. Through de\}ice design and emplacement techniques
tritiation could possibly be minimized if not eliminated. Refractory
nuclides should not be any problem in gas stimulation and if by any chance
refractory particles are produced at the well head they could be easily
separated from the gas itself.

b. O0il stimulation and oil recovery from tar sands: Due to the
amount of tritium produced in a fusion explosion and, less so, the induced
tritiation of the oil in the surrounding medium, considerable contamination
of the products could occur, at least within the chimney. Assuming a uniform
tritium distribution, crude oi-l stimulated in tar sands by nuclear explosions
should contain about 1 micro-curie per gram of crude oil. Again, most of
the refractory nuclides would be trapped in the melt at the bottom of the
chimney and would not pose a contamination problem. Conventional crude
oil formations contain about three times as much oil per volume as tar
sands. This implies an increased quantity of contaiminated products, by
a factor of about 3*%. Device design, emplacement, and other means
discussed previously, might contribute to advances similar to those made

and envisaged in cratering explosions.

* The total amount of radioactivity would remain more or less
unchanged. The quantity of radioactivity trapped, however, in oil
increases proportionally with the amount of oil present in the chimney.
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¢, Oil shale: The economic problem here may be less serious
than in the previous two cases. The volatile radioactive nuclides could
be vented. It is expected that most of the contaminants will be concen-
trated in the chimney. When heated up during the retorting process,
the tritium exchange is accelerated, increasing the contamination of
shale oil, though some contaminants will remain in the oil-spent oil
shale. Experiments are in progress to learn mare ahant the flux of
radioactive products in retorting chimneys.

d.. Copper recovery; Radioactivity seems to pose only a small
economic problem in copper leaching. Research done at‘Oak Ridge
and reported on by Rawson [13] gave encouraging results. The main
problem here is the potentiai contamination of the leaching liquid
which is circulated from surface level. Through ion exchange with
the ore, the amount of radioactive nuclides, especially of Cs, Zr,

Nb, Ag and Sb would be reduced, and so reguced radioactive contamination
of the leaching iiquid would follow. Radioactive isotopes in the leaching
liquids are expected to be so few as to cause no problem.

e. The contamination of water flows: Apa.r'c from contamination
by fission products, any fusion device will necessarily increase the
possibility of tritiation of the hydrogen contained in adjac'ent water.
Although this is a minor contribution, most of the tritium is produced
as a result of the fusion action itself, The tritium created in a fusion
explosion would soon combine with the oxygen liberated earlier during
the high temperature phase of the explosion and form tritiated water.
Tritium also exchanges with the hydrogen of water which further
increases the concentration of tritiated water. Tritiated water is

chemically identical to non-tritiated water and would flow along the
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aquifer like normal water and dilute with it. Tritium, in general,
does not readily éxchange with surrounding media. Decay and dilution
are the only means by which radiocactivity of tritiated water diminishes.

The possible dispersion of tritium in aquifiers is given in Table 4.1

[75, p. 51].
Table 4 1--Tritium Flow Calculations
Flow Rate Reduction by ‘ Decay-time Distance at which
(feet/year) Adsorption ) (years) tolerance is reached
5 0 85 425
100 | 0 ' 85 ' 8,500
100 50% 60 | 3, 000

1000 50% 60 30, 000

SOURCE: A.R.W. Wilson, E.B. Pender, E.K. Carter, '"An Evaluation,
for Australian Purposes, of Proposed Civil Engineering and
Mining Applications, ' Sydney, March 1964.

’I‘o diminish or avoid tritiation, methods similar to those used
in gas stimulation may prove to be of advantage. However, if the
water movement in the aquifier is very quick or the water has to be
removed after a short time near the shot point, tritium will necessarily
pose problems and will be a critical effect in water management
projects. A.M. Piper proposed a method (1, P 113] to effectively

isolate the main center of radioactivity by exploding the device deep
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enough, such that f:he explosion center (non-collapsed cavity immediately
after the explosion) is completely contained underneath the aquifer proper.
Most nuclides would be trapped ‘in the glass melt, and another substantial
part could, at least theoretically, be isolated from the circulating water
by a blanket of grout or other sealant across the rubble of the chimney
at the base of the aquifer system. The problem of placing grout over
the glass melt is complicated by the fact that during drill-back the radio-
active gases would be present and would have to be removed or the gas
sufficiently low in removal volume as to permit escape into the air.
© Volatile parts could be vented. The scales of most of these explosions
are projected in the 10-20 KT range which would not preclude a pure.
fission explosion, avoiding thereby part of tAhe tritium problem if it
cannot be solved otherwise,
4,2 RADIOACTIVE .FALLOUT PROBLEMS IN CRATERING EXPLOSIONS

In cratering explosions some radioactivity escapes to the
atmosphere, resulting in local or some insignificant tropospheric
fallout, Most of the radioactivity bccause of the deep burial of the
explosive is trapped by the overlying material and only a very small
percentage escapes to the atmosphere, unlike an explosion which is
conducted in the atmosphere where all the radiation produced is released
in the atmosphere. The distribution of the radioactivity produced by
fission or fusion explosions in cratering applications is as follows:

a. The largest fraction of the radioa;tivity is trapped under-
ground and in the fallback of the particulates ejected.

b. The activity which escapes, a relatively small fraction,
further results in some local fallout in the immediate environment

of the crater within an area controlled by the government,
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c. A small fraction is injected into the troposphere and results
in tropospheric fallout.

The percentages of activity falling under (a),(b) or (c) depend of course
on the depth‘of'burial of the device and its yield, and to a lesser extent
on the medium, As the yield decreases and the depth of burial increases,
or some com(:?ination of the two, the amount of radioactivity that escé.pe.s
and results in local or tropospheric fallout is correspondingly réduced.
In the extreme, the explosion will be completely contained. (See Figure 2, 1)

Again, various techniques are envisaged to minimize the
radioactive falloﬁt problem, if not to eliminate it completely. These
include the development of thermonuclear explosives which release a
minimum amount of radiocactivity, the so-called "¢lean" explosive,
as well as emplacement techniques designed to entrap most of the
radioactivity in the immediate vicinity of the explosion.

Moreover, prior to any Plowshare project, the meteorology
of the area is carefully studied to determine wind and other atmospheric
conditions which would cause any radioactivity released by the explosion
to pass over uninhabited or sparsely populated areas, given the airborne
radioactivity time to disperse and decay down to very low levels,
detectable only by extremely sensitive instruments ,before it reached
any population,

Because fallout could reach the public via the food chain--i. e.
fallout depositea on grass, is eaten by cows, >the radioactivity is concen-
trated in the milk which is consumed by man--a number of
measures are  taken to avoid this possibility, Detonations can
be scheduled for after.the grazing season or the cows can be put on

dry feed for a few da.ys~ after the detonation. As the radioactive nuclides
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deposited on the grass soon decay to stable nuclides, the cows can
return to graze in the fields safely within relatively few days.

If milk should become contaminated, it can be removed from
the market. As indicated above, the radioactivity fallout soon decays

‘to stable nuclides and the milk from the cows soonl returns to normal.
At most it is a temporary and manageable problem.

There are costs associated with waiting for the right weather
conditions or paying farmers to put their stock on dry feed.

In his testimony to the Joint Committee on Atomic Engrgy of
the Congress of the United States, John S. Kelly gave very encourdging
indications as to the further anticipated‘development [91] which one
may expect to occur along the lines mentioned in connection with
underground explosions. |

The AEC has provided the foliowing information in regard to
possible airborne radioactivity from cratering explosions. In order
to plan for.major excavation projects, the following factors relative
to release of ra.dioactive debris should be taken into account, The
amount of radioactivity airborne in the cloud and in the fallout is
minimized by scavenging during the venting procees; by ﬁpccial
emplacement techniques, by utilizing minimum fission explosives, and
by employing extensive neutron shielding.

Based on reasonable assumptions about these factors, thé
following information can be used in planning for cratering events of
useful magnitudes. For each individual nuclear cxplosive detonated,
the sﬁm of fission products airborne in the radioactive cloud and in the

fallout can be expected to be as low as the equivalent of 20 tons. The
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tritium release may be less than 20 kilocuries pef kiloton of total

yield, and the sum of activation prbducts airborne in the radioactive

cloud and in the fallout may be expected to be as low as the amounts

shown in Table 4, 2 .

Table 4. 2--Representative Set of Induced Radioactivities at
Detonation Time '

Nuclide

Na24
32
Ca45
Mn54

56

Mn

Fe55

Fe59
W185 ‘
W187

Pb2.03

Other

(Total in Cloud and Fallout)

Nuclide Production, Kilocurie for Yield of
1 MT

100 KT

200

0.01°

0. 04
0. 04

300
1000
15

800 -

500
7000
20

.03

.15
.15

10 MT

2000

0.8

0. 06

0.7
50000

0.3

0.3
14
700
20000
40

Note: This is not a complete list, and the amounts given may be upper

limits rather than best estimates,

SOURCE: Based on information given by the AEC.

4,3 SEISMIC EFFECTS

As to the next critical effect, the seismic effects of nuclcar

explosions, the predictions of those are based in part on high explosive

experiments,

Potential damage was found to be a function of particle

velocity variations produced by explosions, their acceleration, dis-



placement, amplification, the medium and environment in which the
explosion is set off and structural properties of buildings and nearby
faciliti'es as well as the medium which serves as their foundation.
Experience in earthquakes cannot be projected to estimate seismic
damage from nuclear explosions, as the latter are mostly a single wave
phenomenon, with the release of a 1V'n>ucvh smaller amount of energy,
while in earthquakes the‘ repetitive pattern of shocks tends to aggravate
seismic damage at the same peak partic‘:‘lc‘e} velocities [75.pp. 60 f£.].

it has been observed in certain instances that'an 8 - 10 cm second peak
particle velocity may result in some minor damage such as the cracking
of 'piaster. However, other factors such as the nature of the medium,
the vibration characteristic of the structure, etc., will affect to some
degree the impact an 8 cm/second peak particle velocity will have. Table
4.3 gives some of the expected ranges of 8 cm/second induced. variations
in peak particulate velocity for detonations ranging from 10 KT to 10 MT

[75, p. 62] (see also Figure 4.1).

Table 4. 3--Range of Ground Shock from Cratering Detonations
in Hard Rock '

Total Yield "Range of 8 cm/second particle velocities .
in KT (miles from ground zero)
10 2
100 4
1000 10
10000 23

SOURCE: A.R.W. Wilson, E. B. Pender, E.K, Carter, '"An Evaluation,
for Australian Purposes, of Proposed Civil Engineering and
Mining Applications,' Sydney, March 1964,
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Figure 4,1
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Generally speaking first signs of plaster damage result at
8 cm/second. Many of the proposed Plowshare projects would be
acceptable at this threshold level, as productive facilities at or near
the sites could withstand substantially larger shocks. Plaster damage
and cracks (around 16 cm/second) could all be accepted in most appli-
cations. (See f‘igure ‘4,2) A 100 KT explosion in hard rock would
produce peak particulate velocity variations of 8 cm/second at only 4
miles from ground zero, a yield which could be used in most storage
projects proposed, even near large population centers. Pipes and
pipelines are seriously endangered only at levels of shock around 30 cm/
second, that is, structures which are most likely to occur near'or at
ground zero of Plowshare explosions. Shock resistant buildings are
destroyed at about 60 cm/sécond; most structures are destroyed at
100 cm/second (see also Figure 4. 2). Any completely contained explosion
presently proposed is far under the threshold 1imi£s mentionecd here
at distances exceeding 10 miles. Moreover, it must be pointed out
that the above discussion on threshold levels is frue only in a most
general way. Peak particle velocity is only one of a-number of criteria
which must bé evaluated in predicting or evaluating potential seismic
change, Seismic effects depend to some extent on the medium in
which the explosion is set off and propagated. Some uncertainties
still exist as to the predictability of seismic effects (Project Dribble/
Salmon Event and another recent military shot in Alaska). Shoal, Clearwater,
and to some éxtent,‘Salmon, seem to confirm present predictions. Still,
a severe limitation to some industrial applications is imposed by the

potential seismic damage, if an explosion would have to be set off near
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Fj;gure 4,2--Economic Damage as a Function of Velocity cm/sec
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population centers or structures of particular value or dubious shock
resistance. Potential seismic damage is minimized

a. in remote, unpopulated areas,

b. at lower yields,

c. by preventive measures (e. g., special casing
techniques for well bores in completely contained
explosions to minimize seismic damage to an
emplacement hole.

4.4 EJECTA AND AIR BLAST EFFECTS

Other effects from nuclear cratering explosions are ejecta
and air blast (see Figure 4.1 [78, 79]. In the Sedan event, maximum
impact occurred about 2-1/2 crater radii (460 mm). A structure located
900 meters from ground zero was substantially damaged by an alluvium
block. Due to the fact that such ejecta would be limited to the area
controlled by the government, the damage by ejecta should be negligible,
i.e., 1n most cases ejecta will be a non-critical effect in Plowshare
projects,

A more serious effect of cratering explosions is the air blast
induced by the explosion which again varies with the depth of burial
and the yield of the explosion, The air blast gives rise to problems
similar to those of the '""sonic boom!'" effect. The air blast in cratering
explosions is directed upwards in a conical pattern emerging from the
crater and is considerably less than that produced by surface level or
atmospheric explosions [75, p. 57| for close in air blast (about 100th
of an above ground shot). Under favorable conditions (unstable atmosphere,

particular wind directions and surface temperature inversions) air
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Blast ox'rer. pressures may increase, AsS a blast wave hits étructures,
the differen‘ce.in air pressure may cause structural damagé. M.os‘t of
the damage will result in store and household window breakage. This
damage threshold can safely be set at 2 millibars, Past expex;iencé
has shown that household windows begin to break at about 3 millibars, '
at typical frequencies involved in explosion produced air blasts. Again,
depénding both on physical distance and yield of the explosion 10 milli-
bars appears to be a reasonable safety limit in relatively. remote areas
(75, p. 55].

A particular phenomenon in the propagation of aifBlast is
intermediate and long-range propagation by focusing mechanisms
in the upper atmosphere (refraction by vertical temperature gradients
and wind movements). Damage close to the detonation (5 - 30 miles).
results from the generation of a directlblast wave and it is kﬁown as
the close-in blast., The distance ofvthe o.verpressure is' scaled as the
1/3 power of the yield of the device and is faifly independent of wind
and weather conditions out to a rangé of 5 miles, B‘eyond that distance,
refraction effects predominate and metéoroiogical conditions gové rn
the blast overpressure, |

Intermediate range blast is due to the tropospheric refraction
of the blast wave back toward the ground. at ranges of 30 to 100‘ miles
resulting frorﬁ a layer where the sound velocity is greater than at
surface. The higher velocity is produced by either higher temperature
or greater wind speed or a combination of both. The troposphere is

usué.lly associated with a layer of jet stream winds.
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Long range blast peak overpressures are also experienced at
80 to 150 miles from a detonation and are due to the refraction of the
blast wave in the ozonosphere at 100,000 to 150, 000 feet of altitude.
They depend strongly on weather conditions in the ozonosphere and
may vary by a factor of 100 from the most favorable to the worst time
of the year [75, p. 59 and p. 247].

Because of the great uncertainties introduced in intermediate
and long-range air blast by the effect of shot environment and meteoro-
logical conditions, it is difficult to predict the overpressures from a
nuclear detonation.,

What can be done is to indicate the maximum and minimum
overpressures expected downwind under the most and least favorable
weather conditions and the average overpressures expected upwind.

The safety criteria for air blast damage will depend on the
area involved. Nevada experience has shown that large plate glass
windows begin to break when the airblast peak ovérpressure is 4
millibars (one millibar is approximately 0, 015 psi), on towns such as
Las Vegas, Nevada, or St. George, Utah. Claims of cracking 'pla.st‘er
have been made when pressure amplitudes were ohly 3 millibars
in Project Dribble-Salmon Event, although most claims for ‘plaster
damages may have been unjustified. A damage criterion of 10 millibars
would appear reaéohable in remote areas which are thinly populated
but for a highly populated area, 2 millibars might be established as
the safety criterion. In general, in order to control this potential
hazard from nuclear cratering explosions, we must determine the

character of the airblast signal, the effect of the meteorological conditions
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on its transmission to long ranges and the response to airblast
loading of typical structures.

Thus, to assure safety from airblast effects, it is necessary
to choose, according to meteorological conditions, the limits of yield,
detonation times and numbers of simultaneous detonations. These
considerations, however, ‘lead directly to the coﬁcept of Maximum
Permissible Yields. Maximum Permissible Yields would then be
dependent not only on seisimic limitations as a function of the distance
to population and industrial centers, but also depend on such factors
as weather conditions and wind directions. This dependence implies
a classification of the yield of detonation as to the probability of
safe detonation, which decreases with increasing yield. We will come
back to this at the end of this chapter.

4.5 MISCELLANEOUS OTHER EFFECTS

Any number of other potential critical effects were mentioned
at one stage or another of Plowshare and previous nuclear experiments.
Some effects which do exist in atmosphere or surface explosions are
eliminated in Plowshare explosions. Others are still present,

1. Prompt radiation (neutron and gamma) thermal
radiation and temperature increases.
2., Fire risks from hot ejecta in cratering explosions.
3. Dust clouds in cratering explosions.
To 1: In all present Plowshare applications ahy such radiation is
absorbed by the rock cover surrounding the explosion. In this sense
all Plowshare applications are '"contained, ' whether cratering or not.

85% or more of the total energy released in a nuclear expiosion

results in temperature increases within and around the cavity of the
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explosion, [48, p. 7]. These temperature increases do not, however,
constitute serious hazards in most Plowshare applications. In oil
shale recovery they might even considerably improve the prospects
of recovery., In cave mining applications high te mperatures would
pose no problem as the heated (fractured) rock cools off relatively
quickly to the boiling point of water through heat transfer throughout
the chimney and the fracture system. Furthermore, the mining
would take place only some time after the explosion (to alluw [ur
i'.najor radioactive decay) which also would enhance mining conditions.

Thermal radiation, which in surface and atmospheric explosions
can cause considerable eye damage at large distances (focusing effect
of the eye lenses) will not occur in Plowshare explosions as the nuclear
fireball will be contained underground.
To 2: This effect will only occur in cratering explosions and even
there, only in particular circumstances (dry glass, Bushand woods).
Additional costs may be caused by preventive measures to be taken.
No technical difficulties exist.
To 3: The dust cloud (in cratering explosions only, though gl;ound.
surge occurs also in some coméleteiy contained explusions) reducco
visibility at some distances in cratering explosions. The choice of
adequate meteorological conditions Aand other preventive measures
would minimize any potential damage. Moreover, it is not likely
that the dust cloud would extend beyond the region under government
control.
4,6 ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF SAFETY REQUIREMENTS

As already mentioned, it is difficult to assign any specific cost

equivalent to safety effects in Plowshare projects. Too much information
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is still lacking about possible decontamination techniques, airblast
propagation,. dust cloud development, etc. At present in each Plowshare
project, extensive safety measures are taken as shown for example in-
[80, 81, 82, 83]. Donald Edwards, Director of the Safety Evaluation.
Division at the Nevada Test Site, estimated the average safety costs

in nuclear explosion experiments to amount to about $500, 000 per
experiment in the 10 to 20 kiloton range (single, off-site experiments).
This figure has to a large extent a fixed cost character and does not
increase appreciably with the increase in the yield of the explosive. In
repetitive, commercial applications one and the same kind of device,
this cost figure would be below $100, 000 per explosion. A substantial
part of this cost figure goes into labor costs for personnel employed

in each experimental shot. Another substantial part goes for instrumen-
tation, - Many of the instruments used in single experimental explosions
in a large scale commercial application could be reused in subsequent
detonations. The set of instruments required comprise telemetry
detectors, portable radiation instruments, air samplers, fallout trays,
and meteorological devices (see, for example, [82]). 'Additional instru-
ments would comprise ground monitors, remote dose rate recorders,
film badges, air cloud tracking devices and instruments to sample milk
and water [81]. Air traffic, if necessary, will be rerouted by a

Federal Aviation Agency Air Space Advisory project (for project Sulky,
Other equipment comprises directional survey and logging trucks,

miscellaneous building tools, miscellaneous hand tools, drill rigs and

associated equipment. . One also has to dispose of certain quantities of
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solid and liquid radioactive wastes. All of the equipment used near or
at shot point has to be checked for contamination after the expiosion

is executed. The same holds for all personnel involved in experimental
shots [80] . An industrial safety program is carried out as part of any
Plowshare project. In the Salmon Event the main source was from
vehicle accidents [80, pp. 34 ff. ] . Total working days loét due to
accidents in the Salmon Event were ten man working days. Precautions
also included fire protection. A four-wheel drive fire truck, 49 portable
fire extinguishérs and radio-equipped pickup trucks were included in the
equipment,

As seen from the above short list of some of the équipment used
in experimental shots, it is evident that most of the equipment used in
each single experiment can readily be used again in later nuclear
explosions, As to the Nevada test site itself (the Salmon Event occurred
near Hattisburg, Mississippi), most of the equipment which is
associated with area surveys is permanently installed there ‘or 1s of a
portable character to be reused at the various explosion centers. In
éome of the Plowshare applications,conditions similar to those prevailing
at the Nevada Test Site would be found. For example, in the oil shale
application an area similar in size to that of the Nevada Test Site may
involve up to 30, 000 nuclear explosions to fully bring the reserve into
production. The charge for the nuclear explosives alone in oil shale
would exceed twenty billion dollars., Any safety program connected with
that area of development should be just a fraction of the nuclear charges
themselves, Similar conditions hoid for Isthmian Canal projects where,

again, a number of detonations are planned for a single area. It is
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evident that the direct safety costs in such large scale developments
would be smaller after the first safety programs have been installed.

Costs connected with the eventual decontamination of the
products themselves (oil, gas, copper) may also prove to be a significant
factor. But, as of now, it is not even known whether and to what extent
each of these products would be contaminated. No specific cost figure
can, therefore, be given for anx} of these products until we know more
about the extent of contamination and techniques proposed to limit or
eliminate contamination,

Where safety considerations do significantly affect the economics
of any Plowshare application (especially cratering applications), is in
the yield ranges approaching Maximum Permissible Yields; that is,
depending on the location, from 10 KT yields upwards.

The scaling law of nuclear cratering explosions warrants some
additional considerations for its effects on technical requirements and
safety costs. It is shown in the report on cratering that with larger
required yields (increasing navigational 'prisrﬁ) the total direct costs
of nuclear canal projects are regressive as the number of devices
required ;iecreases at constant canal length, This effect is due to
increasing crater dimensions (increasing radius, half width, half
spacing) which reduces both total device cost and total emplacement
costs., The limit, implicity, 1s in all those projects not the direct
cost,that is the costs of the device and emplacement, but safety costs.
And as not very much is known about this relationship, device yields
are tailored to technical minimum requirements. Should safety costs

considerations prove to be less important then larger canals, cuts,
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harbors and so on could be made at less total cost and, of course,
considerably less cost than any comparable conventional project.

To bring this line of thought to its extreme, that is if no
technical restrictions were imposed, and safety considerations did
not arise, that is safety costs were 0, then one single nuclear charge,
deeply emplaced (at "optimum' depth of burial) and of an extremely
high yield (250 MT to 1000 MT depending on route and scaling law)
wouid be the most economic and fastest solution. This is, of course,
‘not ;che case and safety costs do arise and play a dominant role in all
these considerations. There exists an important trade off as direct
costs would be substantially reduced and benefits from various projects
of larger scale increased. This warrants more knowledge on potential
safety costs than is known today.

This leads to another final remark on how best to approach a
possible '"quantification'' in terms of costs of the safefy problem. Asso-
ciated with each single critical effect is a certain technically known
safety threshold which is, or to some degree has been developed and
which has associated with it a certain confidence interval within which
this limit falls. Such thresholds (least upper bounds) exist for seismic
damage, damage from radiation, from ejecta, dust clouds, airblasts!

Furthermore, all of the mentioned critical effects increase at
higher yields, but are at each yield also a function of other, exogenous
variables, e. g., wind direction, climate, geogi‘aphic location, geological
factors., From thié we may deduce a certain range within which, indepen-
dent from these exogenous variables, we know-beforehand that up to that

particular yield a nuclear explosion can always take place safely, at
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any time. For example, ejecta and dust clouds from a nuclear
explosion buried at 4000 feet will not occur at all up to a relatively
large yield. From a given yield onwards, however, any particular
effect will have associated with it particular limitations as to required
wind direction, minimum necessary distance of evacuation, or even
political considerations (e. g., Limited Test Ban Treaty). That is,
with each particular hazard we may, over the range of all potential
yields, associate a probability function stating whether at that yield
the explosion can be made safely at all times (probability 1) or is
limited to certain seasonal or climatic conditions or certain geographic
requirements (probability less than 1 and larger than 0), or can for
technical or safety considerations not be made at all, The technical
maximum achievable yield may intersect this probability function in
which case the range is further restricted (see Figure 4. 3). However,
not enough information (or experience) is available to attempt any
detailed quantification of this safety function.

The economic implications of these safety limitations express
themselves not only in safety costs directly but also in additional
costs of each project falling under such limitations due to the delay
in time of the construction or production schedule. Of all Plowshare
applications analyzed it is the cratering schedule of certain Isthmian
Canal studies where most likely these safety considerations will
approach, if not exceed, the Maximum Permissible Yield.

The presently ruling axiom of adjusting projects to minimum
required yields is done more out of expediency and uncertainty than

informed, rational judgment and if a 1, 500 feet wide canal costs less
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in total direct costs than its 750 feet counterpart, this safety "axiom"
is worth further, more detailed, a:ﬁalysis. As the present safety
considerations go back to 1959 - 1962 knowledge, thle in the meantime
considerable progress has b,een made, e.g., with regard to fallout

problems, these safety limitations may be considerably reduced.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE ECONOMICS OF THE |

PEACEFUL APPLICATION OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

5.1 THE ECONOMIC POTENTIALS OF SHALE (.)le PRODUCTION
BY NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

The largest single reserve of hydrocarbons known to ekist anywhere
in the world is given by the oil shales of tfle Green River formation in the
.western part of the United States., With available conventional techniqﬁes
only an inéignificant part of these resources could be tapped, and that only
at great cost and under considerable technical uncerfainties. It is on this
basis that the Oil Shale Advisory Board came in 1964 to the negative con-
clusion that such an oil shale industry would not be competitive under con-
ditl‘ions as tiley were at that time.

in the MATHEMA TICA report on oil shale [154] a new tecﬁnology
is discussed which was first propoéed in 1959, but which has been developed
mainly since 1964: the in situ production of oil from shéle by large 1-1nder-
ground retorts created by nuclear explosives. The first part of that' reéort
describes this new-process, the second part givés an analysis of the United

States énd the world endowments with crude oil resources and oil shale
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deposits, and finally, the third part deals with gxpected cost estimates of

this new technology as compared with present crude oil prices and poten-

tial costs of conventional shale oil production. We may conclude that even
under the most optimistic estirﬁates a shortage in c.rgde oil reserves will

develop within the.next generation (up to the‘ year 20.00), if the energy de-

mand is supplied as it has been up to now, i.e., by fos'sil.fuels and within
this, again, mainly by oil and gas.

Thus shale oil reserves are important for at least two reasons:

a., As‘ potential extensions of U, S, oil reserves, once serious
shortages in the crude oil section develop.

b. Aé potential competitors with conventionél oil supplies at
prices below even ''ultimate' conventional crude é'il prices at present
production rates.

Deposits of oil éhales are knowﬁ to exist in Colorado, Nevada,
Utah, Wyoming, Indiana, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and -
other states [30, 113, 121, 122]. The geographical distribution .lS shown
in Figure 5.1 [ 30] while Figure 5.2 shows the'main U, S. oil shale
deposit in more detail. In a broad generalization we may define two
major areas of oil shale basins in the U, S,: the Green River formation
in the Rocky Mountains (See Figure 5.2), the largest proven oil shale
deposit in the world, and the area of the Devonian aﬁd Mississippian
;hales of the Eastern and Central United étates [30V, 91, 113, 123, 124,

et al.]. In addition to these reserves there exist high grade oil shale
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Figure 5, 1 --Principal Reported Oil-Shale Deposits of the United States
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Figure 5.2
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- deposits in Alaska (up to 140 gallons lof shale oil per ton of oil shales),

but the extent of these deposits and their characteristics are_yet unknown,

Undiscovered* oil shale deposits also exist in other parts of the U, S,,

though these are in most cases thin formations and therefore not suited

for the nuclear in situ recovery.technique. Estimates of overall oil

shale resources of the U, S, and the world are given in Tables 5.1 and

45. 2, while Tables 5,3 and 5.4 éompare U. S. and world oil shale reserve

estimates to the overall fossil fuel resource base (see also Figure 5. 3,)
The estimate of 170Q*?k of total potential U, S, resources in 10-100

gallons grade shale which underlie. the United: Statés may appear. to be ex-

tremely high., However, an intensive search :for oil shales, comparable to.

those made for crude oil, has not been made and these estimates may again

prove, as in:the history of crude oil reserves; to be conservative., In.

countriés\where crude oil is or was scarce, conventional shale oil opera-~

tions are maintained, mainly in China (Manchuria, Kuan-tung), Brazil

Paraiba Valley), U.S.S.R. (Estonia, lower Volga, Siberia), Congo

The term ''undiscovered resources'' is used in various Depart-
ment of the Interior publications. These columns refer to resources
which are expected to exist but the exact extent of which has not yet . been
determined.

Sk 18

‘ 1Q = 107" British thermal units., This is a large amount of
energy; by comparison the total U, S, energy consumption in 1960 was
0.06Q. The conversion factors used throughout this report are:

Natural Gas 1 cubic foot = 1,000 Btu
Crude Petroleum and Shale Qil 1 barrel = 6,000,000 Btu
Coal 1 short ton = 25, 000,000 Btu

74



QL

Kk sk
Table 5.1--Shale Oil Resources of the United States in (2>'<

Deposits Known Resources Possible Total Reserves
Recoverable Marginal and Potentially Extensions Including Unappraised
Conventionally | Submarginal Recoverable of these and Undiscovered
otk with Reserves
Plowshare
ek ok ok
10-100 | 5-10 10-100}5-10 10-100 | 5-10
Green River .5 11.5 12. 12. 12. 12. 24, 24,
formation
Devonian and none 1.2 1.2 large 4,8 | 10.8 6. 12.
Mississippian :
Marine-Alaska small small | small some 2.7 |large 2.7 large
Associated with
Coal’ - - n-e n-e n-e |[n-e 1.9 1.3
Other™ - - - - - - 135.0 | 802.7
Total U. S. Energy
Consumption in 1965 .48 12,7 13.2 12, 19.5 | 22.8 170. 840,
* . . sokok . .
unappraised or undiscovered e under conventional techniques
**10-100 gallons shale oil per ton of oil shale and T 1 Q = 1077 British thermal units (Btu)
5-10 gallons shale oil per ton of oil shale n-e = not estimated

SOURCE: Duncan, Donald C. and Swanson, Vernon E.; "Organic-Rich Shale of the United States and World
Land Areas,'" U, S, Department of the Interior, GSC 523, 1965. .



9L

‘ Tabie 5.2--Shale Oil Re-source‘s of the World Land Areas m Q

Continents Known Resources Possible Extensions Total, including
Recoverable Marginal and of Known Resources Unappraised a;knd

Conventvionally Submarginal : Undiscovered
10-100] 5-10 10-100 5-10 10-100 | 5-10
Afriéa . 06 .54 |small n-e n-e 504 2,700
Asia .12 .5 n-e 22,2 n-e 700 3,500
Australia small n-e n-e n-c n-e 126 600A
Europe .18 .3 n-e 1.8 n-e - 165 840
North America .48 12,7 [13.2 20. 4 24 318 | 1,560
South America .3 4.5 |n-e 20 24 252 | 1,260
Total | 1.14 18,7 |[13.2 63.6 48 =2,000 |10,500

under conventional techniques
** see note to Table 5.1
SOURCE: Derived from: Duncan, Donald C., and Swanson, Vernon E.. "Organic-Rich Shale of the

United States and World Land Areas,'" U, S, Department of the Interior, GSC 523, 1965.
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Table 5,.3-- U, S, Resources of Fossil Fugls
(Energy Equivalents in Q = 10! Btu)

Known Undiscovered Known Undiscovered
Recoverable Recoverable Marginal Marginal

sk §
Resources Resources Resources Resources

( = Reserves)

Coal 4,6 n-c 29. 55,

Petroleum « 28 1.15 o2 1.7

Natural Gas .3 1.3 n-c : 9

Natural Gas Liquids .03 .14 n-c i3

Oil in Bituminous «101 n-e n-e o L
Rock

Shale Oil .3 n-e 11.6 23,2

Potential Oil Shale
figures (if Plowshare
successful) [12.0] [ n-e] [12.0] [ large]

Total Q 5.5 2.6 41. 81.
U. S. Consumption in 1960 = 0.06 Q
See footnote, p. 74.

SOURCE: U, S. Department of the Interior, '"The Oil Shale Problem, ' A synopsis prepared for the
opening meeting of the Department of the Interior, Oil Shale Advisory Board, July, 1964,




Figure 5,3--Principal Reported Oil-Shale Deposits of the World
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Table 5.4-- World Resources of Fossil Fuels
(Energy Equivalents in Q = 1018 Btu)

Source Known f{ecpverable Undiscovered**
Reserves Marginal Resources

Coal - 18 320.
Petroleum 4 1.7 23.

Natural Gas 2.0 2l

Natural Gas Liqﬁids » .2 3.2

Oil in Bituminous Rock .2 6.1

Shale Oil .9 79.

Revised Shale Oil Figures [12.0] [170-800 *
Total Q ' 23, ' 452,

potentially for U, S. alone
o see not{e to Table 5.2
SOURCE: U, S, Dept. of the Interior, "The Oil Shale Problem, ' Oil Shgle
Advisory Board, July, 1964, (Chart derived from this.)
Republic (K. ) and other counfries | (86, 93, 94, 149 et al, 1.
-How conventional méthods compare to nuclear in situ techniques is
analyzed in detail in [154], The main conclusions for conventional tecimiques are:
a. All cost figures on shale oil production so far published are

extrapolations from experimental results or pilot plants. Of these figures

H. Steele's are the most widely quoted:
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Table 5.,5--Conventional Shale Oil Production Costs (per barrel)

H. Steele 1963 H. Steele 1965
Mining $ 1.003 $ l.832/:
Shale Preparation . 096 . 090
Rétqrting .289 .212
Viscosity Break .129 | .120

| $ 1.517 | $ 1.254

-

SOURCES: Steele, H. B., "The Prospects for the Development of a Shale
. Oil Industry, ' Western Economic Journal, Vol. 53, Dec., 1963,

Oil Statistics Bulletin and Canadian Oil Reports, ''Shale Oil...
On the Threshold? ' Oil Statistics Company, Babson Park,
Mass., 1966.

b. Serious external‘diseco>no.mies are:not reflected in these con-
ventional shale oil estimates.-

c. The upper limit .of economic conventional operations (with
regard to resource utilization) is ;ambout 70-100 feet thick oil shale forma-
tions. Even there over 25 per cent remain underground.

d. The crude oil price could be lowerea substantially below thé
present lével without se?iously avffect‘ing U. S. production, except marginal
relaﬁve unproductive wells., Thus shale oil costs should be .substantiavlly
below the pfesent crude oil price in case ''price competition' sets "m.. ’_Th'i_s
in itself could have a beneficial effect for the rest of the U, S. economy. A

‘The cqsts of nuclear in sitﬁ shale oil produc‘tion can not be statéd in

one single cost figure, even if experiments in this field had been made. The
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economics of the nuclear in situ retorting technique will roughly depend on
the following ‘parameters:

a. The percentage of shale oil recovered by the in situ retorting
technique from the rubble chimney;

b. The extent of the 'rubbl.e chimney in oil shale formations and
its particle size distribution;

c. The extent of control over the burning front in fragmented oil
shale which determines retort size and compressor requirements,

d. The amount of shale oil recovered from the fractured zone
‘around the chimney;

e. Extent of fadioa;tive contamination of shale oil;

f. The thickness of the oil shale formation;

g. The g‘rade of the oil shale,

The minimum thickness and minimum grade of the oil shale forma-
tions where the nuclear in situ technique will be applicable is again a func-
tion of the parameters under a, b, ¢, d, and e. Very crucial at least in
one of the techniques (in situ burning at the top of the nuclear chimney),
will be the investment in air compressors (see among others, [ 200] ) and
the maximum controllable burn-area in such nuclear plants, Single nuclear
chimneys, especially at low and low-intermediate yields,do not give the
best economic results.‘ Th'e basic assumptions in our analysis, based on

Lekas [117] are:
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“a, An area of 25-50 acres per.retort, i,e., a maximum control-
lable burning front of 5:0 acres.

b. Four to 20 retorts which are combined to one plant such that
prbduc’cion of the plant extends up to ten years.,

c. A daily prod;lct‘ion of 75, 000 barrels in 25 gallon grade oil
shale, and 45, 000 barrels in 15 gallon grade oil shale (i.e., cbnsta.n't;'
speed of burn within re~torts).

Figqre 5.4 shows total investment costs as a decreasing function of t1§1e
thickness of the oil shale formation as fewer and fewer retorts can be"
combined in plants of equal capacity (75, 000 barrels a day) with highe’jr
vield explosives. The weight of the fragmentation cost 1s evident, Ti’l‘iS

is still true if the capital costs are related to barrels produced (Figul%'e 5.5).
Pov‘{er cogt and labor cost are assumed to.be constant, per day, which
results"i;l. constant costs per barrel of shale oil produced as long as the
capacity of the plants is held constant at 75, 000 barrels a day. Figure 5.5
shows these operating costs and interest charges of 6 per cent on capital
invested. Some changes in the technical parameters of Lekas' oil sh;Ie
plant would affect favorably the economics of shale oil production. Tiﬁxere
exists no reason why the plant capécity should be held constant at 75, 000
bé.rrelé a day‘ (or 45,000 barrels per day in 15 gall‘on oi} shal’es‘)‘. If 1n

" thicker formations an equal amount of retorts with identical areal extént
and identical da_.ily burning rates (2 feet) would be combined to our plapt,

the fragmented shale per plant would be increased considerably,- extending
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Total Costs in Million Dollars

Figure 5.4

Total Plant Investment Costs of 75,000
Barrels/Day Nuclear In Situ Retorting Plant

75% Recovery Rate
25 Gallon Grade Shale 0il

$2°°F“
10
7
5
Total Costs of
Investment
33
e Fragmentation
2 J:: Cost
;‘1 i Underground
i 8 Development Cost
10
7- Surface
Development Cost
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the plant life and lowering the capital cost per barrel of shale oil pro-
duced beyond the savings already inherent in Lekas' figures. If retorting
times are reduced as envisioned in [115] by about 50 per cent due to ad-
vanced retorting below the actual burning front, the daily capacity could

be doubled at more or less identical development costs, i.e., reducing
overall costs by 30 per cent or more. Additional production of shale oil
may be derived from the fractured regions around the retorts (50 per cent
to 60 per cent of the total plant area) during the retorting of the chimney,
and later on by secondary recovery in those areas, which may in part use
existing plant facilities (mainly wells drilled, the collection system and the
compressors), These possible wind fall profits are all not reflected in the
present analysis and no figures can be attached to any of these items as too
little is known on the actual retort techniques themselves.

By varying the recovery rate below the 75 per cent figure as-
sumed, we see that a large ''safety'' margin is available if the in situ
process should work at all within limits now mentioned (see Figure 5.6).
At a 75 per cent recovery rate shale oil can be produced economically
below a $1. 25 cost estimate down to an oil shale thickness of about 100
feet. This would comprise all formations in excess of present mining
operations at Rifle (70 feet, possibly 100 feet). The present crude oil
price at the well-head ($2. 90) would allow an economic shale oil operation

in formations thicker than 200 feet at a recovery rate as low as 30 per cent.

A 30 per cent, 40 per cent, 50 per cent recovery rate of shale oil would
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Costs per Barrel

Figure 5.6

Costs Per Barrel Shale 0il as a

Function of the In Situ Recovery Rate

£ : -| Crude 0il Price
$3.00 " :7'_ 1958-1966
2.00 ?F  + W§5;A SaEz=: s ——— ' Conventional 0il
T TN TR S| shale “target"
N T fi -| Costs
1.00
i 2 30%
!
=40 407 Recovery Rates
of Shale 0il
.50 50%
.40
i = 75%
.30
s —+ = n e 23 ——
| o | BEw
| g
0 200 400 600 800 1000

Thickness of 0il Shale Formation (feet)

86



allow the operation to break even with a $1.25 cost price in formations of
about 650 feet, 550 feet, and 350 feet respectively. This assumes that
other technical parameters of L.ekas are correct. Given that the main
part of the Piceance Basin exceeds 1, 000 feet in thickness, (up to 2, 000
feet and more of 25 gallon shale) the recovery rate of 75 per cent is not
essential to an economic plant operation even if we assume a $1. 25 cost
price as an upper limit. The crude oil industry today operates at a
recovery rate of about 35 per cent and including secondary recovery, 50
per cent at best. Present experience at the Laramie retort indicates that
higher recovery rates, even in excess of 75 per cent, are feasible in oil
shale. Equally, the nuclear in situ technique would allow one to exploit
oil shale formations below the 15 gallon grade requirement generally ad-
vanced at this time. If we assume again that Lekas parameters are fairly
accurate, including the assumption of 75 per cent recovery rate, we may
vary the grade of the shale, assuming all other factors as given in [ 117].
Cost savings by different plant design for lower grade shales may be
feasible, but are not considered here. In addition, Lekas' 15 grade shale
oil cost figures fit the 15 gallon grade cost function extremely well based
on an extension of the 25 gallon data above (Figure 5.7). Thus, formations
down Lo 5 gallon grade could be recovered economically at a $1.25 cost in
formations exceeding 1, 000 feet in thickness, other parameters being
equal. Oil shale of less than 15 gallon grade is not likely to burn. However,

as pointed out in [154], such oil shales might be retorted by the hot gas
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Costs per Barrel

Figure 5.7

Costs Per Barrel Shale 0il as a

Function of 0il Shale Grade
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injection method. ZFor this process, again, the cost figures cited in the
previous tables and figures do not apply except for nuclear fragmenting

costs, Similar break even points are given for 10 and 15 gallon shale at
650 feet and 400 feet respectively.

A major uncertainty in the costs of the nuclear in situ shale oil
production are compressor requirements, compressor investment cost,
and compressor operating cost. The air or gas inflow determine the rate
at which the oil shale is retorted. The required pressures and rates have
not yet been determined at which enough energy is delivered to retort
successfully the rubble chimneys. The air or gas rate and the necessary
pressures will differ from chimney to chimney, mainly as a function of
the water content of the oil shales. A difference in air and gas require-
ments in such processes causes a substantial difference in compressor
investment cost and opecrating cost, at present, the most variable cost
item in the estimates on in situ retorting. Appendix II of [154] shows air
compressor requirements for a single 200 KT chimney at 3, 000 feet depth.
Cases Il and IV are based on a preliminary draft on such a retort process
[ 242].

While Lekas' shale oil costs were arrived at assuming a 3, 000 scf
(standard cubic feet) air requirement per ton oil shale rubble and a 5 psig
pressurc in the chimney, Cases II, III, and IV assume different technical

parameters. They are:
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Case I: Assumes technical requirements in air compressors as
stated by Lekas, that is a 3, 000 scf air per ton of chimney rubble, a pres-
sure requirement of 50 psig, a recovery rate of 75 per cent, a C-value of
325 in the Boardman equation, multiple shots of 200 KT adequate for a ten-
year plant life,

Case II: Assumes air requirements of 7,100 scf, operating pres-
sure of 50 psig, a 70 per cenl recovery rate, a C-value of 325, a single
200 KT shot, and a one- to two-year plant operation.

Case III: Assumes 7,100 scf in air requirements, an operating
pressure of 1,000 psig, a 50 per cent recovery rate, a C-value of 325, a
single 200 KT shot, and plant life of one to two years.

Case IV: Assumes 7,100 scf in air requirements, an operating
pressure of 1, 000 psig, a 50 per cent recovery rate, a C-value of only
275, a single 200 KT shot, and a one- to two-year plant life.

The difference in the C-value and the cost increase induced thereby
is shown in the difference between the costs of Cases III and IV. The
linear dimensions of the nuclear chimney as predicted in Case IV are
about 40 per cent lower than those assumed in all previous cases.

In line with these and the other differences stated, we observe that
air compressor investment costs would rise from the original 5-6 cents
in Case I to 8 cents, 18 cents, and 34 cents per barrel of shale oil respec-

tively in the best possible operations.
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A similar increase is observed in air compressor operating costs
which from the original 8.5 cents rise to 22 cents, 76 cents, and $1. 25
in Cases II, III, and IV (see Figure 5.8). Thus, the overall increase in
compressor costs per barrel of oil shale in a single 200 KT chimney would
be from expected minimum costs of about 13 cents (Case I, Lekas) or 30
cents (Case II) to 94 cents in Case III and $1.59 in Case IV, making the
in situ retorting process uneconomic in the latter case (see Figure 5.9).

It is important, however, to remind ourselves that the Lekas estimate was
made for a multiple detonation, large-scale project with a planned life of
nearly ten years while Cases II, III, and IV are only single 200 KT detona-
tions with a respective plant life of two years only. Thus, the cost in-
creases in Figures 5.8 and 5.9 may be on the higher side and may not be
so drastic in large-scale projects., However, basically compressor re-
quirements are proportional to the rubble mass and should, therefore, not
show considerable economies of scale,

Figure 5.8 shows air compressor operating costs in the four cases
and their influence on total operating costs as presented earlier; Figure
5.9 shows air compressor investment costs under the four sets of assump-
tions, total air compressor costs, and their influence on total production
costs per barrel of shale oil. As shown in Figure 5.8, the air compres-
sor operating costs in Case IV exceed by themselves the 'target' price
for conventional shale oil production, assumed to be the competitive

limit of either conventional or nuclear shale oil production. Thus, if the
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Figure 5.8

Total Operating Costs per Barrel

As a Function of Air Compressor (=AC)

Operating Costs

(four cases, see text)
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Figure 5.9

Total Costs per Barrel of 0il Shale
As a Function of Air Compressor (=AC) Costs.,

(four cases, see text)
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technical requirements of Case IV hold then the nuclear in situ produc-
tion of shale oil would be uneconomic under present market conditions.
The air compressor operating costs in Case III still exceed the
cost estimates of Lekas for total in situ shale oil production costs over a
wide range. If to air compressor operating costs the investment costs are
added, then the total shale oil production cost in Case III would in general
exceed the $1.25 limit price for the in situ method. But while total costs
in Case IV are unacceptably high, Case III would be at least marginally
competitive, especially in the thicker oil shale formations, where conven-
tional recovery methods are known to be relatively inefficient. On the
other side the cost differences of Cases I and II are negligible if compared
to the other two cases. Thus, we may tentatively conclude that among the
most crucial parameters in the economics of in situ shale oil production
using nuclear explosives are the pressure requirements within the chimney
in order to retort effectively the shale oil. Though, under favorable other
assumptions, 1,000 psig air pressure requirements would by themselves
make this process at best only marginally competitive or a slight change in
other parameters; for example,the 70 per cent recovery rate or lower
grades would already exclude this process due to excessive costs if such
extreme pressure requirements prove necessary. High pressures may be
called for in water-rich formations (''wet' formations) using the in situ
combustion method. In addition, the ignition of the rubble causes, in

this case, added difficulties. A process avoiding combustion of the
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material altogether, for example by hot g;cxs injection, might prove to be
more efficient in such cases.

In }'dry" formations.the 50 psig pressure requirement may suff'iize,
especially as air pressure drops across the rubble zone nuciear chimneys
have been very low [117].

The main findings are:

1. Crude oil resources both of the United States and the world,
are limited and if related to present production levels,serious scarcities
\;vill develop within the next generation (35 years). This copclusion takes
account of substantial additions to crude oil resources during this period
and increasing Gross National Products.,

2. The main organic matter reserves of the United States and
the world are in the form of oil shales and coal deposits, Oil shale deposits
may equal expected coal deposits in energy content. At least in the long
run these two resources will be the r;aain base of fossil fuels and organic
material production. The known, measured oil shale and reasonably in-
ferred resources in Colorado alone exceed '"'known and measured' United
States crude oil resources by a factor of 100 and total maximum expected
recovery of crude oil resources by a factor of 10,

.3. The expected technical parameters in nuclear in :situ‘ retorting
of oil shale would allow a shale oil production at substantially lower costs

than present crude oil production. This is mainly due to:
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a.  the elimination of finding costs, as the shale deposits dis-
cussed here are known and measured, The only open
question is their ultimate extent, not their location. There
‘rnaiy, of-course, exist additional oil shale deposits not yet -
discovered,

b. increasing economies of scale in the thick oil shale forma-
tions of ;che Green River area for nuclear in situ methods.

c. substantial external economies dﬁe to a reduction in labor
requirements and water requirements and a near exclusion
of waste disposal problems by the nuclear in situ retorting
process,

d, the present cruide oil industry enjoys a 27.5 per cent de-
pletion allowance which is reflected in the e.xtent_ of their
.operations And in part in crude oil prices. In the present

- analysis no such allowance was made for shale oil produc-
tion costs, though potentially éhalé oil production by any
in situ production method m‘ight be entitled to aﬁ identical
.aHOWance.

4, The nuclear in situ re;torting method wQuld enable the U, S,
gcohomy to expand petroleum production at will without substantial cost
increase,

5." The extension. of petroleum supplies for the U. S. by this new

technology would be in excess of 100 years allowing for a 3 per cent
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annual expansion of total petroleurm demand. Even if the crude oil re-
serves estimates should be changed to"3, 4, ...times this figure the dif-
ference.with the oil shale opportunities remain formidable. Potentially,
this expansion could extend to 200 or more years within the U, S, This
compares with the time horizon of proven crude oil reserves of ten years
only.

6. The nuclear in situ method would not discriminate against
private industry or any firm that wants to participate in such an under-
taking and is able to do so financiaily.

Against these expectations stands mainly the fact that no nuclear
in situ retorting experiment has yet been conducted. Such experiments
could lead to substantial changes in expected costs in both directions, cost-
savings and.cost-increases. In particular, this study found that variations
in the techn:ical parameters could be such that the nuclear in situ process
would still bc economically feasible down to a recdvery rate of 30 per cent
of the shale oil present. Similarly, if present parameters are confirmed,
the nuclear in situ process could be é§tended by various processes eco-
nomically to recovef shale oil from very 1ow-g-rade deposits (five gallon
per ton grade instead of 25 gallon per ton grade oil shales) extending fhereby
substantially the exploitable oil shale reserves.

Uncertainties as to compressor requirements were found to be the

most serious variable in expected shale at production costs.
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The nuclear in situ technique would be mainly applied in formations
exceeding 100 feef in thickness. This is due to the discrete size of any
nuclear explosion and the fixed costs incurred independently of the yield
of the explosive. Thus, the nuclear in situ technique does not directly com-
pete with most conventional mining-retorting techniques developed by some
firms at present.

If the nuclear in situ technique proves to be successful and con-
f'irr.ns expectations anywhere in the neighborhood of present figures, a
substantial shale oil industry could develop within the U. S, and ultimately
replace crude oil production at an annual rate of 10 to 15 billion dollars
per year of gross output., In addition, this technique would constitute oné
of the first forms of productién in which the fusion energy would be utilized
with advantage for peaceful purposes, as up to date fusion processes are
not yet controllable to such an extent and scale as to allow an economic
transformation of the fusion energy released into economic work through
reactofs. Whether and when this will ever ioe possible, we do not yet know,
In the meantime the explosive release of this energy may be put to work
through Plowshare.

Thesé projections do not take into consideration possﬂﬂé social costs
which arise in the form of possible destruction of landséape, ‘polh;.tion, etc.
Such costs are difficult to estimate, but at any rate it must be recalled that
ordinary oil refineries alsohave this effect and as the oil industry would be
called upon by increasing demand to expand its operations, so would these

rise,
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Even if there weré no other uses for peaceful nuclear explosives,
these considerationé alone would justify a substantial research and develop-
ment ‘program of the peaceful appl'ica-tion of nuclear explosives far in excess
of present éfforts; If the ¢xpected technical parameters advanced so far
for this method hold, the 10 billion dollars gross output of the crude oil
industry could be replaced or added to by shale oil at 25 to 50 per cent of
present costs., To what extent these parameters are realistic has to be

tested by e:;periments.
5.2 THE ECONOMIC POTENTIALS OF GAS (AND OIL) STIMULATION

BY NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

The special rebort on gas stimulation [125] describes the technical
and economic potentials of gas stimulation by nuclear explosives. The
report shows that there exists a fairly firm body of information which,
however, will have to be'enlarged and improved by experiments
specifically related to gas stimulation to confirm the statement that gas
stimulation can become one of the first technically and economically feasible
aéplications of the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives.

- As in the case of shale oil recovery, the potential in gas stimulation
has to be evaluated and weighed against the generally available knowledge
of fossil fuel energy resources in the United States and the world, and Lhe
particular prospects of gas stimulation by nuclear explosions within the

overall fossil fuel balance. The evaluation of the U, S. fossil fuel reserves
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by present techniques was shown in Table 5.3 in Section 5. 1, page 77 which
was compiled by the Department of the Interior [derived from 24, p. 6].

A‘ similar breakdown of world reserves ‘was shown in Tablé 5.4,
page 79, with all the faults such a table necessarily has [ derived from
24, p. 10].

Both tables give some insights into the ox-reral'l United States and
world energy situation if the present structure of energy supply io sémehéw
maintained, i.e., over 90 per cent of total energy demand’'is supplied by
fossil fuels. We have estimated that at least 12 Q will be added to '""known
recoverable reserves' if Plowshare and the subsequent recovery techniques
in oil shale prove to be successful. This willhoverthrow any of the predic-
tions ever made reéarding the fossil fuel energy base of the United States.

A case similar to the one that can be made for oil shale can very
likely be also made in the case of gas stimulation. During the last decades,
U. S. production and gstimated U. S. proved reserves followed a path
similar to the ohe found in the oil industry: production expanded consider-
ably, 4'proved reserves were expanded too, but the relation between the two
f'igpres is more and more narrowing down as is evidenced by Table 5,6
[20, p. 406]. Figure 5.10 gives'a graphical representation of Table 5.6,

As in the case of the American Petroleum Institute's estimate of
crude oil r’eseyves, the table below gives a very cqnservative estimate of
recoverable gas reserves. Other estimatgs were also advanced [9, 11,

25, 27, 28 et al.].
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Table 5. 6--U,., S. Natural Gas Production and Proved Reserves in TCF’""k

Year : Withdrawals Estimated Reserves as
during year Proved Reserves Multiple of
end of Year -Current Production
1945 4.8 147.8 30.8
1950 7.1 185. 6 26.1
1955 10,2 223.7 21.9
1960 13.3 263, 8 - 19. 8

1964 17.0 281.3 16.6

* Report of the Committee on Natural Gas Reserves of the
American Gas Association for year ending December 31, 1961,

e’
TCF = trillion cubic feet
SOURCE: Landsberg, H, H., Fischman, L, L., Fisher, J. L., '""Resources
in America's Future--Patterns of Requirements and Avail-
abilities, " (The Johns Hopkins Press), 1962, and American Gas
Association, 1965. '
The highest estimate on recoverable gas reserves so far advanced
is that of T. A, Hendricks [11]. The reliability of such estimates was
discussed in [125]; here we cite only the estimate as given in [11] (see
Table 5. 7).
For conventional production methods in gas fields, T. A, Hendricks'
estimate of gas '"economically recoverable' might be a very high estimate
given that it is ""based' on crude oil recoverable reserves of 400 billion

barrels. Once, however, nuclear techniques are developed which would

stimulate low permeability gas fields, fields which per well would yield less
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Figure 5.10--U. S. Gas Production and Reserves as

Multiple of Production -
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Table 5.7--0il, Gas, and Natural Gas Liquids in Place in the
United States before Production Began

Crude Oil Natural = Natural Gas

Billion Gas Liquids
Barrels TCF Billions Barrels
Total in Place 1, 600 4,000 120
Total in Place to b.e found
by exploration 1,000 ‘ 2,500 ‘ 75
Economically Recoverable 400 2,000 60
Submarginal 1, 200 2,000 60
Approximate Production :
through 1961 68 230 7

SOURCE: Hendricks, T. A., ""Resources of Oil, Gas and Natural Gas
Liquids in the United States and the World,' U, S. Department
of the Interior, GSC 522, 1965,
than 250 MCFD* with conventional techniques, the total gas recoverable
will add significantly to present estimated recoverable reserves. T. A.
Hendricks' estimate can well be classified as reﬂectiné '"associated'' gas
estimates, given his estimating procedure. Known quantities of ""non-
associatgd" gas do exist in at least two areas extending over thousands of
square miles in the United States, often in geographical association with
oil shales. Thes’e reserves occur mainly alongside and seuth uf the Rocky
Mountain oil shale basins (in very sparsely popglated areas) and in t%he

""black shales' along the Alleghenies, where the thick formadtions again.

ale

MCFD = 1 thousand cubic feet per day.
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occur in relatively sparsely populated areas. The gas reserves are
located in such a ‘way that:

a. Piowshare techniques could réad:ﬂy be applied.

b. | Thé main centers of demand (East Coast, West Coast, area
around the Great Lakes) are rkelat'ivelyAclos,e to one of the areas.

c. Resources in both areas are very large by present production
rates, though in the future gas demand might exsand counsiderably.

For both the Rocky Mountain and Appalachian areas reliable esti-
mates as to their overall potential are missing. With regard to the Rocky
Mountain area we know the approximate extent of the gas-bearing bats'}ns

[10, p. 23] (see Table 5.8 and Figure 5.11).

Table 5. 8- -Extent of Rocky Mountain Potential Gas-Bearing Formations

Basin Area with . Number of Gas- ‘I'hickness ul

Production Potential Bearing For- . Potential Gas-
.. (square miles) mations Bearing Sandstones
(feet)

Uinta ' 8, 900 4 1,700
Piceance 3,900 4 : 1,200
Green River 19, 000 7 2,500
San Juan 10, 600 8 10, 000
Paradox 25, 000 n-e n-e
Wind River 4, 000 n;e ' n-e

n-e = not estimated

SOURCE: '"Project Gasbuggy,'" Feasibility Study by the El Paso Natural
' Gas Company, U, S, Atomic Energy Commission, U, S. Bureau
of Mines, LRL, May 1965, pp. 8 and 23,
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Estimates of total gas in-place reserves, if derived from a basin-by-basin
evaluation are very likely to seem extremely large when compared with
existing estimates of gas in-place reserves.

The figure cited most often in connection with gas stimulation by
Plowshare techniques (in the Rocky Mountain area) is 320 TCF [7, 60].
This amount is equal to the American Gas Association's total figure on
known, recoveralle rcoerves (see above). This 320 I'CF eslimatc seems,
however, to be very conservalive, Other estimates were advanced, one
in the neighborhood of 600 TCF for three of the major basins alone [ 52,
253] (see Figure 5.11). This figure itself, if taken as an estimate for the
whole Rocky Mountain area, is again on a more conservative side, as it

| does not include other major basins in that area.

Since such tight formations could not be brought into production
economically up to now, such reserves were not included in many of the
previous estimates in the first place and well data are scarce for the same
reason.

Given the areal extent of the poleutial gas fields cited in Table 5.8
and all the well data available in that area, one could obtain a more precise
estimate of gas in-place reserves. As long as such an evaluation is not
made, one is left only to speculation. Thus, at an average gas occurrence
of 10 BCT" per square mile (= 1 section in nuclear stimulation) at total

depth the Rocky Mountain Area should contain resources of about 700 TCF

s
-~

BCF = Billion cubic fest (107 GF).
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gas in-place, such that about 300 TCF might be recoverable by nuclear
stimulation, . -

- Furthermore, at an average 50-60 BCF ber square mile of gas in-
place at total depth (i.e., comprising all formations that occur at different
depths) the Rocky Mountain Area wouldl yield an approximate gas in-place
reserve of 3.5 - 4.2 QCF*. A 50-60 BCF per square mile would be a
very high average quantity of natural gas for entire basins and thus would .
constitute an upper limit to the potential in-place resources. Qn the other .-
side the 50-60 BCF estimate of gas in-place in all formations may be com-
pared to .some known, measured values .of gas in-place in single formations:
about 200 BCF per square mile in the Fort Union Formation in the Pinedale . .
Unit Area (Green River Basin) [10], about 30 BCF in the Pictured Cliffs
Formation (Gasbuggy) [10], 10 BCF in the Mancos B formation in Blanca
County (Piceance Basin) [16]. Not all of these formations produce eco-
nomically with present techniques because of their tightness or low reserve
figures per section.

The 700 TCF estimate would more than double the present estimate
of gas reserves in the U, S, The potential resources .are, howe;rer, con-
siderably higher and could be in the range just cited (about 4 QCF), though
one has to treat such figures with very large qualifications. T. A,.l Hendricks
estimates a similar total of 4 QCF in-place resource for the U, S. [11,

pp. 20 ff.].

5

* OCF = Quadrillion cubic feet (1012 CF)
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The Devonian and Mississippian black shales (Figure V in [125]
Central and Eastern regions) might come close to the Rocky Mountain
potential. At present gas is produced there mostly from the sandstone
overlying the black shales as some gas presumably escaped from the lower
black shales and is now trapped in the higher formations. A substantial
part of the gas (and shale oil) is, however, still contained in the tight,
low-yield black shales [61]. The same is true for the fields in the
Mississippian reg'ion;

For nuclear stimulation relatively thick formations are required,
or a sequence of overlapping, thinner formations which can be connected
by nuclear stimulation. Such gas-bearing formations also occur in the
lower part of the Appalachian basin along the Kentucky-West Pennsylvania
line [61] and possibly also in the Mississippian region, the shale oil
content of these regions and its potential recovery by Plowshare techniques
are analyzed in [154]). The potential methane yield of the total organic-
reserves in these formations was estimated by E. B. Shultz as 8 QCF for
better grade deposits and an adfiitional 16 QCF for lower grade deposits,
i.e., a total of 24 QCF in these basins [ 31].

Not all of these 24 QCF, however, are suitable to nuclear tech-
niques. Much of the organic rich oil shale does occur in thin formations
[30]. A substantial part of the gas (and shale oil) are present in the thick
formations (i.e., exceeding 100-200 feet thickness). The exact potential

of nuclear stimulation in these areas is not known., But of the total 24 QCF
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| estimate, 4 QCF might well be suitable for nuclear stimulation (subjective
estimate). In energy equiiralents the cited figures (700 TCF, 4 QCF, and
potentially 8 QCF') do correspond to .7 Q*, 4 Q, and 8 Q respectively**,
while present total annual U, S, energy consumption is about .06 Q, with
natural gas accounting for about 0.015 Q of this demand. Of these above
estimates, about 50 per cent were recoverable by nuclear stimuiation and
if one allows for a 3 pér cent long run expansion of gas demand (the pres-
ent mid-1966 rate of expansion is 6 per cent [32], considerably higher
than the long-term average), then these supplies could cover demand for
the next 18 years, 55 years, and 75 years respectively. Present reserves
recoverable by conventional techniques would last, at the same 3 per cent
rate of expansion, forAscarcely 15 years,

In addition to being used in these forrria_tions, gas stimulation by
nuclear explosives might well develop to such an extent that even those
fields which at present are developed only by conventional techniques
(hydraulic fracturing) would be able to utilize, at least in part, the nuclear
stimulation techniqu.e, local conditions permitting., This would then affect
the ultimate recoverable reserve figures (mainly the south-central region
of the United States). No estimate of possible benefits in this area can be

made at present.

18

* Q = 10"~ British thermal units (Btu).

* Estimating 1 MCF as equivalent to one million Btu [59, p. 271].
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The nuclear stimulation technique would also allow for a more
elastic production schedule. Due to the fact that the whole chimney volume
has nearly infinite permeability, it can serve as a potential storage con-
tainer for gas when irregular withdrawals of gas from the chimney occur.
In conventional gas wells,production is only detgrmined by the natpral gas
flow induced by. the pressure differential between the area immediately
around the well and the surrounding gas-bearing formation. If withdrawal
at the well is interrupted, the gas flow is interrupted,and the induced gas
flow starts only after production has been resumed. Additional gas flow
from the surrounding medium occurs mainly if gas is actually Withdrawn
from the well., During the initial phases of thg well history, this wogld 'irpply
a postponement of revenue by about 20 years (the average life of a conven-
tional well).

In the case of nuclear stimulation, the storage space within Fhe'nu-
clear chimney would still allow the gas to flow from the higher pressure in
the 'sur.roundin‘g formation to the relatively low pressure within the nuclear .
chimney. When production is regumed, the gas in the ch'imngy can then be
withdrawn at an increased rate. In May 1966 about 90 MZCF* of natural
gas were stored undergroqnd [32]. Though gas sto;age itself should be as
near as possible to the centers of demand (i.e., at the end of the gas trans-

mission systems),the storage capacity of the nuclear chimney would never-

MZCF = one m'ill'ipn cubic feet.
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theless allow more elastic production schedules and in some cases directly
allow for demand fluctuations., Nearly identical arguments hold for the
st'imu_lat'ion of oil wells, though the extension of these reserves are less
spectacular than those anticipated in oil shale and even g'as stimulation.

As to the potential costs of gas stimulation by nuclear explosives.
and the resulting benefits to individual firms, four specific cases were
analyzed in [125] based on [5, 10, 15, 16, 17, 28, 51] and gave, overall,
encouraging results, The benefits of using nuclear explosives in gas
stimulation at present costs seems to lie not so much in potential cost
reductions but in making additional natural gas resources accessible to the
U. S. at present costs in tight formations which today afe not utilized due
to the lack of gas flow,

As no nuclear explosive experiment has been made in media con-
taining hydxfocarbons in general and gas in particular, any statement made
so far in this section is bound to be subject to considerable uncertainties.
Relative to some other Plowshare projects there are, however, no indus-
try uncertainties regarding the technology of recovery and processing

after the nuclear effects did take place. Once the uncertainties concerning

nuclear explosions in hydrocarbons are cleared away, in particular the extent
of contamination, then in the case of gas stimulation no further technical
problems exist.

The term '"'uncertainty' does not refer to possibly large, cata-
strophic events. Enough is known by now regé.rding the general effect of
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underground nuclear explosives to exclude any such event. The existing
unAcer’c‘a'int'ies are of a different kind and concern areas of design and en- |
gineering which will ultimately influence quite extensiv'ely the econom‘ics of
gas stimulation (see Figure 5.12 derived from [5], [15], and [17]. .There
do exist uncerta':mties as to:

a, the extént of fracturing in the surrounding rock (i.e., the 'inf
duced perméab'ility increase).

b. the extent of tritiation of the gas and poséible décontémination
techniques ;nd costs, Substantial tri‘t;iaition may be avoided, or contaminate
about one chimney volume of gas (or more).

c. the ultimate of reduction in the diameter of the nuclear device
and the associated cost saving due to a reduced diameter of the emplace-
ment well,

d. the charges for the nuclear explosives in completely c'onlta'ined,‘
commercial applications.

The expected rate of return in nuclearly stimulated wells will mainly
be a function of the gas in-place of the tight formation and the expected gas
flow from this formation after the explosion took place, Figure 5,12 jshows
the expected increase of deliverable natural gas beyond conventional pro-
duction for 34 BCF, 50 BCF, and 100 BCF per section; the convent‘idﬁal
well is assumed to produce from a 100 BCF section.

Given the expected gas flows there remain still a variety of technical

and economic parameters which will influence the effective rate of return of

112



40

38

S

36

a
mund It & -1
| i I__ — 0
% ¥ 2 T 1 € Q
Ll S H T
¥ H 1
- f &
. 5 H H f i
Eaaaan J RS
. l“\[‘ I 4
BE » WEERERE mn PN}
AR 1 HH AR MEEEN EREEE RSy SN U A EEE ‘n
11 e ~
H B HH H Eam TR u
H o u: 55 Sr1RE magHEansn : H
AT T 0 g ou
s L — — 1 = ‘ 2%
1 1 7 4BEES LUt - i -1 i
H e T T 1 - BREmEEEN -~
H N e R E HERE bW EEBH S HuAEmAEESERRE Sadn o
A HEEmEREENE MEwE B ] EREEY 2R ERSSHE) RERpaRERAE T oo
ERnmENBMMEdEmEEaES REESEEAEES” AREEENE mEEAE SEESiuaiRREERRARARZ EHE =& 2 Hoo
EERERHRRHE R aRaNAN Anune Annan RRREERS7 A0 SRRE FHH A FEEET mER 14 R H
it \ 7 geifEdsRiieid A A A - R o
EREEMENERE SRR R Rl EAEE . . - - T mEp! Eam = EEERARERNEA R axk L
- T A & gRgamE R>ZESEEAasmEEmmRds JHNS pEEAEE BEEEmEREEREd ERASERE 42
EHE AT ga8ans- Egas RRRRA o8 A T EEMEEES M b O
T T SRS EECEERERcREEREacusei RERRRRREEIP RRERERH : sEpin
- S s REmEmmgRmmmpEEN HH HH g
A e P EEEERES guwunaunis RRRNRRASE S SERRERES it A HHHH T o~
4+ 4 -4+ -1 5 1 1 . = x 15 0 mms y 4 - 1 i e ¥
=aEEazE T T BEHERdRasER b NaREy dRARmEERARAS 1 R
HHA A A E R CEA EE BunE Freie R REmEmmEN NSNS RN
1 R paans R T AN HHH - A AR (RN
E EpAfEasaMmMEBMAREAMsamamsRSnessausRaeER RN, EERRERREEE H A HHH HHHH i =
RemasBASEdREERRARRE AT EES Hh g o
R A R RN RS R T HH 2 1 B e amEESSugNNSEAE innn
CE B B2 A E2 G 1 N ma| 1 i 2 WEE - ERERAN EEgREE T N
CET J A T EERESEENE SREEE SRR HH ] T I =W BN 3 HH
FH P H R A HiHH Bon| . ARMMNEEEEEEmmmauus a8 paEp H 2|
- EEEEEmEE e = O RHT AEERE: T aREgeE=casERERANEA} REEd
T A : fEEEE H - fEdcdneantfinee ueke
T S sseepenn SERRRERNT shERas AR A e S EREREE ERERRERENy) mRES
] I R Eann “HA T R HEE B ERERENEEE -HHHH 8 0 B R . PR HE R
s CHEH A SRERARRERdEE FR T ama SEEREEaN . S Ew e
HAE R : i ’ HAH - H-H A B En = R aRERRAnEs) Ranan
P B e S g ARmNs ARNuEERaY BEun ARREREEgNE RS AR B Ea! T any
HI HLS P - H R i L‘H H- BanBanan aRRERRERL ) Roun mEEadaF RRRERER
T PR siRnunadnany a8 - L 1L
A § #iﬁil THEH BEERHAshummmENuan ERER RA R
iEnziannes E A H
SE5jaan i _ ! Hi

o
g
a0 §

113

938y UOT3IONPOId

1000



such wells. In [125] four hypothetical cases are analyzed assuming in each
of them (i) a low and (ii) a high increase in permeability by nuclear stimula-
tion. The stimulated production capacities of the wells shown (in Case I
expected production figures are entered) are evaluated at fifteen cents per
MCF at well-head. Operational costs are assumed to be $7, 200 per well
per year>"< [e.g., source 17], and the ''net revenue' is discounted to pres-
ent worth at a 6 per cent rate, assuming that revenue is collected around
the end of the year. The 6 per cent rate was chosen as a minimum internal
discount rate for gas companies in risk-free investments. In the early
stages of a new technique, a 10 per cent rate would be more likely in
projects of this nature [51, p. 9]. The 6 per cent rate allows for minimum
opportunity costs a gas company would incur in risk-free investments. o
The potential royalties to the Federal Government are 12.5 per cent
of the gross-production value. In the Rocky Mountain area up to 90 per
cent of the prospective gas-producing area is government owned, thereby
giving rise to royalty payments. The treatment of royalties and taxes on
profits when establishing real costs is at least controversial. The most
consistent way to treat such items, in our opinion, is to regard them as
side payments funded out of profits. Of course taxes and royalties are ex-

penses to the firm. But the inclusion of taxes on profits and royalties as

costs (and for that matter, of subsidies as revenues) can lead to serious

Al
>3

A relatively high figure. Operational costs per nuclear well may
be much lower.

1o AL,
kok

Gas transmission companies are restricted to a profit rate of
about 6 per cent per year.
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misallocations of national resources, in addition to theoretical inconsis-
tencies when making economic evaluations. A further revenue would accrue
to the Federal Government through income tax levied on the (potential)
profits. As large amounts of the gas in-place would, without nuclear
stimulation, never be produced by techniques now available, we may regard
these revenues as net additions to Federal revenue.

The discounted net income from the productions of Cases I to IV is

compared in Summaries 1 and 2 (Tables 5.10 and 5.11 on pages 121, 122
below) to present costs and (potentially lower) future costs of nuclear well
stimulation. All of the following tables are derived from data in [5, 10,
15, 16, 17, 28, 51, and 254]. (Roman numerals indicate Case I, Case II,
Case III, and Case IV.) The built-in assumptions in the figures differ
widely from case to case. The depth of emplacement, for example, ranges
from 2, 700 feet to 7, 500 feet, the permeability and porosity are somewhat
different in each formation, and with increasing depth the potential gas
pressure differential is increased. None of the four cases would produce
economically with present techniques. Assumed initial and stabilized':pro-
duction rates of the wells for the four cases are shown in Table 5.9; Case I
was predicted by a steady state flow model, Cases II, III, and IV by radial,
two-dimensional, unsteady state flow modcls, and Case IV-C, shown in
Figurc 5. 14 is based on a similar, but three-dimensional simulation model.

The discounted net income would then have to cover the following

initial investment costs in commercial applications:
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*
Table 5.9--Gas-Well-Deliverability in MCFD

Deliverability
Initial Stabilized Average Production
*k Kok *% Fk
low high low high

Pictured Cliffs (San Juan Basin)
(1) 10 KT, 160 Acres, 20 years 1560 2580 480 510

10 KT, 640 Acres, 20 years 1180 1650 840 1060

30 KT, 640 Acres, 20 years 1360 2000 930 1200
MANCO 5-B (Piceance Basin)
(1I1) 40 KT, 640 Acres 20 years 1000 2800 550 750
MESAVERDE (Piceance Basin)
(III) 100 KT, 640 Acres 50 years 4000 5000 1200 1600
(V) 100 KT, 640 Acres 50 years 5000 5000 2300 3200
MESAVERDE (San Juan Basin)

100 KT, 640 Acres 20 years 2000 3600 1100 1400

*

MCFD = 1000 Standard Cubic Feet per Day
%k
Based on Cf ~ 3 (low) and Cf ~ 7 (high)

SOURCES: Austral Oil Company, CER Geonuclear Corporation, Continental Oil Company, El Paso Natural Gas

Company



a. The costs of the device at projected charges for nuclear explo-
sives (see Section II of this report).

b. Drilling costs for the emplacement hole which, at present, are
a main part of the costs in nuclear stimulation. Many of the tight forma-
tions in the Rocky Mountain area do reach to 10, 000 feet. These drilling
costs are in general a function of the depth of emplacement, the diameter
of the hole and the hardness of the rock., Figure 5,13 gives an estimate of
these costs in Rocky Mountain areas [51, 1. 17]. To realize the full po-
tential benefits of nuclear stimulation at such depths it would be desirable
to restrict the diameter of the explosives up to 500 KT yield to a maximum
of 12-18 inches. There are indications that considerable progress is pos-
sible (i.e., below the diameters shown in previous Figure 5.12, [51, P.
15]). Cases III and IV of [125] demonstrate one possible way to lower em-
placement costs, i.e., by a simultancous, vertical emplacement of two
devices. In formations where vertical connection of more gas-layers is
called for, such an emplacement might prove to be more economic than a
single, higher-yield shot. There exist, however, at present costs a trade-
off between lower emplacement costs when two devices (of smaller diam-
eter) are used and the lower cost of one single device with similar total
yield ($850, 000 versus $460, 000 in case of 2 x 50 KT and one 100 KT shot).
After the explosion has been set off, re-entry wells ( = production wells)
have to be drilled. Whether the existing emplacement well could some-

times be utilized (and to which extent) is uncertain. Re-entry wells are
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normal gas production wells and their costs are those generally anticipated
in gas industry. In addition, the depth of the re-entry wells would be some-
what less than the original emplacement well (by about the héight of the
chimney above shot point). At depths to 10, 000 feet these re-entry wellsl
should cost about $150-200, 000,

c. Miscellaneous other costs [51, 10, 16, 17].

Given the present uncertainties as to how much of the initial gas
will be tritiated and to which extent this will pose a problem, it is difficult
to attach any specific cost figure for detritiation of"che gas. It may turn
out that the contamination of the gas can be held to a very lo>w level or -
avoided altogether. On the oth,ez" hand, a substantial part of the gas might
be seriously contaminated and a variety of proposals exist to deal with this
particular decontamination problem. The costs of each procedure differ
and are in some cases not even known., Present opinions in this field are
too divergent to allow any particular cost estimate. However, there exist
enough reasons to expect that the cost of decontamination can be held low,
The uncertainty regarding the extent of tritiation is one main are;a which
could be adequately assessed by experiments in nuclear stimulation. The
safety aspects in this case are extensively discussed in Chapte‘r 4 of this
report, pp. 46 f.

Other costs occur in large scale commercial operations [5}, p. 14
among others]. Allowance has to be made for engineering and inspection

costs, miscellaneous construction costs, well testing, communications,
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other support operations, and finally, the industrial safety program. In
large scale applications these miscellaneous costs might be held to $100, 000
per well [51].

For purposes of this study safety costs are estimated fo amount to
anothér $100, 000, giving.overall miscellaneous costs of about $200, 000.
Operational costs of the wells were included earlier. Both figures may be
quite diffefent from those assumed here in e'i£her direction. .

Tables 5.10 and 5.11 summarize the results of Cases I to IV of
[125]. At present costs and a 6 per cent internal discount rate, high pro-
duction in Case IIl nearly yields a break-even; in both high and lpw produc-
tions of Case IV a considerable profit is realized in excess of the 6 per
cent. In Case III the.re are 50 BCF undergrouhd at 7,500 feet: this case
wotild be in the neighborhood of a 6 per cent profitability given all the par-
ticular characteris'ti?:é of the formation as shown i [125]. This rate of
return is slightly exceeded if in the same field 100 BCEF are -present and a
relatively low increase in permeability occurs. If all the optimistic esti-
mates are realized, a high payoff is to be expected in Case IV, even if
royalties have to be paid (Ca‘se' IIT is still uneconomic if substantial royal-
ties are to be paid). .F‘i'gure 5.14 shows the cumulative gross income of
Case IV under different predicted gas flows, the operating costs per well
(shaded areas), and the cumulative net income; the présent initial invest-

ment costs for Case IV are shown with $1. 9 million and the cumulative

capital costs were calculated on the basis of 6 per cent per annum interest
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Case
Case
Case

Case

Case
Case
Case

Case

11

I1I

Iv

II

ITI

IV

Table 5,10--1,

‘Total Net Income,
i.e., 0% Discount

low
384,000
390,000
2,830,000

6,295,000

Costs of

Re-entry Well

150,000
100,000
280,000

280,000

high
418,000
680,000
4,076,000

8,433,000

Summary of Cases I to IV at

Present Worth of
Net Income, 6% dis-

count Rate

low
230,000
250,000
1,250,000

2,534,000

Balance Over Total

low
-516,000
-470,000
¥950,000

+4, 365,000

Net Income, 0% dis-
© count rate

high
-482,000
-180,000
+2,146,000

+6,500,000

high
240,000

480,000

1,880,000

3,499,000

Present Costs

Costs of
Devices

350,000
410,000
850,000

850,000

Balance Over Dis-
counted Net Income,

low
-670,000
-610,000
-680,000

+604,000

6%
high
-660,000
-380,000
-50,000

+1,570,000

Costs of

Emplacement

200,000
150,000
600,000

600,000

Miscellaneous

Costs

200,000
200,000
200,000

200,000

Potential Royalties
to Federal Government
Discounted at 6%

low
31,000
33,000
227,000

388,000

high

32,000

62,000
306,000

508,000
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Table ‘5.11--2, Summary of Cases I to IV at Potential Long Range Costs, Excluding Costs of Device

Case 1
Case 1I
Case III

Case IV

Cont'd.

Case I
Case II
Case III

Case IV

Total Net Income
0% Discount Rate

Present Worth of Net
Income, 6% Discount

low high
384,000 418,000
390,000 680,000
2,880,000 4,076,000
6,295,000 8,433,000

Balance Over,Total
Net Income, 0%

low high
-16,000 +18,000
490,000 +380,000
2,220,000 3,416,000
5,635,000 7,773,000

Costs of device not included.

Rate
lcw high
230,000 240,600
250,000 480,000
1,250,000 1,880,000
2,534,200 3,499,000
Balince Over Present

Het Worth, 6%

low high
-170,800 ~160,000
-50,000 +180,000
590,000 1,220,000
1,874,000 2,839,000

Costs of
Emplace-
ment

150,000
100,000
280, (00

280,C00

Costs of
Re-entry
Well

(150,000)
(100,000)
(280,000)

(280,000)

Miscellaneous

Costs

100,000
100,000
100,000

100,000

\
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and the amortization of the capital by the net income flow for Case IV-C,
the lowest prediction shown in Figure 5.14, based on gas-flow predictions
in [254]. Case IV-C has an effective rate of return of slightly more than
6 per cent; Case IV-B perhaps as high as 15 per cent.

However, from the above analyses, and Figure 5,14, it is also
evident that initial investment costs play a decisive role in determining
whether a certain gas formation can be stimulated econorically.

Only a slight change in interest rates, or a relatively minor increase
in investment costs would exclude many potential tight gas formations from
nuclear stimulation. One important parameter will be the estimated quan-
tity of gas in-place, as shown in Figure 5,12,

Another, equally important parameter will be the ultimate required
initial investment for nuclear stimulation which again brings on a sct of
various potential developments: a reduction of the required diameter of
nuclear explosives for gas stimulation, whether and to which extent the
emplacement hold can be used as a re-entry well, the long-run charges for
nuclear explosives in commercial applications, and, also, the elimination
of same existing uncertainty as to the effective stimulation of gas forma-
tions by such explosions. This will require a number of carefully planned
experiments.

One tentative estimate of such a long-run initial investment is
shown in Figure 5.14, based on potential long range costs shown in Table

5.11, including somewhat reduced charges for the nuclear explosives. At
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this reduced initial investment cost all cases shown in Figure 5,14 would
be economic, with considerable rates of return. Another potential proce-
dure would be to calculate for each formation upper limits to the changes
for nuclear explosives under which that formation could still be recovered
economically at some agreed upon rate of return. At present, however,
the uncertainties on predicted gas flows from nuclearly stimulated gas
wells are yet such as to make any calculation of this kind very difficult,
Again empirical knowledge through experiments is needed.
5.3 THE ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF MINING APPLICATIONS BY
NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

The application of nuclear devices as a substitute in such processes
seems to be very attractive from the economic point of view, and appears
to be one of the major prospective fields for peaceful uses of such devices.

The MATHEMATICA report on mining applications [179] concen-
trates only on copper mining applications (see Figure 5,15 [174]) although
nuclear explosions could be utilized in mining operations of other non-
ferrous metals with only minor modifications. In copper mining applica-

tions three different processes are considered: a) in situ leaching of

copper ores, b) mining of copper ores by block caving, and c) strip

mining of copper orcs. The first two processes propose contained under-

ground nuclear explosions, while strip mining would involve underground

cratering explosions. All three processes were proposed to recover addi-

tional, known copper resources in an economic way.,
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Figure 5.15
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The potehtial extensions of economic U, S. copper reserves have
to be compared with present consumption and available reserves. The re-
source estimates vary widely and may lie somewhere between 35 to 100
million tons of copper content in ores exceeding .5% grade. Present (1965)
apparent U, S, consumption of primary refined copper is 1.5 million tons
per year (about equal to expected 1967 production, see Figure 5.16). At
only a 2 per cent rate of growth, by the year 2000, the annual consumption
of copper will be 3 million tons and theAcumu‘lative consumption will then
be 80 million to.ns. With a ten-year reserve requirement in the year 2000,
this would require reserves of 120 million tons up to the year 2000, . This
means that catalogued copper reserves, mineable with present techniques
at more or less present costs, will be exhausted.

On a world-wide basis (see Figure 5.17) a similar situation holds:
at a 4 per cent growth rate, the annual world consumption will be 25 million
tons and cumulative consumptioﬁ about 500 million tons by the year 2000. A
5 pef cent growth rate would imply a cA:umulla‘t‘ive consumption of 635 million"
tons over the same period. At a 30 per cent 'increasé 'in‘productipn costs,
copper could be mined down to a .5 per cent grade by conventional methods
and would extend present recoverable world reserves from about 200 million
tons to somewhere around 600 million tons of copper content. This will be
just adequate to cover cumulative consumption up to the year 2000, at in-

creased costs,
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Figure 5, 16

U. S. Production as % of,
World Product
» 0 =

€.00¢
5500~
5000
2 ‘ A
5 §500
£ &
o S §o06
by {World)
g2 3500
13 [
25 © 3800
g &
“ ®
o ) .
3 1566
H o
o5 .
== 2000
£
@ 1500~ < (U. s.)
1600 ” .

540

o .lnT||r1caltr|ilrlu’lrullllrrllllll'llll],ll”,l,lll|'ll1T
B0 IS R0 1928 B30 1935 1990 1T I8 1I3S I8 1968

40
36

(in cents per pound) .

20

10

Current Price f,0.b. New York

O ‘r -
_ i IA i | ! ] l | I | I
SOURCES: 1910-1962: A, D. McMahon, '"Copper, A Materials Survey, "
Bureau of Mines, 1C-8225, 1965, p. 157.

1963-1965: USBM. 128



621

Figure 5,17
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Most present projections seem to regard the year 2000 as some
final ba’;'r'ier. Such an artificial restriction is, of éourse, completely
arbitrary: this period now covers 33 years, a short period in the eco- |
nomic development éf a nation, -and is equally distant in time as the year
1934,

4T}‘10ugh Plowshare shbuld not be justified on the basis of '"long-
term' considerations alone, we observe that Plowshare could make an
additional 350 million tons of copper content accessible to the U, S, at
costs in the neighborhood of present figures or at slight increases. This
extension of U, S, resources would cover adequate consumption levels for
at least an additional two generations and therefore reach well into the 21st
century.

These considerations are distinct from others, concerning the é.p-
pli cat:ioi; of such new techniques in the copper mining industry. The struc--
ture of U, S, product;oh and distribution of copper and the particular situ-
ation of world produc&ion may cause a postponement in the application of
large scale"‘ nﬁcleaf processes, where conventional operations are still
adequate for a controlled expansion of copper production.

| As was pointed out in [179] a small number of companies control
a very large fraction of the copper market. In addition, the major copper
produ'ce'rs are also affiliated with large plants where the bulk of the new
copper is fabricated. into sheets, strips, rods, tubes, wires, and various

extended and rolled shapes. More than 50 per cent of the total volume of
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Table 5.12--World Copper Reserves and Major Production Figures

Country

North America

Canada 8,400
Cuba 200
Haiti ~ 75
Mexico 750
United States: : 32,500.
TOTAL 41,925
South America
Bolivia 55
Chile . 46,000
Peru 12,500
TOTAL , ‘ 58,555
Europe
Austria 60
Rulgaria 300
Finland . 750
East Germany 500
Ireland 280
Norway i 500
Poland 11,400
Spain 4,500
Sweden 700
USSR 35,000
Yugoslavia : 2,750
TOTAL 56,740
Asia : , ) i
"China 3,000
Cyprus 200
India 100
Israel 250
Japan : ’ 1,200
Philippines 1,000
Turkey , 580
TOTAL - o 6,330
Africa
Angola 40
Republic of the Congo (K.). . 20,000
Zambia 25,000
Southern Rhodesia 475
. Kenya 20
Mauricania 460
South-West Africa 525
Uganda 210
Republic of South Africa 900
TOTAL : 47,630
Oceanic: Australia 1,200
GRAND TOTAL . 212,000
copper [244]
Prodyction in 1965 was about 6 mil
SOURCE

Ore Reserves (1960)
Copper Content . 1963
(000 short tonms)

Production

(000 short tomns)

461.

*
1,210.

660,

600.
(estimated)

.298,
" 648,

(six countries) . 3,880,)

k%

%944,

U.S. production in 1965 was 1,356 and in 1966 equal to 1,421 thousand tons of

§: McMahon, op. cit. p. 44,
0. T. Méuzon, Resources and Industries of the United States

lion tons [243].

(New York, 1966).
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copper fabrication is done by affiliated fabricators. It would seem possible
that the price of the fabricated copper product could be increased to re-
flect the high open market price of copper and the profits to the industry
could be large even with the 38 cent price set for refined copper.

The copper industry is one where there exist stro;rxg incentives for
control of the quantities produced for the purpose of maintaining a high
price. The dominant position of a few companies m‘akes such control more
than a remote possibility. Indeed, in the history of the industry there have
been several instances where organized etforts at price control have been
made [see 1791, although they ult'imately. collapsed, bringing forth sev-e.rve
crises.

The economic analysis in [l 79] of the in situ ieaching, cave mining,
and strip mining of copper ores uS';mg nuclear explosives gave mixed re-
s1'11ts. The nuclear in situ leaching of copper ores seems at present cos‘ts~'
to b»e most attractive on large, low grade, leachable copper deposits. Thi_s
conclusi_on rests, however; on various qualifications which might prove |
unnecessary after exper:iments have béen made; |

. The typical economic analyses that have -come to our attention in
copper mining involve a calculation of the value of the coppefth'at can be‘
recovered, followed by a calculation of the costs involved in such recover}?,
such as costs of the nuclear device, costs of leaching, and costs of obtaining
copp‘er_from the pregnant liquor, including capital costs., Such studies indi-

cate substantial profit potential. These studies have not involved the calcu-
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lation of '"discounted profit" which would be considerably lower. Two
basically different comparisons were drawn in [179]: first, whether the
in situ leaching method .combined with nuclear explosives yields such profits
when compafed with average U, S. mining costs of high grade copper and,
second, whether this leaching method yields profits substantially in ex-
.cess of conventional methods if applied to new, identical deposits, that is,
deposits of generally low grade which would be added to present copper
production and which determine marginal costs of copper production. Even
without technological uncertainties there do not appear to be any opportu-
nities to make profits in the first case, i.e., if compared to average pro-
duction costs. On the other.side, in case of expanded copper production

in lower grade, deep, and/or small deposits of suitable fn'ineralization the
nuclear technology may yield decisive advantages if technical uncertainties
are removed by experiments,

In the first case it was assumed in [179] that the goal of the entre-
preneur is to maximize the yalue of his discounted profits from a specified
ore deposit. A consideration of vital importance, which has been omitted
from economic énalysesA that have come to our attention is the substantial
difference in recovery rates obtainable by conventional methnds and by in
situ leaching. Indeed, this difference is so important for the national
economy that a continuation of ;onvent'ional methods might be desirable
even at very low costs of nuclear devices, due to the higher recovery rates

" in conventional mining methods.
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We shall assume that the time horizon is the same for the two
methods and that.discounting would have afii"oughly proportionate effect on
. the two. We can then simplify the analysis without serio{lsly distorting
the comparison.

The following notations will be used:

R: - total amount of ore (lbs,)

y: grade of ore

r): recovery under conventional methods (assumed to be . 86)

r,: recovery via in situ leaching (assumed to be .5)

c: cost per pound of copper obtained by conventional methods

ot . cost per pound of coppér obtained via't nucleér explosion, in situ

leaching, etc.

p: - price per pound of copper (assumed to be $. 38)
s: cost saving per pound of copper obtained by in silu leaching
(s = ¢y - cz).

The value of total (undiécounted) profits before taxes obtained by -

conventional methods is then:

Ry rl>[p - cl]‘ . (1)

134



The value of ltotal (undiscounted) profits before taxes obtained by in situ

leaching is:
Ryr, ['p-cz] } (2)

For the leaching in situ to be more profitable, it is necessary that the

profits (2) be larger than (1), i.e.:
RYrZ[p-C2J>RYI'1[p—Cl] t ‘ (3)

It is easy to simplify (3) to:

T 1
c, <— ¢ p(l - =) (4)
2 r2 1 + r2

According to Mr. Franklin D. Cooper's estimates, the cost per pound of

copper obtained from ore of ,7 per cent content is approximately 15 cents”

Though the 15 cents cost per pound of copper estimate dates back
to 1958, this cost figure is still in close agreement with present average
costs,

The costs in some new mines are, of course, considerably higher,
but this is in part due to the cost accounting prucedures, particularly with
regard to depreciation costs, A distinction between legitimate depreciation
cost procedures for tax purposes, with their built-in investment incentives,
and real costs for company-internal decision making is rarely made by
industry. This leads then to disproportionate cost differences of old mines
(as low as 10 cents and less) and new mines (as high as 28 cents), which
reflect, at least in part, inadequate cost accounting procedures.
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for mining, milling, concentrating, smelting, refining, and marketing.
Using c‘1'= $.15; p = $.38; ry=. 86; and r,=. 5, we obtain the condition
that for lea.ch'ing to yield more profit than conventional methods, it must be
true that:

<1.72 ¢, - .72 p = -,0016 (5)

€2 1

~

In other words, the cost of obtaining copper via leaching must be negative
to make it preferable. Even if the copper were obtained free,it would not
be profitable to do so. The reason for this seemingly paradoxical result

is that the loss of coppe.r due to a 50 per cent recovery by leaching rather
than 86 per cent recovery by conventional methods is so la;ge that it should

never be incurred for relatively high.grade ores. Note that condition (5)

is independent of the size of the deposit., Froin (5) we have also to conclude
that with any increase in the copper price the right-hand side decreases
more and more. This is explained by the increased value of the copper that
remains underground.

Condition (5).can be restated in another form which allows some

further generalizations:

<, + s <-1.72 ¢, - .72 p, or

€2 T 1
s >.72 (:p-cl) (6)
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That is, the cost savings per pound of copper obtained by leaching must be
at least 72 per cent of the profit per pound of copper obtained by conven-
tional methods. "If now, due to a favorable mineralization of the copper or
advanced in situ leaching techniques, the recovery rate is raised above the
50 per cent rate here assumed, and if marginal production costs of 20
cents per pound are substituted for the.average production costs of 15

cents, the inequality in (6) ‘gives the following results:

Case a: r, = 50%, c, = 20¢/1bs., r, = 86%, p = 38¢/lbs.
r : r
1 1
c, <—=c¢c + (Il - =) p or
2 r, 1 r, 7

cz<l.72x.20-.72x.38=$.07
Case b: r, = 60%, ¢y = 20¢/1bs., r, = 86%, p = 38¢/1bs.
r r
1 1
<, < T < + (1 - r—) p or
2
c2<1,43x.20-.43x.38=$,12
Case c: r, = 70%, ¢, = 20¢/1bs., r, = 86%, p = 38¢/1bs.
r r
1 1
c, <—c¢, + (1l - =) p or
2 r, 1 r,

< 1.23 x 20 - .23 x .38 = $ .16
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While a recovery rate of 50 per cent still yields uneconomic results if
compared with an 86 per cent recovery in conventional methods and mar-
ginal costs of 20 cents, Cases b and ¢, i.e. recovery rates of 60 per cent
and 70 per cent, yield required nuclear costs of 12 cents and 16 cents
respectively. Based on our cost estimate of conventional techniques,this
yields an equivalent cost of non-npclear operations in the nuclear process
of about 10 1/2--11 1/2 cents (see page 140below). Adding to this cost
figure the nuclear costs of fragmenting of 7.4 ccnts (see page 140) down to
possibly 2 cents (100 KT devices, .56 per cent copper),at a (0 pcr cent
recovery rate the nuclear in situ leaching method is marginally attractive
at larger yields (100 KT and more) while with a 70 per cent recovery rate
the nuclear method clearly would yield economic advantages whén all un-
certainties are removed., It is frequently alleged that under normal con-
ditions a net profit after taxes is approximately 25 per cont of tha average
selling price [161, p. 68]. * With a 50 per cent tax on profits, the above
""normal' price-cost ratio is 2. Thus, the savings per pound of copper
obtainable by leaching would have to exceed .72 ¢; in the first part of our
analy'sis to make this alternative attractive, The total costs per pound of
copper obtained by nuclear fracture, leaching in situ precipitation, electro-
winning, and marketing under the above '"normal" price-cost ratio would

have to be approximately one-fourth of the cost per pound obtained by con-

ventional methods.

'3

This is the "Notman formula."
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The analysis on higher grade copper ore deposits indicates that in
) deposits where conventional and nuclear methods are both applicable at the
st;ted c.osts, “the nuclear in situ leaching method will only be applied if the
recovery rate of this process is sufficiently large, exceeding perhaps 60
per cent, This 1s a rather severe requirement which may be met only in
particular cases. As we already said, this rate will depend on, among
other factors, the mineralization of the copper, the particle size distribu-
tion yv‘ithin the nuclear chimney, and acid consumption,

The second comparison to be drawn, that is whether thec nuclear
in sitw leaching method yields profits substantially in excess of conventional
methods if applied to new, low grade deposits yields somewhat different
results. If we consider ore deposits of approximately 0, 3% copper content
at the current (38 cents per pound) price of copper, conventional mining
and processing methods are not considered sufficiently profitable to justify
their use for these lo.w.grade ores. It is argued here that the relevant |
economic question is not whether there is some potential profit available,
but rather Whether there is more profit per pound that is obtainable by con-
ventional methods. Only if the cést per pound of copper obtained by nuclear
fracturing, in s'itu A]enrhing, prccipitativn, and electrowinning is lower than
the lowest cost vof obtaining additional pounds of copper by conventional
methods will the prospect have an appeal to the entrepreneur. For purposes

of comparison, the figure of 20 cents per pound is taken as representative
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S K
[171, p. 291]. The non-nuclear costs per pound have been estimated

to be:
c,y - non-nuclear
leaching and precipation 6 - 7 cents
electrowinning 3 1/2 cents
freight and marketing 1  cent
total non-nuclear ’10 1/2 - 11 1/2 cents

This leaves about 9 cents per pound for all costs assouiéted with nuclear
fracturing., We shall assume that a 50 KT detonation frac;,tures 2.4 million
tons of ore. The total amount of copper recoverable is then:

003 x 2.4 % 105 x .5 = 3600 tons

| or 7.2 x 106 1bs,

The device is assumed to cost $430, 000; the empiacement costs are as-
sumed to be $100, 000, These costs amount to 7.4 cents per pound. No .
mention has yet been made of the costs of the requi.red safetvy program,
To compare with the 20 cents per pound conventional cost, the safety pro-
gram must amount to no morc than 1.6 cents per pound of copper or a total
of approximately $115, 000 per 50 KT devicé. 'It seems unlikely that this

cost could be met, at least until more experience has been obtained,

e

The author quotes a recent study showing median cost for 1960-62
of 17 1/2 to 20 cents.
“* These non-nuclear costs have to be added to the direct nuclear
costs of the process in order to get total costs per pound of the nuclear in
situ process. :
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However, this conclusion is only valid as long as copper can be
produced by conventional methods at 20 cents per pound. As we pointed Qut
before, there exists a variety of known deposits where the costs of a con-‘
ventional recovery are considerably higher than 20 cents, This is due to
the low grade of those deposits or their 1.;=1rge depth or their relatively
small size which does not allow the large capital investment of conven-
tional mining operations. The U, S, Bureau of Mines has identified at
least 18 known deposits containing reserves of 16, 000, 000 tons of copper
potentially suitable for nuclear in situ leaching in Arizona, Alaska, Idaho,
Washington, and Utah / 173_7. In addition to these deposits the
U. S. Bureau of Mines estimates that other billions of tons of suitable
copper ore deposits exist in Arizona, New Mexico, and Nevada
/173 7. For these deposits, which could be exploited as the rich de-
posits now mined are gradually exhausted, the above comparison has to
be modified. None of the deposits just mentioned can be developed and
mined at a 20 cent cost per pound, while the nuclear in situ leaching costs
are at least in the neighborhood of this cost figure.

Also, larger deposits of low grade ores would permit a fracturing
'of the deposit with highcr yield devices which again lowers considerably the
nuclear fracturing costs per pound of copper. How these costs change at

different yields is shown by the following figures:
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.. . Table 5.13--Direct Nuclear Costs Per Pound of Copper

Yield |. , Ore Grade of | Costs of Appljoximate* Costs in ¢ per 1lb,
in KT |Fragmented,| Ore in % Device |Emplacement Recovery
in million ' in $ Costs 50% | 60% | 70%
tons
20 1.3 .36 380, 000 100,000 (10.26 | 8.54] 7.32
A .50 7.38 | 6.15] 5.27
50 2.4 .36 425, 000 120, 000 6.31 ) 5.26| 4.51
' .50 4,54 | 3.78{ 3.24
100 4.0 .36 460, 000 150, 000 4,24 | 3.43| 3.03
.50 3,051 2.54| 2.18

Assumes an emplacement depth of 2, 000 to 2, 500 feet,

These costs do not include safety costs and do not allow for the fact that

most likely the nuclear fracturing of the ore would have to be done at the

beginning of the mine development and therefore constitute initial invest-

ment costs,

mine development into three or four major phases,

The only other alternative, at present, would subdivide the

The nuclear fracturing

would in this case be made at the beginning of each phase, with at least

some risk to existing aboveground and underground mining facilities.

Nevertheless, ‘with 100 KT explosives in both cases the nuclear

costs. are substantially below the 9-cent margin for all nuclear costs in

order to be competitive with the 20-cent cost figure for conventional pro-

duction costs of higher grade deposits.

confirmed by the ""Project Sloop' study [246].
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The mining of copper by nuclear block caving is uneconomic except"

in very special cases. Mining by nuclear block caving compares unfavor-
ably not only with average copper mining costs in the U.S. but also to al-
ternative techniques, mainly conventional or nuclear strip-mining, and
conventiopal mining by block caving in case of incompetent ore bodies.
Available cost data show tha;c the nucléar cave mining méth.od is
cost saving only in particularly competent ore deposits, when compared to
conventional cave mining. In most ore deposits a combination of nuclear
and conventional cave mining processes would be the most economic solu-
tion if these methods are feasible at all. The main difference between
conventional block cave mines and nuclear mines are according to S. M.
Hansen [ 151, 167] three:
a. nuclear operations require no undercut level;
b. larger development units and a more fiexible'mine layout;
c. a different sequence in mine devAelopment; the nuclear process
" requires all permanent underground Wbrkings to be constructed
~after the nuclear detonations.
Given available cost data [ among others see 155], we concluded
in [ 179] that the nuclear cave mining method is cost saving only in

particularly competent ore deposits, when compared even to conventional

cave mining. In most ore deposits a combination of nuclear and conven-
tional cave mining processes would be the most economic solution if

these methods are feasible at all.
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Let c, be the cost of one pound of copper by nuclear cave mining

3

and T, the recovery rate in this process: Then equation (4) becomes

r

Ty 1
c, <— "¢, + p(l - —) : (4a)
3 ry 1 ry

which in our case, at identical recovery rates (r-1 = r3) reduces to the

inequality
ey < ¢ (7

i.e., a simple cost comparison of the two processes, in a first approxima-
tion. If condition (7) is fulfilled then one would in addition have to consider
the difference of time required in nuclear and conventional cave mining
opérati,ons and alternate processes.

In the case study pérformed by Anaconda [ 155] an orebody of
564 x 106 tons of 1.25 per cent copper was considered. This oreb;)dy is
from 150 to 1, 000 feet thick and the overburden equals 200 to 1, 800 feet in
thickness, The stripping ratio is 3:1 as compared with the conventional
averia'ge of about 1, 7:L About 30 per cent of this orebody (188 x 106 tons)

6

are highly competent, while the remaining 376 x 10" tons are moderateiy |
competént or soft, A total yield of 1,400 KT in the form of low inter-
mediate (20 KT - 200 KT) would be used to fracture the competent part of

the orebody. .
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The costs for mining and development in the case of block cave
mining are: S o

Block Caving

Conventional : : Nuclear .
Incompetent Competent Incompetent Competent

Development and

mining costs per 1b. . 4 L
of copper $.0711 $.0920 $.0928 $.0768
National average in

Conventional , . A . ,
processes : $.0406

The further processing costs of copper being equal, neither the
conventional nor the nuclear methods yield any cost savings over the
national mining and development cost average. The conclusion further
strefigthened if we observe that in the above block caving figures the main
haulage drifts and loading cross cuts were assumed to exist already [155,
p. 16] and that no allowance is made for radiological, seismic, or lthermal
hazards which might arise, If no other production processes were avail-.
able (e.g., open pit mining), and all other U, S, deposits exhausted, then
only the highly competent ore zone would be mined by the nuclear method
(¢7.684 per pound as against ¢9.20 por pound iu wining and development
costs), while the incompetent area would bé developeci bylconventional
block caV'iné. |

‘.Under the most fa.v;orable conditions the nuclear bloék cfave mining

process still exceeds the average mining and development costs of copper
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by ¢3.02 which exceeds the recent price increase of copper (¢2. 0) by more
than 50 per cent.

In the long run, i.e., over the next generation, when present more
favérable dep’o's.its aré exhaﬁsfcéd and deeper deposits have to be mined, the
nuclear cé.ve rﬁiﬁing methéd,may be applied in solid competent rock if strip
mining operations and in si'tu\leach operations were uneconomic. ‘Such
conditions would most likely be met in very deep, high grade coapper ore
deposits and only after some further increase in the price éf'copper
occurred.

" The most favorable application of nuclear explosives is given in

strip mining operations-if present knowledge on explosions of this type can

‘be extended to 1'a'.rgé1"yie—1d projects. Strip mining by nuclear explosives
implies cost savings over conventional mining methods. This again would
lead to a variety of favorable effects: -a) cost reductions of copper ores
‘mined at even dduble the average stripping r:a,t*io>:< of present U, S, strip
mining operations; b) a potential increase to a 10:1 stripping ratio at
present marginal costs of copper production, and c¢) an addition to U, S,

copper resources in excess of 50 million tons of copper content,

The ratio of tons of overburden to tons of underlying ore to be
mined is called the stripping ratio. The present U, S, average ratio is
around 1, 7:1. In the MATHEMATICA special report on copper mining
[179], two cases are analyzed with stripping ratios of 3, 2:1 and 11:1.
For technical parameters on craters, ejecta and air blast from multiple
changes in a horizontal square arrangement see the recent studies by
C. A. Rappleyea at Sandia Corporation [209].
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As in the case of mining by block caving the modified -equation (4)

) o] . o
€1 +p (1 - r_‘l') (4b)

HIH
—

NN

where c, are the costs of nuclear strip mining operations, reduces to the

condition
(7a).

as the recovery rates Ty and r4 are equal. The cost co:mpar.'ison reduces,
to be more e#act, .to a d:‘ifference m mining and developmenf costs aﬂd
capital investment connected with it, as all other, 'subsequent op»e‘r.ations 4
are identical in both conventional and nuclear mining.

If concentrating, smelting, and refining costs for both, the con-
ventional and nuclear processes are assumed to be equal, then a consider-
able cost advantage of the nuclear strip-mining process over average U, S,
copper mining costs may be ach‘ieved'. The cost figures shown in Table
5,14 [179] are based on a 1..25 per cent grade copper ore deposit and a
3.2:1 stripping r1aliv wilh 35 per cent of fallback trom areal nuclear cra-

tering explosions.
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Table 5.14--Cost per Pound of Copper
(in dollars)

Nuclear . | U. S. Average
Stripping and Mining . 0249 , ‘ . 0406
Capital Investment .0183 .
.0544"
Milling ‘ . 0266
A } . 0600%
Melting and Refining . 0320
1Costs per pound .1018 . 1550

These two figures cover capital investment costs, milling costs
melting, and refining costs.

SOURCE: Based on: ANACONDA - Company - Mining and Research
Department, '""Nuclear Mining Feasibility Study,'' UCRL-13104|
Butte, Montana, LRL, February 1965,
An additional advantage of the nuclear strip mining process is

given in the considerable time difference in the completion of the mine

(dead-time):
Time Requirements in Years

Nuclear Conventional
Stf‘ipping (dead-time) 13 30
Mining (100, 000 t a day) 1_9_ 19
32 . , 49

The 40 per cent reduction in the time required to mine completely the ore-
body by the nuclear method reduces depreciation costs of the equipment,
total interest charges on capital invested and increases the present value
of revenue realized on future markets. . The difference in capital costs due

to decreased capital replacement costs is about 20 per cent as shown in
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Table 5,14, The value of discounted revenue is c‘onsiderably increased by
the reduced stripp’in.g time: at a 10 per cent internal interest rate and
average production periods of 23 and 40 jrears, respectively, the ratio of
the present values of revenue is about 4:1, and at a 5 per cent discount rate .
the ratio still exceeds a 2:1 ratio.

The difference in nuclear stripping costs alone to average U. S,
stripping costs in open pit operations (at a 1.7 stripping ratio) is $. 0157
($. 0406 - ,0249, from Table 5.14)., This cost saving per pound of cdpper
anci the additional benefits due to reduced investment costs ($.0037, {rom
Table 5.14) and time savings should suffice to equalize any costs incurred
due to additional safety requirements regarding radiation, seismic, and
thermal hazards in nuclear processes,

Though it is not possible to construct a general model based only
on these two case studies, we may nevertheless say that the economics of
strip mining by nuclear explosives look more favorable than either nuclear
in situ leaching operations or mining by nuclear block caving. In the par-
ticular case of strip mining we see that the cost advantages of nuclear
versus conventional explosives become effective and the more so the higher
the slripping ratio 1s, Whereas in strip mining a stripping ratio of slightly
more than 3:1 gave marginal results for conventional open pit mining, a
nuclear strip mining operation may allow economic operations down to a
stripping ratio of 10:1 or more, depending on the particular orebody, in

case additional copper reserves have to be developed at present prices.
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However, we must realize that economic stripping ratios, conventional as
well as nuclear, are complicated functions of each individual situation.
With decreasing grade of the ore the marginal stripping ratio.is of course
reduced. Under conventional operations the second orebody analyzed
could not be mined economically, while the nuclear method would allow
costs in the neighborhood of $.20, i.e., the minimum cost of a;dditional
copper prodﬁction in the U, S. in 1964 to the presént. The potential addi-
tional costs regarding' safety are at least in part covered in this applica-
tion by the time saving connected with nuclear slrip mining. In the eecond
case analyzed in [179], the reduction in stripping operations would be more
than 50 per cent from 40 years (conventional) to 18 years (nuclear). To
both dead-times a constant mining period of 7 years has to be added. Most
of the.western part of the U, S,,where the majority of prospective copper
ore bodies lies,and Alaska are sparsely poupulated arcas. This tends to
minimize both major safety hazards of cratering explosions: the seismic
shock effects and air blast effects. Both may be very, serious near popu-
ylated areas, With an increase ol pupulation in thcoc areas, over time the
potential safety costs become more and more relevanf (see Chapter 4 of
this report and [20.9]). |

The analysis of strip mining by nuclear cratering explosions as-
sumes, of course, that there are no other, e, g. political, objections to
strip mining as such and in particular on the scale at which nuclear strip
mining would occur. Some of such objections might lead to the imposition

of costs which are not considered here at all.
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5.4 THE ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF CRATERING BY NUCLEAR
EXPLOSIVES .

- The use of nuclear explosives in large earth moving projects is
perhaps the most obvious and natural extension of the use of high explo-
sives made in such enterprises, The first applications proposed for the -
use of nuclear explosives dealt, therefore, with nuclear cratering and
some of the most spectacular projects were proposed in this particular
field, This led to a misleading identification of the Plowshare program
exclusively with cratering projects,both in the public mind and even
within high political decision making groups. This restriction does not,
of course, reflect the whole scope of Plowshare, a program within which
" cratering applications are just one of several potentially very large tech-
nical and economic enterprises; cratering applications of nuclear explo-
~ sions may not even rank first in their beneficial impact on the U. S, and
other economies. This should be evident by now from the preceding
chapters.

It is a very difficult undertaking to evaluate the national or world-
wide benefits of nuclear cratering. Even the evaluation of the benefits of
cach single pru.ject poseg serious problems of a theoretical and practical
nature.

In such cases, it is instructive to compare the new technology to

available conventional techniques and costs. This very often omits a large

variety of external cffects on the economic system, which are especially
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large in this p.articular case due to, among other things, a ''technological ‘
multiplier' effect on means of transportation, the location of industries,
the development of untouched resources in remote areas. But if the new
technology seems feasible even on a cost comparison basis alone, i.e.
without considering indirect net advantages, then this justifies so much
more the introduction and support of the technological advance, in this
case nuclear cratering.

The potential fields of application.of the nuclear cratering technology
are of such a variety and open such large, new construction possibilities
beyond anything technically and economically feasible today, that one has to
be careful in not overlooking the economic detaiis of any such enterprise.
In scope some of the potential projects are of a scale never accomplished
before:. the diversion.and reversal of river systems on a continental
scale, the feasibility to create sea-level canals of dimensions technically
required for large scale shipping, the removal or cutting of adverse
mountain ranges to facilitate overland traffic flows, the creation of artifi-
cial, deep harbors at locations deliberately chosen by man, and many more
projects, In the following we limit ourselves just to the comparison of ex-
pected costs of the nuclear cratering technology to the costs‘of conventional
excavation, where such conventional excavation is feasible within given
economic limits. Some projects of nuclear cratering would have to be
justified on the basis of expected benefits of the construction -alone, in

particular when the project could not be realized b"y any conventional
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method. Wherever feasible, however, the nuclear technique has to yield
cost advantages over conventional excavation, independent of the benefits
expected which in any case should exceed the costs of the project.

One of the main problems is to define the limit where one would
change from conventional excavation to nuclear excavation, The other
area of important research is the question of maximum permissible yields,
already touched upon in Chapteir 4 of this report, In the following the
direct costs of nuclear cratering explosions are summarized, based on
the published charges for nuclear explosives (see SectionTI»I) and emplace-
ment costs, a comparison of chemically high explosives and nuclear
explosives is made, the costs of conventional excavation and the direct
nuclear costs are compared, and finally, some remarks are made on con-
ventional and nuclear construction requirements of the Isthmian Canal
project,

5.4.1 Emplacement Costs of Nuclear Explosives for Cratering Applications

As in the case of completely contained, underground nuclear explo-
sions, emplacement costs are a major part of the total costs. However,
their overall weight is substantially reduced in the case of cratering appli-
cations as the depth of emplarement is uuw reduced to optimum depth of
burial ( = ODOB) which varies with yield and rock medium. The cratering
DOB is, of course, less than the minimum depth of burial for complete
containment of a device with identical yield. At 10 KT the DOB ranges

between 260 and 400 feet, at 10 MT between 1, 500 feet and 2, 200 feet and
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at 100 MT, a hypothetical yield which would cxceed the total maximum per-
missible yield in most geographical areas, the DOB would range between
2,600 feet and 4, 000 feet [178, pp. 67-72]. These emplacement depths
are less than comparable depths of emplacement for completely contained
nuclear explosions, which may ultimately reach down to 10, 000 feet or
more [125, 154, 179] . As nuclear emplacement costs are a function of
depth of burial and the diameter (yield) of the devices, this explains the
reduced weight of emplacement costs in nuclear cratering applications,
While in completely contained nuclear explosions [125, 154, 179], em-
placement costs did amount'to 50 per cent and even more of the total costs
connected with nuclear development techniques, in the most advanced
nuclear cratering projects,emplacement costs now amount to only about
10 per cent of direct nuclear excavation costs [ see data in 180, pp. 6-1ff,
191, pp. 33 ff].

Emplacement costs as calculated in Table 5.15 are based on a variety
of very particular specifications and assumptions, The reader is here
referred to MATHEMATICA's Special Repurt on Cratering Applications
[214]. An item which will considerably vary, accord‘ing.?:o the scheduled
number of devices,is overall mobilization costs per emplacgment hole,
This item is relevant when calculating nuclear emplacement costs for the
Isthmian Canal project as the equipment is transported only once to the
emplacement site and after the emplacement of all devices (250-300)

called for demobilizea and returned to the U, 5. The devices in the
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Table 5.15

Total Direct Costs of Nuclear Cratering Explosions

Yield Emplacement Emplacement Cost of Total Costs
(in KT) Cost per ft. Costs at ODOB Device in $1000
(Total) in $¥000 in $1000
10 60 24 350 374
15 61 26 369 395
20 61 28 380 408
25 62 31 393 424
30 62 32 402 434
35 62 33 409 442
40 63 35 415 450
50 - 63 37 426 463
60 64 39 : 435 474
70 64 41 442 483
80 64 42 448 490
90 65 44 454 498
100 65 45 460 505
150 66 51 478 529
200 67 56 491 547
250 68 60 502 562
300 68 63 511 574
350 69 66 518 584
400 69 68 524 : 592
500 70 73 535 608
600 76 83 542 625
700 82 93 551 644
800 87 102 557 659
900 92 111 562 673
1000 96 119 570 689
1500, 114, 157, 586, 743,
2000 128 189 600 789
2500 139 217 611 828
3000 149 244 619 863
3500 157 267 626 890
4000 - 165 290 633 923
5000 178 331 643 974
6000 190 370 652 1,022
7000 203 410 659 1,069
8000 208 435 666 1,101
9000 212 456 671 1,127
10000, 216, . 477 4p 676, . 1,153,,
15000 233 570 695 1,265
20000 246 646 709 1,354
25000 257 714 719 1,433
30000 266 774 728 1,502
35000 274 828 735 1,563
40000 281 . 878 742 1,620
50000 294 982 752 1,734

Changes above 2 MT have been extrapolated from the published AEC

charges (see Section of this report).

F*k
15 MT seems at present to be the maximum permissible yield for

technical and safety reasons. The concept of maximum permissible yield
and its dependence on location, time, climate, etc. are analyzed in
Chapter 4 of this report. :
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Isthmian Canal would range from 100 KT to 10 or 15 MT, giving rise to a
variety of required emplacement systems, and a variety of emplacement
costs; overall, the Isthmian Canal emplacement costs should be much
closer to '"domestic'' rates than '""overseas' rates, given the repetitive
use of drill equipment at the em‘placement site, ¥ Thus, in the following
Table 5.15, emplacement costs are calculated for various yields from 10
KT to 50 MT (larger than the 35 MT vyield of maximum U, S, nuclear ex-
plosive yield), based on the domestic rates. "Overseas' rates in single
operations could ''slide' anywhere between those figures and an additional
100 per cent or more, mainly due to mobilization costs, Mobilization
costs become especially prominent in smaller diameter emplacement
holes.

There exists also a trade-off between yield of nuclear device, diameter
of the device and the cost of the device; the smaller the diameter the larger
the cost of the explosive device at identical yields. Table 3.1 of Chapter 3
was used in calculating emplacement diameters (and costs) of Table 5.15,
If different diameters are considered,the trade-off betwéen additional de-
vice costs and savings in emplacement costs will decide the issue.

As for the effect of differences in the scaling law, a 1/3.4 vs, 1/4
scaling would influence emplacement costs only as far as it would require

smaller sized yields, (Table 5.15 is based on the consequences implied

o
b4

The data of the 1964 Isthmian Canal Studies are preliminary, even
with regard to technical questions. 4Thus'the cost estimates in that study
are only a first, rough summary. In [214] costs per foot of linear cut at
various yields and for various media are derived, based on our own esti-
mates and assumptions on technology, emplacement, and device costs.
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thereby), smaller diameters, smaller optimum DOB and reduction in device
and emplacement costs ( =10 per cent). Thus the figures in Table 5.15
represent rather an upper bound to the direct costs, i.e., emplacement
and device costs,
5.4.2 High Explosives versus Nuclear Explosives

If we compare nuclear costs to various conventional techniques,the
obvious, but not necessarily relevant, comparison to make is between
nuclear and high explosives. Though the A, E.C. published only projected
charges for 10 KT upwards, the direct comparison between nuclear and
high explosives warrants much lower yields for establishing a '"break-
even'' point in the costs of the two techniques. Table 5.16 and Figure 5,18
summarize the results arrived at in [214]. Table 5.16 indicates the total
costs of nuclear devices versus chemical high explosives.

Table 5.16--Total Costs of Nuclear Explosives Versus

Chemical High Explosives
(in dollars)

Yield Direct Costs Safety Total Costs Direct Cost of
(in KT) of N, E. Costs of N, E. Chemical H, E,
Assump- Assump- Assump- Assump-
tion 1 tion 2 tion 1 tion 2
+D 247, 000 356, 000 100, 000 347,000 456, 000 158, 000
1 248, 000 357,000 100, 000 348, 000 457, 000 208, 000
2 283,000 359, 000 100, 000 383,000 459, 000 360, 000
5 328,000 362, 000 100, 000 428, 000 462,000 %k
10 364, 000 364, 000 100, 000 464, 000 464, 000 k%

The total amount of $100, 000 was assigned for safety costs due to
the lack of detailed information and reasons outlined in Section 4 of this
report.

*% not feasible
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(in thousand $)

_ Figure 5.18
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.Due. to these safety considerations, the bre_akeevep pqing has movgd.'
upward and probably would lie in the neighborhood of the 2 KT yielql.upde:r
assumption 1 and about 4 KT under assumption 2. Considerations on the
true emplacement costs for chemical high explosivgs, the diffgrence in
transportation costs that have not been included and the true percentage of
safety costs to be charged to nuclear devices wpuld again lower this range.

Figure 5.18 shows the different break-even poipts for the costs of
the device, direct costs and total costs of nucle_ar gxplqsives and chemical
high explosives under assumption 2 which is __the most conservative one,
The direct costs of high explosives for single sphgrica} detonations are
shown only up to 5 KT, as beyond this range no copceivable{economiﬁc use
of this expensive technique is foreseeable. The material costs of high ex-
plosives alone, at 5 cents per pound, break even with total costs of nuclear
explosives around 5 KT. This would not allow for transportation and cm-
placement costs of chemical high explosives and shows the severe eAcono,mig:
limitations of chemical high explosive techniqu_es.

5.4.3 The Costs of Conve_ntiqnal Excavations versus the Direct Costs of

Nuclear Excavation

Each single large earth-_-moving project has specific tecImicaJ
problems, mainly determined by the particular geology, topography of the
terrain and climate, among others. These conditions will determ'inle the
optimum set of equipment to be used in each single ea%;'th-.moving project

and one can not generalize such costs without substantial qualifications.
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However, certain lower bounds for the costs in excavating various media
may be established and this we will try to do in this section.

Problems of equipment system selection, and scheduling of their
respéctive cépacitiés are sidestepped here. We assume that the costs
stated below refer to optimum eqﬁipm,ent selection, i.e., to minimum
achievable costs., Substantial contributions to scheduling and equ:ipment
selection pr‘éblefns can be made by mathematical techniqx;.es and they could
produce substantial cost savings ox)‘er the usual "trial and error" nmethdds
of equipment sc‘hedulling and selection. .

B Part'icular' conditions which affect substantially the costs of con-
ventional earth-mov‘ing projeét‘s are [182, pp. 1-2].

1.‘ 'Type of material to be excavated (sand, clay,‘ sandstone, rocks).

2. Accessaibil'i.ty of the excavation site (available road sy‘s.tem,
railroad system, shipping rdutes‘for equipment transport). Similar con-
siderations are equally important in nuclear expavation projects.

3. Vegetation aloﬁg excavation site (grassland, woods, jungles).

4, Climatic conditions: they affect equipment, - personnel, and
the ""downtime'' during excavation, i.e., time when equipment and/or
personnel cannot operate (permafrost, temperate, tropic climates, etc.).

5. Altitude: at higher altitudes air pressure diminishes, liquids
gasiﬁr ea'siér,) and th:g- hors'epower of the equ‘i‘pment.is diminished (increase
in e'rierg-y'réquii;e'méﬁts). "None of these considerations affects nuclear de-
vice yields themselves, though they might affect the requirements of drilling

equipment,
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6. Vertical profile of earth section to be excavated :(determines
equiprﬁent selection and, basically, whether wet or dry excayatfon is to
be applied).

7. Distance of earth transportation requirea and haul grade of
material (determines type of transport equipment). Similar considerations
result in nuclear excavation projects with regard U>theAparﬁc1e size of the
material after cratering explosion.

Again we have to refer to [214] for all the specifications ﬁnderiying
the analysis, Tables 5.17 and 5.18 do summarize the most optimistic,
i.e. lowest, conventional excavation costs and based on these the cost
comparison to nuclear explosive techﬁiques are made,

" The cost comparison of conventional and nuclear explosiQeé now
reduces to the task of finding 'break even'' points for the éosts of both
techniques: at incréasing yields the costs per cubic yard diminish
substantially, Of some importance are the technical a38umptions made for
predicting the linear dimensions of nuclear craters gnd tﬂese are givenb‘
in 1?2127. In establishing nuclear excavating costs, the'mbst conservative
assuﬁptions with regard to scaling and spacing of nuclear explosions
were made (1/4 scaling and 1.3 spacing up to yields where the depth‘of
the navigational prism is still a limiting factor). Though_the 1.3 spacing

is more favorable with regard to the nuclear costs of a linear cut, the

potential costs arising from '"conventional" crater lip adjustments outweigh

these advantages if linear crater lips are required,
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Table 5.17--Costs per Cubic Yard of Earth Excavated
' *  for Various Equipment Systems

I, J, K, L, M, N

*

The letters A, B,

Equipment AL*C,E B, D F .1,J,K,L,M, N O,P
' G, H~ + above 250 ft, : + above 250 ft, 0, P below +
' S 250 ft. and + 100 ft.
Drilling + Blasting — 078 - .078 .073 .078
Shovel ' g 154 - .128 .106 .106
Whéel Excavator - .031 -- - -
Bulldozers - 031 - .013 .013 .013
Hoppers - 021 010 © o .010 .020 .020
' Conveyor Belts - - 016 .278 020 - .020
Trucks - L3100 289 -- 2207 --
Crushers - -—- -- .078 - -
Stackers - - -- . .021 -- -
Barges, Tugs -- -- -- -- .053 .063
Trains - - - - - .040
Dredges .26-,28 - - -- — --
Totals: .26-.28 .594 . 366 .606 . 487 .312
+ 20% .05-,06 ‘ , ,
- Overhead ,05-.06° .119 .069 121 .C97 .067
5.31-.36  3.713 . §.415 5.727 .8l ~8.37%

.., P refer to the warious sections of Route 25-A of the Isthmian Canal Studies.
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Table 5.18--Costs Per Cubic Yard in Large Conventional Excavatién Projects

at Different Bepth and/or Different Media

Costs/cubic yard

Elevétion Medium
Min. Max,
+250 < < +-1000 feet hard rock .'72 <ey
+20 feet < v.§_+'250 feet intermediate .40_5 <, < 71
60 feet < < +'20 feet ‘alluvium and .30 < cy < .40
W@ere 290 are tbe expected costs of conventional excavation in

hard rock, intermediate, and soft material respectively.



Based on these' technical paramefers and the costs listed above for
nuclear devices and emplacement costs, we calculated the folléwing direct
costs per cubic yard, ‘shown in Table 5,19.

Table 5.19 yields various interesting results:

1. The costs per cubic foot of linear cut are regressive up to
yields between 300 and 500 KT and then remain more or less coﬁstant up
to yields presently known to be feasible ( = iOIvIT). This implies that canéls
of iarger width and depth cain be created at less or equal direct costs than
. their lower yield counterparts.

2. There exists, based on present knowledge of cratering explo-
sions, a difference in fhe costs of nuclear excavations in different media,
similar to the one observed in conventional excavation.

3. Even by comparing direct costs only, there still remains a
complementafy use for conventional excavation techniques' below yields of
appfoximatély' 10 KT, i.e., relatively narrow cuts at low elevations where
larger counterparts are not desired or not feasible., This 10 KT or below
rénge may turn out to be high when additional knowledge on exact crater
scaling is gained. However, at 10 KT and with our conservative assump-

tions,excavaf‘ion jobs in the 10 KT range ($ .30, $ .50, $ .85 per éubic
yafd of. earth moved for alluvium, sandstone and basalt respectively) cor-
respond nearly exactly to the lowest poésible conventional excavation costs.

4. The costs per volume of linear cut are even slightly less fhan

the volume excavated in one single cratering explosion, though the spacing -
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Costs per foot of linear cut

Table 5.19--The Direct Costs of Nuclear Row Charges

Cost per cubic yard of earth removed

*

Alluvium Sandstone Basalt Alluvium Sandstone Basalt
in $ in $ in $§ in ¢ in ¢ in ¢
10KT $ 838 $ 1022 $ 1208 ¢30.13 ¢51.09 ¢85.46
15KT 800 973 1155 23,48 39.56 66.93
20KT 770 936 1106 19.61 33.03 55.40
25KT 754 922 1087 17.12 29.18 48.84
30KT 738 900 1064 15,31 25.99 43,60
35KT 724 880 1042 13.88 23.43 39.45
40KT 712 869 1027 12.80 21,72 36.49
50KT 693 845 1002 11.14 18.89 31,75
60KT 679 826 979 9.95 16.82 28.36
70KT 666 810 958 9.06 15.29 25,66
80KT 654 795 942 8.31 14.06 23.61
90KT 644 785 929 773 13.09 21.96
100KT 636 774 918 7,23 12,21 20,57
150KT 603 735 870 5,61 9.48 15,92
200KT 580 707 836 4,66 7.90 13.28
250KT 563 685 812 4,05 6.84 11.51
300KT 550 669 793 3.61 6.09 10.26
350KT 538 655 776 3.27 5.52 9.29
400KT 528 642 761 3.00 5.06 8.53
500KT 514 624 740 2,61 4.41 71.42
600KT 504 613 725 2.34 3.95 6.63
700KT 499 608 719 2.23 3.63 6.10
800KT 494 601 712 1.98 335 5.64
900KT 490 597 705 1.86 3.14 5.27
1000KT 488 595 704 1,75 2.97 4.99
1500KT,, 476* 580, 687, 1.40* 2.36* 3.98,,
2000KT 470 682 678 1.19 2. 11 3.40
2500KT 466 676 673 1.06 1.88 3.02
3000KT 464 674 670 0.96 1471 2.74
3500KT 461 669 665 .89 1.57 252
4000KT 462 671 789 83 1.47 2.45
5000KT 462 670 788 .74 1.31 2.19
6000KT 462 671 796 .68 1.21 2,02
7000KT 466 676 795 .63 112 1.86
8000KT 464 673 792 .58 1.04 1.74
9000KT 461 668 787 <55 .98 1.63
10000KT,,,. 460** 666** 784** .52** 92, 1.54,
15000KT 455 661 778 42 S 1.25
20000KT 454 658 774 «36 . 64 1.:07
25000KT 454 659 715 .33 58 .96
30000KT 454 660 797 .30 w3 .88
35000KT 455 661 778 .28 .49 .82
40000KT 456 662 780 .26 .46 od2
50000KT 462 671 789 23 42 .69
4% See first footnote to Table 5+ 15

See second footnote to Table 5.15.
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Figure 5.19--Costs Per Cubic Yard of Nuclear Versus Conventiongl

Excavation in Large Projects
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is only 1.1 or 1.3 times the radius (see Figure 5. 20). This is due to
volume gained by somewhat increased linear dimensions (r, d) in row
charges and the volume gained through ''crater-connection. "

5. The per cubic yard costs of nuclear cratering are such that
they would allow for substantial safety costs due to the various hazards
of cratering explosions (see Chapter 4), such that from presently avail-
able information, safety costs may influence decisively the choice between
various alternative nuclear routes (to lower maximum required detonation
yields) but will hardly ever be such as to give priority to conventional
excavation at yields above, say, the 100 KT range.

6. The most economic solution of nuclear construction projects
tends either to relatively high yields (around 200-300 KT or more) or, if
such dimensions are not desired, to a combination of nuclear and conven-
tional excavation techniques as contemplated at present for Route 25A of
the Isthmian Canal Studies. This is, however, a deliberate limitation to
uniform canal dimensions and may have to be justified by some other argu-
ment than uniformity of canal width at the lower and higher elevations. A
wider, deeper nuclear canal is feasible at these low elevations at signifi-
cantly less costs than both, its smaller nuclear counterpart or conventional

cxcavation.
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Figure 5.20--Costs Per Foot of Linear Cut
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5.4.4 Conventional Construction Requirements of the Isthmian Canal and

Nuclear Excavation

In order to make a direct comparison between nuclear and conven-
tional excavation, we will analyze here only Route 25, and, in part, Route
17 of the various Isthmian Canal projects. The complete conventional ex-
cavation of Route 25 would take at least 10 years under present schedules.
It would be divided into substantially different complementary sub—projects:‘ '
a) Dry Excavation project and b) Wet Excavation project. The equip-
ment requirements in both sub-projects are substantially different.

a. Dry E;xcavation: Dry excavation, would mainly deal with the
removal of earth and rock above 20 feet of elevation. In dry excavation
again various systems of machinery are available and in various segments
this equipment may differ substantially according to the particular geo-
graphical structure. However, according to the Engineering Manual [187]
the following rough estimates of equipment requirements for conventional
dry excavation can be made: Overall 3.7 billion cubic yards have to be
excavated by this method. Allowing for one year mobilization time and one
year demobilization time of the equipment, this means an énnual removal
of 455 million cubic yards per year or 63, 000 cubic yards per month, allow-
ing for 600 working hours per month, This compares to an overall earth-
moving capability of about one billion cubic yards per year in 1965 within
the United States, i.e.,, about 50 per cent of the overall United States earth-

moving activity, The basic equipment requirements were outlined in [214].
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b, Wet Excavation: Excavation of 20 feet above sea level or less
would be‘ done by .wet excavation, i.e., utilizing hydraulic dredges. The
quantity of earth to be removed by wet excavation is 1. 56 billion cubic
yards which would be moved in about 9 years, i.e., a yearly rate of pro-
duction of 167 million cubic yards per year in addition to dry excavation.
This would involve the movement of 622 million cubic yards per ycar of 60
per cent of the total earth movement activity during 1965 within all of the
United States, (about 1 billion cubic yards)., According to the Engineering
Manual, even a single iarge excavation unit requires 15-18 months from the
day it is ordered to the day it will be installed on the excavation site within
the U, S, The Isthmian Canal project, however, would involve more or
less the simultaneous construction of fifty-four '65 cubic yard' dredges,
six '35 cubic yard' dredges and about 1, 000 '85-ton' trucks or as substitutes
for it, 180 miles of 54" conveyor belts in addition to 80 'D-8' bulldozers.
The 180 miles of conveyor belts would be constructed on a more continuous -
basis, i.e., extended over more years of construction time. However, the
dredge requirements certainly would posé a major construction problem
though I am convinced that United States industry ﬁas the capability of pro-
ducing them within an 18 to 24 month period. This would be in addition to
the other requirements of United States industry, especially striiy mining
requirements and other large earth-moving projects., Not included in the
above equipment requirements are 4 large wheel excavators which are sup-

posed to be available during at least the same time period. The present
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conventional Isthmian Canal schedule allows only for a one year mobiliza-
tion time. This can.only be realistic if the orders for the required equip-
ments go out at least two years before the actual excavation begins at the
Isthmian Canal site,

Nuclear excavation would under present plans extend over a similar
period, allowing for a more realistic 3 to 4 year mobilization time and 6
years of actual operations, i.e., much more in line with mobilization time
requirements, This relates to time estimatgs of Route 17, The construc-
tion time along Route 25 is again 10 years of which, however, only 3 years
are required for the drilling and casing of emplacement holes and 2
years at most for the emplacement and detonation of the nuclear charges.
While, in case of emergency, the nuclear time requirements could be
substantially reduced (more or less to the drilling and emplacement time
requirements) the conventional excavation of the Isthmian Canal would
hardly allow any reduction in conS$truction time due to scheduling problems.
From an emergency standpoint one could go even so far as to emplace
the nuclear charges along any route for an alternative canal in case any
existing shipping route through the isthmus should be destroyed by adverse
influences. In such emergency situations, the actual construction time
would be reduced to the detonation schedule of the charges, Safety require-
fnen-ts‘- under such conditions would be substantially lowered, thus reducing
the detonation schedule to a few days at best. It is obvious that conventional

excavation could never compare with this new, though extreme potential,
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The general conclusion, therefore, is that the Isthmian Canal would increase
substantially the machine building requirements in U, S. industries for at
least 2 years (by 50 to 100 per cent) and in particular branches extensions

of capacities would be necessary. We are also convincéd that these require-
ments could be r;let, but certainly would impose a serious initial strain on
this particular industry with a successive slump after the completion of

the pro'ject. All these considerations hold in addition to the substantial

cost savings anticipated in the previous paragraphs of this chapter,

As to the selection of the most economic route in nuclear excava-
tion, it is not obvious that either Route 25 or Route .17 are those to which
the choice should be restricted. Many criteria ‘-do affect the selec.tio'n of
such routes, among others the 1epgth of the route, ma#‘imum elevation,
total costs, number of nuclear devices used, Atotal yvield of explosives, long
term slope stability problems, maximum single yields of detonations etc,
Table 5.19 gives a ranking of nine d‘i.ffererft routes and is based on Luke
Vortman's work in [178]. As shown in ’i‘able 5.19, e'ithe? Route 25 or
Route 17 are consistantly the most economic ones. While Route 17 may be
regarded as very economic, if maximum permissible yield questioris are
neglected, both Routes 17 and 25, do extremely poorly with regard to maxi-
mum yields required. The maximum yield required may, under the 1/4
scaling law, well exceed maximum permissible yields along Routes 17 and
25, Thus the choice of the optimum nuclear rdute may well differ from

those most contemplated at present, i.e., Routes 17 and 25.
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'I‘h'is discussion indicates that the computation Aof optima requires
the consideration and measurements of many variables, and, if executed
in detail, is far frorﬁ trivial, especially when uncertainties (in data and of
other kind) are introduced as they must be.

5.5 OTHER PROJECTS ON THE PEACEFUL USE OF NUCLEAR
EXPLOSIVES
5.5.1 Underground Gas Storage

Most of the natural gas used in the United States is produced
in areas remote from the large consumer markets. Because the
high pressure pipeliﬁes_ which move the gas to the consumer markets
cost hundreds of millions of dollars to construct, it is economically
necessary to operate these pipelines as near to maximum capacity as
possible, in order to minimize pipeline gas costs. For many years
purchasers buying gas in lai‘ge volume have been developing gas storage
facilities near the point of use. The major form of gas storage in the
United Sfates today is underground, either in depleted gas or oil fields
from which the hydrocarbons have been e¢xhausted, or by injecting
gas into a subsurface water-bearing rock formation (aquifer storage).
Storage at high pressures underground is not only safer than other
methods (such as the use of refrigerated containers to hold liquified
natural gas), it is also substantially cheaper. Moreover, these
underground reservoirs are of a size to permit storage of the large
quantities of gas needed to satisfy a major portion of the winter season
requirements. The majority of this kind of gas storage is in depleted

gas reservoirs [241].
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Since many market areas are not favored with potential
na\.turally occurring reservoirs, a possible mcthod by which underground
gas sforalg‘e sites could be formed is through the bcreation of an under-
ground nuclear chimne).r"[125]‘?< This application of the peaceful use
of underground nuclear explosions falls within the Plowshare program,
It requires a detonation of a 10KT to ‘100 KT device at the scaled
depth in excess of 400 feet/KTl/3 in a rélatively impermeable medium,
The rubble-filled chimney and the surrounding system of fractures
would be expected to have gas capacity of the order of 20, 000 MCF per
kiloton of yiéld at a pressure of 2100 psi [234]. Depths to contain
50 KT explosions or gas at desirable pressure probably range from -
2000 to 4000 feet. This is typical of many natural underground storage
sites in use, although many in the midwestern states occur at a depth
of less than 2000 feet, and a few are much deeper.

ASurrounding the nuclear chimney after an underground shot
is a zone of crushed and fractured rock of increased porosity. The
probable extent of the zone and the amount of the increase in porosity
are still unknown. Praject Gasbuggy, the juin experiment of the
USAEC, the U, S. Department of the Interior, and the E1 Paso Natural
Gas Company for nuclear stimulation of a ''tight' gas field (to be
conducted in the near future) should pro;/ide measurements of these
important parameters. In the meanwhile, only conservative estimates
of the potential storage volumes can be computed which underground
nuclear explosions provide, based on the chimney volumes. These
are relatively well determined, apart from the magnitude of the effect

on storage volume of the geological medium in which the explosion

ale

>

See Section I of [125], also [34].
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occurs. As an example, consider the proposed Project Ketch [239]
in which it was estimated that a 24 KT explosion at 3300 feet depth
would ’prodt.xce a chimney with a storage volume of about 2. 2 x 106 cubic

feet., The general formula for the volume is:

vV = -;4- R3 cubic feet for the chimney volume (void
space)
cw?/? | L s
where R = W is the chimney radlustln feet
and W = vyield of nuclear device in KT

= average bulk density of overburden (=2. 5)
h = depth of burial in feet

C = lithology factor

To obtain the Ketch estimate above, assume p = 2.5 and C = 260.
Additional void space, ranging from 10 to 50% of the chimney volume
will be created by fractures in the chimney wall rock.

In order for the method to be of general economic value,
the cavity or chimney must not only offer a large enough storage
volume; it must also contain the storage gas at the desired pressures
without leaking, o Two further considerations present themselves.
The radioactive materials formed in the cavity, which may mix with
the storage gas, must be removed. If so, this must be done at a cost

which does not impair the value of the storage reservoir. Flushing

the first few chimney volumes may be sufficient to reduce radioactivity,

o

«x See, however, [188] and [189] .

Whether this is the case depends on the depth and the
geology of the site. No experience in using nuclear chimneys as gas
storage wells is known to us at this time.
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The second concerns the flow rate allowed by the cavity. Here
the picture is very favorable, As Witherspoon points oﬁt [234] , one
can regard the chimney as an enormous tank from which one should be
able to obtain very high rates of production. Similarly, injection of
the gas into the chimney will not be a problem so long as appropriate
compressor facilities are available,
Economic Appraisal

In the United States thére are today 4-5 trilliéns of cubic feet

of storage C.3-1330113\’ in the underground gas starage facilities of the
major gas companies, according to a survey conducted in the winter
of 1965 -66 by the American Gas Association [241] . Table 5. 20 (from
reference [239] ) shows the regional distribution of gas storage compared
with population and sales. If only those areas with no storage or limited
storage were developed to the same degree on the basis of population,
th1s would add 4 trillion cubic feet of new storage capacity. The additional
storage capacity"Would presumably reduce the cost of supplying gas to
the market areas if it were available on the same cost basis as conven-
tional gas storage. In the future, increased demand for gas may result
in an increased demand for gas storage facilities with the consequence
that the nuclear method may become attractive even for regions which
at present have unused underground facilities. Two factors are at
work here. First, the economies of scale in using nuclear explosives:
The AEC projected charges for the explosives are proportional to the
logarithm of the yield, while the storage volume is roughly proportional
:to the yield. Second, the nuclear method appears to be competitive in

cost per MCF of gas  delivered with conventional underground storage

ale
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Table 5. 20--Regional Distribution of Gas Storage,
Utility Sales, and Population

Producing Regions

o 'Souther_'st States (6)
' 'Pacifi;c';;sbtates (5)

. '..AMouni:_a_Aijﬁ States (8)

Percentage of National Total :
Population  Utility Sales Gas Storage

Consuming Regions with Storage

Appalachian States (5)
North Central States (5)
Plains States (6)

Consumin&Regions with Little or No Storage

New England States (6)
South Atlantic States (6)
Middle Atlantic States (3)

Southwest States

Pacific States
Mountain States

Appalachian States

North Central States
Plain States

New England States
South Atlantic States

Middle Atlantic States -

of Gas
12,5 24,2 9.6
11,8 14,7
3.9 T6.0
-16.5 16.3 34,4
16,6 17.3 31.4
6.7 8.6 T 7.8
5.8 1.7 0.0
13,2 - 6.0
13,0 5.2 2.3

Alabama, Mississippi, Texas, Louisiana,
Oklahoma, Arkansas

California, Hawaii, Oregon, Washington, Alaska
New Mexica, Colorado, Utah, Montana, Nevada,
Wyoming, Idaho, Arizona

Ohio, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Kentucky,
Tennessee : :
Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota
Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, Nebraska, North Dakota,
South Dakota :

Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine,
Connecticut, Rhode Island

Maryland, Virginia, Georgia, North Carolina,
Snuth Carolina, District of Columbia, Florida
New York, New Jersey, Delaware

SOURCE: Project Ketch, Report on proposed experimental shot by

Columbia Gas System Service Corp., USBM, USAEC and
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, September 1966.
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methods,'and accordingly will be attractive to gas distributors who
require large volume additional storage capacity. The main expected
use for the nuelear ch.'irnvneys, 'however, is where suitable aquifers or
depleted gas fields do not escist [240] . Table 5. 21 (from‘reference
[239]) is a sample calculation of the cost of developing nuclear gas
storage‘ reservoirs which shows the slight differences in total in’vest-
ment cost when the yield is varied. But as the storage volume is
approx1ma,tely proportlonal to yield, the average annual cost per MCF
of gas dehvered and the average annual coot per MCI® of Luxuuver
show substantial savings when the yield is increased.

In practice, for a given geographic location, the limitation
on yield is likely to be the seismic e'fbfect. Since the gas sforage faiclili’cly
is needed near population centers to serve the large consumer markets,
it 1s to be expected that the maximum acceptable yieid will be that
which falls short by some preset margin of causing damage to structures,
To some extent this effect may be compensated by increasing the depth
of the shot at an increased cost of emplacernent Damage is measured
rna1n1y by "peak partlcle velocity'" produced by the explosmn At
one t1me the Bureau of Mines recommended a criterion of 5, 08 cm/secoud
(2 in, /jsec‘ond) as the dividing line between safe and damage zones; Today
an 8 to 10 cm/second peak particle velocity threshold is used in planning
any (experimental) nuclea‘r shot,‘ which result‘s in approximate zones of
radius of 3 miles for 100 KT shots 1n tuff, and 5 miles for 100 KT shots
in granite [46]. Caution is mandatory in making predictions of the
extent of seismic damage, however, as the,‘Salx"non Event near I—Iattiesburg,

Mississippi produced damage complaints at 22 miles from ground zero
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Table 5.21--Cost of Developing Nuclear Gas Stofage Reservoirs

Reservoir Development

AEC Charge for Nuclear Explosive

Yield of Nuclear Explosiveé

24 -KT

¥

390,000

Safety Studies and Precautionary Measures 400,000

Site Preparation
Emﬁlacement Hole

Property Acquistion and Claims
Investigation

Chimney Re-entry
Chimney Cleanup

Other Facilities

Gas Storage Facilities

Cushion Gas
Transmission Line

Compressor Horsepower

TOTAL INVESTMENT COST

Average Annual Fixed Charges (11.29-
11.00%)

Operating and Maintenance Costs

Average Annual Cost/Mcf Deliverability

Average Annual Cost/Mcf Turnover

SOURCE: Project Ketch, Report on proposed experimental

50,000
125,000

80,000
75,000
40,000

40,000
1,200,000

36,000
150,000

165,000
351,000

1,551,000

175,000

13,000
188,000

2.09
0.50

179

50-KT
$:'
425,000
400,000
50,000

150,000

100,000
75,000

50,000 °

50,000

1,300,000

86,000
150,000
220,000

456,000
1,756,000 .

198,000

17,000

215,000

1.43
0.24-

100 -KT
s
460,000
400,000

50,000
175,000

120,000
75,000
60,000

60,000
1,%00,000

160,000
150,000

375,000
685,000

2,085,000

235,000

23,000
258,000

.1.03
0.16

shot by Columbia Gas
System Service Corp., USBM, USAEC and Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
(Updated version, August 1967).
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Table 5.22--Comparative Costs and Performance for Recen:ly Developed
Conventional Underground Storage Fields in the Columbia
Gas System Against Nuclear Storage Fields

Annual Unit Cost per Mcf

(074 of
Investment Annual : Peak Day Maximum Peak Day Maximum
Year Cost of Cost to Annual Deliver- Deliver- Deliver- Deliver-
Developed Facilities Own & Operate  Turnover ability ability Of Turnover ability ability
$000 . 8000 Mct " Mcf Mcf $/MctE S/Mct S/Mcf
Columbia Gas System Storage Fields
Field A 1957 4,893 635 4,200,000 73,00C 238,000 0.15 8.70 2.67
Field B 1958 5,520 646 2,500,000 80,00C 114,000 0.26 8.67 5.67
Field C 1964 12,295 1,583 1,400,000 110,000 475,000 0.21 14,39 3.33
A ok
Field D 1960 23,032 2,627 13,985,000 255,000 340,000 0.19 10. 30 7.73
*
Field E 1964 18,913 2,263 12,195,000 240,000 580,000 0.19 9.43 3,90
Field F 1967 18,519 2,112 8,400,000 110,000 280,000 0.25 19.20 7.54
Field G 1967 2,195 300 800,000 22,000 90,000 0.38 13.64 3.33
Nuclear Fields
Foreseeable Cost Basis
24 KT Field 1,551 188 375,000 90,000 90,000 0.50 2.09 2.09
50 KT Field 1,756 215 875,000 150,000 150,000 0.24 1.43 1.43
100 KT Field v 2,085 258 1,600,000 250;000 250,000 0.16 . 1.03 1.03

SOURCE: Project Ketch, Report on proposed experimental shot by Columbia Gas System Service Corp., USBM,
USAEC and Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, (Updated version, August 1967),




with peak particle velocities of 0. 4 cm/second. Further details of
the seismic limitation are to be found in Chapter 4 of this report.
5.5.2 Water Resource Applications

D.uriihg the remainder of this céntury the availability of an
adequate supply of vs;ater of suitable quality for its various uses is
likely to be a pressing problem for many regions of the United States,
" not to mention large abrea.s of the rest of the world. Although there is
no shortage of water on a continent-wide basis, the increasing demands
of the growing population are reflected in the more intensive usage of
the water resource, and in some regions by the high cost of treatment
due to pollution. In most parts of the country, spring rains and thaw
of snow release the greatest fraction of the annual water supply, often
in flood proportions. The potential to divert, capture and store this
water in conventionally constructed surface reservoirs is limited by the
number and size of suitable reservoir sites and the runoff pattern.
Tables 5. 23 and 5. 24 contain projections of how much additional
surface storage capacity will be necessary by the end of the century
to meet the water requirements in each of 22 regions. In the regions
marked with an asterisk little or no excess supply is expected to be
available after 1980; with a double asterisk no excess after 2000, The
additions from 1954 to 1980 are 82% of the total storage available in 1954;
from 1980 to 2000, i.e. in 20 years, the further additions require 123%
of the 1954 storage. This gives-an idea of the gravity of the situation.

While there are some conventional ways of increasing the water
supply, these are limited in scope. Many clearly involve operations

which are accessible for nuclear means. De-salination is mainly
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Table 5. 23--Withdrawal vs, Remaining Supply (bgd)

River Basins 1954 1980 2000 Supply
Remaining
(1954)
New England 6.3 18.0 30.3 67.
Delaware and Hudson 14.7| 35.7 58, 7 32, 7%
Chesapeake Bay 7.1 20,8 . 36.0 52.
Southeast 11.2 39,2 73,2 212,
Eastern Great Lakes 11,2 32.4 58. 2 40. e
Western Great Lakes 13.0| 37.9 65. 4 42,**
Ohio ‘ 22..0 67. 2 110.7 110.
Cumberland .2 .5 1.9 17.
Tennessee .7 11.8 24. 4 43,
Upper Mississippi .4 22.5 39.9 62.
Lower Mississippi .5 8.7 15.9 49.
Upper Missouri 27.9 33.9 47.2 19, *
Lower Missouri .3 2.6 6. 4 23.
Upper Arkansas-White-Red .4 12,1 16.5 11,
Lower Arkansas-White-Red .8 7.1 11.4 77.
Western Gulf 22,7 43.0 78.9 46,
Upper Rio Grande and Pecos 8.9 10. 2 10.7 (-)>=<
Colorado - 26.7| 27.6 30.0 3,2
Great Basin 12,6 13.1 13,3 3.7
Pacific Northwest 24,7 34,9 60. 4 143,
Central Pacific | 50.0| 60.2 69. 1 47,
South Pacific 10.8] 19.3 28. 5 4
U. S. 300.3 | 558.9 888, 4 1100.

SOURCE: U. S. Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources,
August 1950, Committee Print No. 32.
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Table 5. 24--Present vs., Required Minimum Storage
(1000 acre feet)

1954 1980 2000
Present {add to (add to

River Basins ' 1954) - 1954)

New England .0 2.4 6.1
Delaware and Hudson L1 5.8 12. 0
Chesapeake Bay .9 4.3 | 14,5
Southeast 16. 4 9.8 21,5
Eastern Great Lakes .5 8.5 20.0
Western Great Lakes - R 34,0 50.0
Ohio | .7 8.5 16,0
Cumberland .4 | .3 .8
Tennessee 15,0 .1 .4
Upper Mississippi .3 5.8 17.0
Lower Mississippi 4.5 8.5 18.0
Upper Missouri - 74.8 30,0 30. 0
Lower Missouri 1.2 2.3 4.9
Upper Arkansas « 7.3 8.0 13.0
Lower Arkansas 26.8 9.6 14,6
Western Gulf ) 11,2 25.5 34,0
Upper Rio Grande and Pecos 3.3 7. 4::< 7.4
Colorado 35.1 14, 5" 14,5
Great Basin 4.1 6. 5 6.5
Pacific Northwest 28.9 10. 8 14,7
Central Pacific 16. 4 25.5 27.8
South Pacific 1.8 6" .6

U. S. 278.0 +228. 8 +344, 0

SOURCE: U, S. Select Committee on National Water Resources,
August 1960, Committee Print No. 32,
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important for areas near the oceans and surely has a great future,
especially if carried out by means of nuclear energy (mostly combining
such operations with the generation of electric power).

Two types of application of nuclear explosives for the creation
of improved water storage have been suggested. First, the construction
of dams and reservoirs by means of the nuclear cratering method,
Second, the improvement of flow and storage of water underground
by creating a deeply buried nuclear cavity: either through connection
of separated aquifers, undercutting of perched water bodies, the use
of nuclear craters for recharging aquifers or construction of underground |
water storage facilities. Artificial recharge can be accomplished by
non-ﬁuclear means, for example, by means of seepage basins excavated
conventionally or by drilled recharged wells, It is important, however,
that the time scale of large scale operations be 'considered when capital
costs are calculated, and here nuclear explosives may offer a significant
advantage (Keller [237]) . A related application in the second group
is the underground disposal of fluid wastes,

The formation of a nuclear crater, as described in Chapter 2
of this report, offers an opportunity for surface storage of water which
may collect in or be pumped into the crater. In addition the nuclear
cratering technique may also be applied to canal construction, The
building of dams, reservoirs and canals by nuclear technology is covered
in Section 5. 4 of this chaéter. In this type of application, the principal
economic features ar(; (i) that the time for construction can be considerably
shortened compared with conventional excavation (ii) that the needs for

unskilled and semi-skilled labor are much less (iii) that the method is
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capital-intensivé and the labor costs per unit are high. Keller [237]
has 'pointéd out that,in very large construction projects associated with
water management, delayed benefits from the project may entail large
social costs,

In the second type of application--the creation of nuclear

cavities underground for increasing water flow or storage capacity--
the approach is a distinctive one which does not lend itself easily to
economic comparisons. There does not appear to be any alternative
way for reaching the same objectives for most of the proposed schemes.
On the other hand the disadvantages associated with the groundwater
proposals are that the technology of groundwater management is still
in a very early stage so that the Plowshare application involves a high
investment risk, Further, the need to avoid contamination of groundwater
is a potential burden on the proposed undertaking which is not measurable.
until further experiments reveal the extent of the hazard., Careful
geological surveys in the vicinity of the underground nuclear tests have
shown that the safeguarding of the water supply from radioactivity (at
leaét in arid Western states) is hardly a problem; nevertheless, it must
be expected that state and municipal governments will establish strict
guidelines once the method becomeé practical. Meeting these guidelines

will add to the cost of the technique.
| Besides its unique advantage of creating deeply buried void
space either for more or less permanent storage or for increasing
the flow of groundwater, the nuclear cavity has other advantages
compared to surface storage of water. Evaporation loss is reduced.

The cost of distribution can be substantially less when local geology



permits the nuclear wells to be placed close to the industries or
farms which need water in large quantities. Particularly in the
case of certain industries (the new oil shale industry may become
one such) which need water in remote regions and which do not require
very high quality water, the ''nuclear well' may have great advantage.
Lastly, the percolation of water through some permeable strata may
filter the water and actually reduce the cost of purification,

There are three specific methods of applying Plowshare to
the improvement of groundwater utilization. First, the recharge of
the groundwater. Natural recharge occurs through stream beds and
runoff; artificial recharge can be accomplished by means of basins,
pits, wells, etc., which have permeable connections with underlying
aquifers. In areas where heavy drafts have been made on the ground-
water without compensating recharge, the regional water tables have
fallen. Lowered water table means greater distance of pumping water
to the surface, which adds a major component to the cost of the water
supply system. In some areas of the United States a more serious
consequence of depleting groundwater supplies is the encroachment
of saline water into the fresh water aquifers. In Long Island for
example, there are currently over 1000 wells in operation to return
used watzr to the aquifers in an attempt to maintain a higher pressure
gradient in these coastal aquifers and keep the sea water out. A
contained nuclear explosion, at a depth which locates the rubble chimney
beneath an impermeable overlayer can be used for recharge purposes.
A cased well is drilled into the chimney to conduct the water und'erground--

.the chimney acts like a gigantic injection well. On behalf of the U, S.
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Geological Survey, A, M, ‘Pi'per has recently conducted a preliminary
canvas of the eleven groundwater provinces, and numerous potential
aquifer recharge sites have been suggested [225]. Not all of these
would be suitable for Plowshare technology, but there remain many
for which the local benefits are likely to prove substantial.

The other two methods of applying Plowshare to groundwater
management will be mentioned briefly here; greater detail can be
found in MATHEMATICA's Special Report [238] . The second method is
to reduce the impedance of recharge by '"caliche'' formations over the
aquifer, which causes loss of rainwater through evaporation. A series
of subsid'ence craters* resulting from relatively small (10 KT) under-
ground nuclear explosions could hold the runoff waters long enough
to allow recharge to occur. In this method, it is proposed to use a
large nurnber of small explosions; hence the cost of drilling, emplace-
ment and the actual devices is relatively high. The third and last
method consists of using a nuclear explosion to breach a naturally
occurring geological fault which separates two or more aquifer systems.,
A typical case of the natural fault preventing greater groundwater use
occurs in Miami, Oklahoma. When usage of wells began in 1900, water
pressure was so strong that the wells flowed on land surface without
pumping. By 1960 the pressure head had dro;:;ped so that pumping levels
were 750 feet below the surface. Several nuclear rubble chimneys could .
breach the fault and induce an increase in head between the two areas.

In addition to the applications to groundwater management, there

is also the possibility of creating underground reservoirs by the

" The subsidence crater is formed when the collapse of broken
rock above the shot point extends all the way to the surface.
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detonation of a nuclear explosion in an impermeable stratum. A 100 KT
shot has been suggested [255] for the area near Ashland, Oregon. The
rubble chimney would hold 600 acre-feet of water and would supply
nearly 60 per cent of the community's needs, at a cost which is not
greatly in excess of the cost of a comparable surface reservoir, if a
site were available. The comparison is, once again, probably idle
since that alternative does not exist in the locality.

Although it has not been possible to present detailed cost-benefit
calculations for the application of Plowshare technology tn water
resource improvement, there are numerous proposals of potentially
large benefit which deserve further research study if only because the
needs for larger and better quality water supplies are an urgent national
--and international--problem. Until experiments in the relevant envi-
ronments for the water resources improvement schemes are carried
out, the full extent of the costs and benefits in the nuclear technology
will not be known. It seems, however, certain that at least in the long
run (of only 2-3 decades) the needs will become so pressing that the
United States will have to fall back on the immense possibilities
which Plowshare offers in this regard. Even if costs should be higher
than what the public is now accustomed to, the need for water will
override any considerations which are now being advanced.

5.5.3 Waste Disposal

a. Types of Waste Disposal Problems. The disposal of sewage'
and industrial effluents has received much attention in recent years as
the streams, rivers and lakes of the United States have suffeAred increasingly

from pollution. In some areas, population increases with no compensating
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change in the sewage disposal facilities result in a worsening quality

of the water resource. In other areas, sewage and chemical wastes
from industry combine to destroy the ";vildlife and/or the pleasing surface
aspects of lakes and rivers. The 'proble.fn is spreading at a rate which
threatens to outstrip the best efforts of the anti-pollution fighters.

In 1959 municipalities spent about $100, 000, 000 [215] on
water treatment, By today this figure may have multiplied five. But
still not enough is being don.e. Advanced c'hemical tech_niques for the
treatment of water are often so costly that they will be applied qnly
to drinking water. (About 1% of all water in public and private use.)

Of all water returned to streams, rivers and lakes after industrial use,
about 30%is still untreated [215]. So long as the total amount of water
being used remains a small percentage of the water resource, there is

no problem providing that extremely harmful materials are excluded.

But at the present accelerated rate of withdrawals of fresh water and
returns of polluted water to the system, it is probably becoming necessary
that all the major rivers and lakes should be ''cleaned" and put into proper
mineral balance and bioclogical balance. Such a program will be vast,
requiring the annual expenditure of billions of dollars ( [231], p. 10).

A particular problem is the safe disposal of radioactive wastes.
Although not large in volume, these are too dangerous to dump into the
nearest waterway and hence must be diluted in advance to safe levels or
buried undergiound. The groundwater in the vicinity must be constantly
surveyed to prevent excessive radiation dosages entering the food chain.

By 1959 a total of $200, 000, 000 capital had been outlaid on radioactive
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waste burial in the U.S. (mostly at Hanford, Washington and Oak Ridge,
Tennessee)' and an annual amount of $6, 000, 000 for maintenance was
necessary ([ 230], p. 203). Some of the long-lasting radioactive
material, after a process called ''calcination" which converts them into
a powder, has to be stored in long mefal canpisters, which are buried
in huge underground vaults. Otheré are diluted to apﬁropriate levels
and the fluid effluent is then injected hydraulically into a permeable layer
thousands of feet below ground éurface. Proposals for the use of abandoned
salt mines have been considered in'_r:onnectioﬁ with the managemeil of
radioactive wastes, but long-distance transportation may prove to be a
prohibitive cost and public menace. If‘ Plowshare could provide a large,
safely removed underground storage area for these "hot' wastes at |
reasonable costs, there would be interest in development of the new
technique of waste dispbsal. * The geological structure and hydrology of
the terrain in the \}icinity of the reactor or chemical processing plant
(separator) would have to‘ be known, and the cost of obtaining t}ﬁs information
included in the economic evaluation of the method. The details of this
proposal and related methods for the disposal of other waste fluids will
be discussed below. |

b. The Use of a Contained Nuclear Explosion for Waste Disposal.
For the purpoées of this project one of the most important features of

underground explosions is the large increase of permeability of the rock

At the present time the disposal or storage of radioactive wastes
in the chimney created by an underground nuclear explosion is not considered
feasible by the U.S. AEC due to the affects of seismic shock on the plant
which produces the wastes. In the event that disposal or storage sites under-
ground are planned before a future plant is built, these considerations may be
changed in favor of the Plowshare method.

190



medidm surrounding the shot point (particularly above shot point) [ 1].-
Through the fractures which the explosion engenders for six or seven

times the distance of one cavity radius, a waste fluid may flow into the
permeable stratum selected for the purpose. This stratum must be

bounded below by an impermeable rock and should be well isolated from
aquifers which are direétly conne&ted to the water supplies of the region.
The fission products ‘frc;m the explosion (such as Strontium 90) would be
partly contained in a pool of radioactive glass which characteristically forms
at the bottom of the chimney, and partly dispersed through the rubble and
cracks in the surrounding formation. Its rate of transport through a
permeable stratum is 40 times slower [1] than that of the water which
carries it, so that only a minute quantity of the radioactivity released by

the explosion would ever find its way into the environment. When
radioactive wastes are to be injected into the nuclear chimney, the problem
is, of course, more serious, but it is still quite conceivable to find a
geological formation in which the containment is adequate. For this purpose
the use of relatively impermeable formations may be required, sacrificing
storage volume but gaining permanent security.from radioactive contamination
of the environment [ 68].

In the case of non-radiocactive waste disposal it is possible to
consider the project a part of overall water mana;ement. The use of
low-yield nuclear explosions for groundwater recharge has been proposed
[ 221], and in this connection the basic purpose is similar, i.e., to improve

the quality and quantity of the local water resource. It is not yet known
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whether the problems of managing the fission products can be solved
in a water application. With the disposal of sewage and chémical wastes
there is a traae-off between conventional processing costs and the risk
of radioactive contamination of water supplies, but much more information
is required before definite evaluafién of the alternative can be made.

Todd discusses several artificial recharge programs in [ 222].
Costs vary widely and the range for his selected examples is $2. 00
to $50, 00 per acre-foot. The single largest recharge project cost half -
a million dollars in El Rio, California, and involved a gross area of
125 g.cres. -Three reclllarge pits operated by Los Angeles County Flood
Control District cost $45.00, $3.50 and $19. 50 per acre-foot of water
recharged. The total volumes of-water involved (during twelve months) .
were respectively 1000, 6100 and 2500 acre-feet. According to.E. E.
‘Renshaw quoted in [ 222] the maximum value per acre-foot of water
for waste disposal in the U.S. was $2.56 in 1950. Even allowing for
today's higher prices, it does not appear that the use of nuclear technology
is commercially competitive in this method. Bwut to carry out a'.further
analysis, we must also consider the alternative methods of treatment and
disposal of wastes, and their costs.

c. The Problem of Dispersion vs. Disposal. From the point
of view of the riparian* murficipality, fluid wastes which are removed
from the area by the river are disposed, but from a regional point of view--

taking the whole river basin as a convenient region--they are only

%
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dispersed and diluted. Much effort has gone into the economic study
of water management recently, and a number of proposals have been -
made to achieve an equitable distribution of thé user costs associated
with the avoidance of pollution in public bodies of water. See for
instance [ 232]. |

The burning of solid and gaseous wastes is an inexpensive way
of disposing of a major fraction of many waste materials--from the
narrow point of view of the firm or municipality doing the burning. So
long as the dispersion is effective, there is no problem; but sooner or
later industrial and population concentrations will cause air pollution.‘.
At such time, the wastes are no longer disposed of, public health is
threatened, and legislation comes into being to limit the quantity of.
harmful waste substance released through burning into the atmosphere.
Again, as with the fluid wastes, disposal is really dispersion; and the
limits of .the environmental capacity to absorb and dilute the wastes are
rapidly approached under a system of '"free' dispersion.

In the case of wastes which are extremely dangerous there has
been for some time a rather tight control on their release to the
environment. The various unwanted radioisotopes produced at Oak Ridge
and Hanford [ 230] having half-lives of more than a few days must be
first stored; then they may be releaéed if the radioactive decay is
sufficiently advanced or, more likely, they are reduced in bulk and
permanently stored by burial. In one method [ 233], the radioactive

wastes are reduced to solids using a pot calcination process. The "pot,"
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a steel cylinder, six to eight feet tall and eight to eighteen inches in
diameter, becomes the permanent container for the calcined product. It
is sealed and stored underground. The pot itself is designed to last for
twenty or thirty years under stable environmental conditions. Although
the method is expensive, it appéars to be well within the feasible range
as far as the system costs are concerned. Studies carried out at Oak
Ridge showed that, for a reactor plant the various steps required for the
management of radioactive wastes from power re.actor fuel processing
would cause a total incremental cost of 9. 03 mill” per kwh--or about

1% of the total reactor fuel cycle cost. The.se steps included interim
storage of the wastes as liquid in tanks, pot calcination to produce
relatively smaller volumes of thermally stable solidé, and finally
shipment of the pots to the place of pefmanent disposal.

The principle in the above-mentioned treatment and disposal of
radioactive wastes is quite different from dispersion. On the contrary,
they are concentrated into compact containers, isolated from the biosphere
and temporarily or permanently stored in isolation. The major reason for
the applications of the method in the case of radioactive wastes is the high
cost-of '"treatment, ' Unlike most other industrial wastes, there is no:
reasonable process availabie for rendering the waste material harmless
so that it might be subsequently dispersed. For a power reactor, shipment
of the calcined wastes even as far as 1000 miles does not impose intolerable

burdens on the economy of the electricity production. Conceivably a

* _
1 mill = one thousandth of a dollar.
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problem might arise if the total quality of these extremely dangerous
cargoes required to be transpofted nationwide, within one year, exceeded
some threshold, since the likelihood of an accident would then begin

to have a significant effect on the waste disposal costs. ‘But otherwise " :
it remains remarkable that any waste f)roduct-—in itself of zero value--
should be transported considerable distances within the economic
framework of a single. production unit.

The application of nuclear explosives for creating upderground
storage for harmful wastes, as an alternative to the existing methods, at
presenté does not appear to be of proven economic value, but it could in
the future prove to be a valuable addition to the Federal ahti-pollution
program particularly if used in conjunction with a reglional water resource
management scheme. There is clearly a tremendous variation by location
and geology in the cost to the public of disposing of wastes, and equally
clearly tilere is need of a battery of techniques for assaulting the problems
.of pollution of the water system. It should be emphasized that, in the
proposed method of waste disposal by means of a contained nuclear
explosion, the geology and hydrology of the site must be thoroughly known,
particularly in the case of .toxic wastes. In many casés, the high cost
of obtaining this information may preclude use of the method; in other cases,
the information may previously have been obtained, so reducing the
marginal costs. This factor alone supports the argument that each
individual case should be considered on its own merits, without regard
to any single generalization of the ''preferred' method of managing waste

disposal.
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5.6 SUMMARY

This chapter summarized the results arrived at in five Special
Reports by MATHEMATICA on shale oil production, mining, natural gas
(and oil) production stimulation, cratering, and a set of other potential
processes using nuclear explosives. The four particﬁlar applications just
mentioned all prove to be of major economic interest.

However, this conclusion is based on quite different economic as-
pects frorh case to case. Some applications, like shale oil production
using nuclear explosives, have large uncertainties attached to them iﬁ'éhe
process-engineering field after the nuclear explosion has taken place.
Other applications, e.g. natural gas stimulation, are re'lat'ively simple
processes once the nuclear explosion occurred; but they do have attached
to them technical uncertainties as to how far and how e%tensive the effect
of the nuclear explosion to production will be: in the case of gas stimula-
tion we noticed the importance of the fracture system around the chimney,
 its extent and duration.,

Separate from this set of technical and engineering uncertainties
which vary from application to application or even from one place to
another, we have a set of differing expectations of the potential benefits to
the economic system as a whole, that is, the overall potential added to .
United States rec.:overable resources, or the recoverable resources of any

other nation.
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If now by coincidence, technical and engineering certainty, and the
expected maximum reéource values added by this technology would coincide
for any one particular application,then the decis.-ion of where to initiate
experiments and direct the available research and development funds would
be solved in favor of the application where certainty and expected resource
values are largest. Unfortunately, this is not the case here. From the
point of resource development one would, among the completely contained
applications, clearly give preference to the development of the in situ
recovery of the large U. S. oil shale deposits. This is a particular situa-
tion which holds for the United States and may not necessarily hold in any
other nation. At the same time, the technologi'c:al uncertainties attached
to the recovery proc'ess after the nuclear fragmenting takes place are
largest.in exactly this application. A completely new process has still to
be developed on an expérimental, a prototype, and, finally, a large-scale
ope‘rati‘or}al basis, with no definite guarantee that the resulting p‘roce-ss wiil
fulfill the many technical as sumptions which at présent have to be made in
any economic evaluation of this production process.,

On the other side, the process which in th‘e long run may hold the
Vleast spectacular gains, i.e. natural gas stimulation by nuclear explosions,
has attached to it a very primitive recovery system, basically tile opening
of one or several production wells after detonation, allowing for a satisfac-
tory solution to the contamination problem, which may be assufed at some

cost,
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Similar situations occur frequently in economics: ‘in investment
decisions, portfolio selection, budget allocation, For the firm or agency,
it will then be a question of how much risk the decision maker is willing
to incur: at a low or at no risk,6a certain but relatively small gain will
accrue while possibly larger, more spectacular breakthroughs are fore-
goﬁe. With the same amount of capital invested and at a high level of
risk, larger gains can potentiaily be made if the decision maker is pre-
pared to accept the increased probability that his whole investment ipto
the new technological development might be lost if the more unfavorable
conditions hold. By allocating his fundé to both extreme cases ‘such as
to choose asuitable combination of risks, the decision maker may be able
to find the risk-and-profit level he is prepared to accept.

As was shown in the discﬁssion of the particular applications of
nuclear explosives, there exists in addition to the above general investment
problem also a whole range of technical and economic optimization prob-
lems. To mention only a few, we refer here to the size of the diameter,
emplacement depth, the reduction of emplacement costs, and the increased
cost which will occur when trying to reduce the diameter of nuclear devices.
Other technical and economic problems par'_t'icul,a_r to each application will
be posed by the relevance of contamination problems, the distance from
consumer markets versus the costs of safety, the time required for the

comp.let'ion of the project versus the costs incurred due to safety problems,
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and so on. Such problems deserve fur?:her attention in economic research
and will have to be answered in later studies.

Overall, the expected benefits to single industries alone are such
that enough incentive is given even to particular firms to initiate research
and development efforté in the peaceful application of nuclear explosives,
This is already the case in natural gas stimulation and in mining of copper
ores by the in situ leach method., In oil shale,a cooperative effort of the
oil industry developed to cover the more extensive risks and investments
required in this field to develop a completely new technology where nuclear
explosives are only a preliminary step in the still uncertain production
process.

Cratering projects and earthmbving projects, where the use of nuclear
explosives is called for, are still of such a scale that most of these projects
within the United States or in other countries would warrant government
initiative and participation, This is particularly true for projects which by
themselves are collective goods, e.g. isthmian canals affecting many re-
gions and nations, mountain cuts, water resource developments, etc. A
possible exception may be strip mining operations using nuclear explosives,
which, under suitable conditions may yield substantial economies to indi-
vidual enterprises.

Thus a very broad interest in the Plowshare technology has already
been generated within the United States. With the demonstration of technical

feasibility by several experiments in each of these fields, the remaining
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" technical and economic uncertainties can be cleared away. In many ways
the present report opens up many more questions than originally it set out

to answer.
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ERRATA FOR PNE-3005

On page 155 the: first footnote should read;

. * Charges above 2 MI' have been extrapolated from the Published AEC
charges (see Section 3 of this report). :

On page 156 line 7 should read:

KT t6 50 MT (larger than the 15 MT yiéld of maxirhum permissible ex= .





