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e M CONFIDENTIAL
: US Policy on'Foreign Re5pr0ce§sigg' _ .}'ﬁéié

One of the key elements of the October 28 pollcy state-

: ment was the decision on reproce551ng. -Domgsgrﬁally,-the

a dEClSlonS Were.

—-that the Unlted States should no longer regard

f reprdbe551ng of used nuclear fuel to produce plutonium as

;fa.néceSSary and inevitable step in the_nﬁclear fuel: dycle,

:}gnadthgt-we-should pursue reprocessing and recyciing-in the

* futvige only if they are found to be consistent with our

» . : )
international objectives;” _ 2

o q;'f-?to ensure that our domestic-policieéfand programs

am

L
u
3

; are compatrble w1th our 1nternatronal p051t10n Qn reprocessrng

qu"‘ by deferrrng the commerc1al;zatlon of". chemlcal réprocessing,

— to define a reproce551ng and recycle evaluatlon

program, y .

’ v -~ to investigate altermnatives to reproceésipg and

~

. .to aceelerate programs for nuclear waste management, including

F-.%" © a federally owned repository for 1ong—term storage 'of nuclear
. .. ‘wastées; and’
Ej" w . - == to promptly expand fuel storage to assure US utilities

- that: there need not be concerned about shut-down ofi reactors

;-a . because Of limited spent fuel storage. ' ' B

. Inrernationally, the statement calls for:
- a-ﬁoratorium of at least three years on sensitive
transfers; -

-
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. CONFIDENTIAL : 2

ey ~- nuclear suppliers to provide nuclear consumers

A o “ Wlth fuel serv;ces, instead of sensitive technology or

T

fa0111t1es, : ' ; w:'
o ’ . . o8 - . .

-—- other nations to participate in desigoihéfand oérry—ﬁ

~ing out a.reprocessing and recycle evaluation progfam; and

Ee =— international dlscu551ons concerning establlshlng
L- - R l -y - '.. N - -
X s -a few centrally located, multinational controlled waste repos;—-'

- D

. tories. ;?{!T‘

e, w70 R e

With regard to US recipients, in partlcular, the

dec151ons were: .5r?

éﬁ. : | ---fo favor recipient nations that-are p;éﬁéfed=£§, ot
% . forego, or postpone for a substantial period the establish< 4
. :ment of national reprocessing or enricﬁment acéivitlee og;:':'
in certain cases, prepared to'shape and schedule thel;lﬁebfoeees-
.ing and enrichment -facilities to foster nonrprolifereéioﬁ;qeeds;

and o 0 ERERE

w0 —- where appropriate, to provide consumer ‘nations with

‘either fresh, low enriched uranium fuel or make otheg%eqﬁitable“

arrangements in return for mutual agreement on the dispoeition}l
f’!' . of spent fuel where such disposition demonstrably fosters .our . .:

common and cooperative non-proliferation objectives.:

. General Con51deratlons

I R,

The above policy which was de51gned in’ part to

‘support our call for restraint in sensitive transfers 1n fact

"_)..
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implies‘a much'tougher US policy on reprocessing, beyondi_
Smely the denlal of sen51t1ve transfers to developlng

countries and to sensitive areas. Tt 1mp11es a go srow

:attitude by the US towerd a reproce551ng/pluton1um economy

L}

and a des;re to have other key industralized states follow

a s;mllar course,

1l "- .-..'.._.
Whlle over time we have successfully conV1hced other

Tamcheens

suppllers of the need to stop the transfer of" sensxtlve

facilities and technology and the need to control access

to plutonlum, our new negative attitude twoard reproce551ng

: and,recycllng has taken these same countries by surprlse. :ﬁ?

In partlcular, Japan, the EC countrles and 1ts neighbors

‘such as Sweden, Spain, and Switzerland have based thelr

" nuclear energy plans on reprocessing, both lggthe'nea:yﬁ -

tefm to compensate for limited spent fuel-storégeuéebébity.
and in the long term to permit transition to breegexlfeéotors'o
as high grade uranium ore reserves bécome depleted:-. "jL

Many of these countries are considerably more dependent

on nuclear energy than the US and unlike the US have no

. acceptable energy alternative. Thus, the new US attltude .

reflecting the need to reevaluate reproc9551ng and recycllng
‘more than any other US non—prollferatlon 1n1t1at1ve is per—'r
ceived as-effectlng the heart of their energy proqrams :

and plans. It has therefore met with considetagle .
dlsagreement and apprehension by other countrles, both

in terms of their role as a suppller of serv1ces
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(e.g., the UK and France through United Reprocessors) and as

key recipients of US supply (e. 3 the EC andkgapan)

: --'ﬁ'
E Thls is not to say that we should change ‘our basic

.approach'of taking, or'urglng others to take a more reasoned
160k ‘at reprocessing and alternatives to reprocessing, berore
prematurely plunglng into a reprocessrng/plutonlum economy .
Rather, it suggests that we take fully into account the

current energy needs and the future energy plans of other

key countrles in formulatrng the US approach to minimizing

prollferatron risks assoc1ated with foreign reproce551ng,

f recycle and breeder programs. In this regard, the recent
?Us-decision to allow specific shipments of US supplied

b

" spent fuel from Japan, Swrtzerland and Spain to be reprocessed
”i_:-rn;therk and France (with recovered plutonium to be retained
hy-these nuclear weapon states) was 1mportant This decision
lp:ocess served to clearly signal hlgh level US concern over

. reprocessrng, while at the same time 3]layving. COnCerns
: i‘ :
it
of the countrles involved that the US would implement its
i ';

fﬁ{ new- pOlle direction without regard to its affect on recipients.
} &

U& Pollcy&Ratlonale

... _}h'

The revised US policy on reprocessing and recycling

\\

;outlined in the October_statement flowed_from a reassessnment

-oﬁ the non-prollferatlon risks associated with the move
and :

‘. toward a plutonlum economy /the recognrtlon that there had

been 1nsuff1c1ent study of how to minimize these rlsks
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:E- i lncludlng 90531b1e alternatlves tg a plutonlum economy.
AR TR In addltlon, the move toward reprocess;ng _ . ' : ¢

| is belng drlven by questlonable economics, Since the

Qctober statement a number of countries, e.g:, Japan-and

5weden have asked for the rationale for our decision since

there experts had reached different concluSLons._ We have

-

lnformally responded to these 1nqu1r1es along- the followxng

-

' lines. _:] s -

S -NonéPtoliferation Risks: The popular assumption prior

f};k:{ - to two years ago was that sensitive operatlons like. enrlchment
and reproce551ng can.be carried on_safely under lnternatlonal
*-:-:'-, ' safeguards and are therefore"safeguardable. We-have

&

08, R questloned this premlse, arguing that vhile we are obviously

-abrogation

K concerned about dlve.rsn.on. the areater oonoer:n is. wn.i-mrmil ;ﬁrm or /._.

of safeguards agreements and political commitments and also

terrorist action which no system of technical eafeguardé
s, " can prevent;-'?his argues for minimizing the-nunber of such
| fac;iities and locating them in countries under political,
" economic. and physical protection arrangements?that maximize
i N dieincentives for abrogation and opportunity for successful
| .terrorist action. We haue therefore strongly diecouraged'
'h._ s . aoquisition of addition sensitive.facilities under:national_
) gntrol, advocated a moratorium on such transfers, _urued wseof . . ._ ... .
existing'séfvicés and encouraged study of future ways to
| ﬁinimi;e_riskf such as_a.multinational framework for sensitive _

facilities involving supplier countries with constraints

_on technology transfer.
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"With regard to the "need" for early reprocessing,ethree_

arguments are generally used as justlflcatlon.
Y Economlcs- Reprocessmng of spent fuel allows recovery oﬁ

plutonlum and uranium which can be recycled to,yleld

Sty St economlc beneflts. Our response has been that our receht
i Lt S sutdles indicate that the current economlcs 1n fact favor

Falk storage of spent fuel and purchase of new LEU fuel rather..

] d

lf.;f.- than reproce551ng and recycle of- spent fuel Whlle the 2 T

- i

'h.-: o relatlve cost comparison could change as the cost of

uranium fuel and enrichment services goes- up (some progectlons;

§ﬁ?£ : 1nd1cate a cross-over in the early to mid 890° s), “it should

B = ..”w_
EE be remembered that commercial reprocessing and recyclang ey
}3—_{ \_ e 5 - - ) . A . _. . -..-._
B ot costs are paper estimates compared to real costs for enrich-
i .:._-".r- s L8 . 1 ae my g
'J-'f'.- o i . 2 g ) - - .". .. . . - - N b Y P
e e ment and feed. Thus, it is unrealistic to assume that .these
e . ’ ret BN
2t s T cost estimates carry the same significance or that. the"same
oy . . . . -

. *... . 'forces driving up the cost of LEU will not operate, to drlve

_? < o up the ¢ost of reprocessing and recycle. In any event
'ﬁﬁj‘ '.. =reproce531ng and recycle are not cost effective’ now.'-'.:_}
iiﬁ{ Env1ronmental'and Storage Problems: A second argument for
gj;; repfooessing which has been strongly put forth.by;the
Eﬁ}tr - 'various Us rec}cients anu.the French, Germans, qapanese;'
';?:jj' : aud.swedes, in particular, ts tue euvironmental;p;ociems'.
E“ 5t “and storage broblems associated ﬁitu spent fqeilstofage{
iﬁ- . They argue that, unlike the US, they have 1im%te§_area
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available for storage under conditions thatﬁwbﬁld be enyiron-

k ﬁedtally acceptable and that reprocessihq allous separatiqh
of high level waste {a few percent of the tqtal spent fuel
assembly) from 1ow level waste (the bulk of the: assembly).

; T;e bulky low level waste can be disposed of w1th h;nlmum

%:f};: environmental problems (e.qg., buried) while the low volume

f :f;ﬂ; ;l; hlgh 1evel waste can. be stored in special dep051tor1es.

b .ﬁ':i}i Innresponse, we have argued that this is in fact another

w':xaspect:oﬁ the economic argument. Our studies 1nd1cate that

.ﬁ:L 'z-a it- 1s cheaper to build additional pool Storage fbr=spent

fuel under env1ronmentally acceptable condltlons than to

a’ ("}

B “;;; -ieprocess. Space limitations are a real problem only for

j&j;} -'%ﬁ countraes like Luxémburg: " If, you can bury the~low 1evel
j;?iﬁ'.; :;waste from reprocesslucqyou can bulld capac;ty for: the.-
:fsrxﬂtu‘"orlg&gal'spent fuel assemblies ' In addition, the long-term
;:}?Hff.' edyironmental advantages of separatlng waste are not at all

clear since spent fuel in its original inert and less

concentrated form decays to about the rad10act1v1ty levels

'*qlof uranium ore after about 300 years. The hldh level

:ﬁf'f" ifﬁ waste from present reprocessiug methods will requlre 250,000

i ﬁﬁ f' years “to decay to this level. .
?f%?{-ﬂ-_ Breeder Requirements: The thlrd argurterit advanced to support
el r

. il

}ff,; rEproce551ng is the centrallty of reprocess;ngatb»breeder
LT reactors, the logical and necessary~follow-on to-current
' LWRs. in additioﬁ, successful transition to plutonium

¢ fﬁF'--' breeders w111 requlre stores of plutonium, obtainable,

CONFIDENTIAL
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‘froin reprocessing LWR fuel. Our response has been that

breeders are ten to fifteen years in the future and that
it is not*clear that plutonium breeders are the only viable
~'-_alternative for future power generation. In fact the

-serious non-proliferation and physical protection risks

'.'_'associateé with the plutonium breeder MOX fuel concept
bffi:l- dict;te'a-gOAslow.approach while we examine ways to_maké
313'9_;i:; tﬁe éycle'safer and/or pursue alternative concepts that-
'%i:-::- Bettei‘serve'our non-pioliferation.objectives; For_example,

' -.31_ ‘the concept of a few mixed thoruim/uranium breeders providing

7”257;.: LEU {rather than MOX) fuel to a large system of LWR reactors

oo

represents an attractive alternative.because of 'its obvious
f iﬁﬂ%if_:s ‘nqﬁ-prolifexatign and physical security advantages and the
'-,ﬁ:f"-;- dtilizétién-6f1thétiﬁﬁuéztﬂ wéfld~réserves many timgg greater
};1';*;' ’than uranium. - ' ..
.ai;;f:. :_ With regard to the assertion that stockplles of plutonium
-, 2 are needed early to support experimental breeder programs
‘as well as for commercial breeder operations, the counter
to this is that experimental breeders currently-utilize
s ; U235 rather than plutonium for start-up and this will probablf
ar .._'a;sétbe true of commercial breeder start-up operations.
f?.'f  o -Thus, there is little need to stockpile plutonium now for
* .breeder operations.

Wﬁilé we have made these arguments verbally to some,
"ﬂﬁ j;fﬂj there 15 a strong need for a US position paper presentlng

. the abqve_rathnale with supporting anq;y51s. This would

'Hé:oﬁfValue, for example, with other governments in the

UNéﬁK%”Sﬁﬁgféb
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g™ -n'hclear-.'su'ppliers context and more generally with regard to: U&’
j-hj;:;' ,'recipients.for use by sympathetic foreign mioistrles

. 'latteﬁptiﬁg-to cope effectively with their.ministrges
; o ' of energy, of technology and of economics. |

US Policy toward Recipients

nah _:' : -ZHhile the above line of reasoning should servelto.
convince some of the rationality of the US position, how
we formulate thls policy vis-a-vis re01p1ents in new agree-'
-ments and ;n renegotlatlons, is of paramount- 1mportance.
--If.the pollcy.rs to be useful, as stated .in an earller PM
paper:on renegotiation of agreements, it must apply generally;
any exceptlons will make the policy 1ncrea51ngly dlfflcult |
k to apply. In addition, 1t must take 1nto account the
' ~energy needs, programs and plans of US recipients and other suppllers so as 1
not place them at a serlous economlc dlsadvantage.'-Our goal
should be to formulate realistic requlrements for lmplementa-
:".';Lm- l tion so as to allow a reasonable chance of approachlng our
o nonrprollferatlon objectives with respect to‘all US.rec1p;ents,
wlth few if any exceptions. :
One approach that has such potential is the’ followlng.
N e The US would seek in new agreements and through -renegotiation

of-exlstlng agreements to universally reguire US consent

<

for reprocess;ng of Us supplied fuel or fuel proceSSed in
US reactors Wlth the follow1ng understanding in the near
term,

"CONFIDENTIAL
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D The US would seek to work with each US IEC1plent
to attempt to solve 1tsspent fuel disposal problem through
3 varlous technlques such -as improved racks for more efflclent

storage and constructing additional spent fuel storage

cipaclty.

ey = As a fallback procedure, in cases where additional

. -
]

domestlc storage is not available on a ‘time'basis or where

edouomlc penaltles to recipients: would be severe, we would
erther permlt transfer for reproce551ng but only in nuclear
' weapdn_states,;e.g., the UK, and France or transfer for
iégernétional storage, if and when.such a regime is established,
with US right of approval over subsequent alteration. If |
Inatefial'is reprocessed, removed plutonium wonld be -retained
by these nuclear weaponwstates wrth retransfer subject to
US approval ,
Lo Alternatlvely, where domestxc storage rs not available
"on a tlmely.basis we would have-the optlon to acqulre the

,:-~spent fuel for transport from the reclplent to a _place of

L1 d" L

‘us ch0051ng unger financial arrangements 51mllar to those

‘aﬁsumlng commercial reprocessing in the UK or France.
I Over- the longer term, if our eraluation program should.-
¢ in@icaté'the'acceptability of coﬁmerciallzation of repro-
ce551ng, Qe would then: -
"-—-generally sanction reprocessing in nuclear weapon
.states,_again with retention of recovered pluﬁoniun by the

nuclear'weapon states and with retransfer subject to US

-approval;'and

UNCLASSIFIED
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-- possible permlt reproce531ng in a few safe locatlons

{or groups of NNWS, e.g., the EC) :
in NNWS Avith strong commitments to non-prollferatlon {e. g.,

;u_-’.h ; NPT)and extenslve dependence on nuclear poweL,Ce.g.,_SO_;

i izl reactors), provided there is direct involvement- of a nuclear °
t i R NP : e P

. ; . i ) . - . Woata, _n ..
i el & weapons state in the reprocessing operation and.w1th recovered;

--. ,\._ .

' plutonlum under the custody of the nuclear weapons state

.« .. (such locations might be Japan and possibly Europe): _ f.:iifi-

'.."\l

| O o The restrlctlon of reprocessing in the near term to :
| P

. i "7+ nuclear. weapon states and in the longer term;: 1f reproce551ng.
' i e M to

A - proves to be necessary,/a few additional locatlons inm non--fi

t X

nuclear weapon states, but with direct nuclearvweapon state!

fid§0}vEment, attempts'to solve the problem of."safeghardﬁf :
"ability" of reprocessing. -The non—proliferatfonHCOﬁmitﬁéhE;
justlflable i _,.-
. / energy needs,and the direct involvement of a nuclear

" weapon state should ensure against dlver51on and abrogatlon.

“In addltlon, the placement of strategic amounts of recovered

- - . '.l.og

. . _ plutonlum under custody of the nuclear weapon states attempts-

< _ to make this situation with regard to weapons-usable materlal

_ dlrectly analogous to US forward deployed nuclear weapon 7 s

dispositions. For example, in Europe, US weapons storage
facilities are always under:direct US custody, but, perlmeter;

securlty forces are generally under host country control.

- . .

Thls treatment is therefore conSLStent w1th the concept thatf

- L

- access to strateglc amounts of weapons-usable materlal 15'f

equlvalent to access to nuclear explosives. In addltlon,

.-.‘

storage of plutonlum under nuclear weapon state custodyz vy

= with US approval requlred for retransfer is 1n many

UNGLASSHRIED gt
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ways preferable to international control (e.g.,'as provided
for under Article 12 of the IAEA statute) where necessary

. negotiation. and approval of reles ctconditions by the IAEA
.%h .:::'ﬁ ﬁembership could :esult:in less than adequate release
ﬁ;fénk_”_ donditidns in the US .view.). However, the guestion of
i}fsf-;”l»custody could be left flexlble to permlt the pOSSlbllltY of

1nternat10na1 control at US choice in the future.

w;Spent Fuel Stor;ge.

L TN LN | AMOTTS L S Sk A3 3T St A LT IO S O MM YA £ TR L . PR L e ot R P
P T
]
-
L4

%?;g}i{* 7-f: The - above approach attempts in the near term to slow
i@;f:;- ,.down the general move toward early reprocesszng by working
g;fﬁff _3'WLth reclplents to solve their spent fuel storage problems.
?ﬁ;’%f. ..but w1thout creatlng economlc difficulties for them. Clearly;
i;§$é:_. ;the success of this pollcy aspect w1ll depend ©on our ablllty
%t?ﬁ_.';?_to solse thelr storage problems economlcally and on a timely
ﬁj;i?it: pas;s._'fhe recent urgent requests by Japan, Spain and
- .;switzerlaod in fact may toreshadow a significant storage
i;_:ij' . ppoﬁlem'fof.US recipients. We and ERDA need to determine
i?gfﬂf;.g ‘as “SQOn as poSSible, through diréct regquests to recipients

. A : " ;

?-;_ : *n_-and?through available .information, the extent of the problem

“. % . _: we may be facing.. Weswill need -td-focus US capabilities

P N :
3 'and resources to attempt to cope with it.
ThE =3 .
E =
I3
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Japanese Reproce551ng -Plans o ::-',,

“* 1In addltlon to storage problems, other aspects of

..
' * ,,

-FL} =T e Ehe nuclear programs of certain US'rec1p1ents present

ﬁ@:r%;j;g” dlfflcultles. The Japanese plans to put thelr experlmental
‘,f_l;:1" reproceﬁslng faclllty at Tokai into operatlon thls sprlng

:-,1

§£such a situation. They are. currently requestlng .a US

safeguardabzllty determination on Tokai to permlt a hot

K4

run 1n May of: 1977 Clearly, the US cannot make an afflrmatlve

' determlnation at thls time in view of 1ts oWn.pollcy dec1s;on_.
f'ZF'M. - ta: reevaluate reproce551ng and recYcle. Hdwaveqw use-of B,

r.al'

e, Toka1 as a joint US/Japanese test bed for evaluatlng reprot*f
u?" _.; b .\’f "- =

T T ce551ng would be consistent’ w1th both the above, xport pollcy
T8 g S 2 o

and the US policy statement. Such a 301nt experiementuwould

'-n.l =

T AT STl B e WM L BB ) PIYMERCTE UT KT TECTTML T EEREEMEC. i T——

¥

be & loglcal step toward 1mplement1ng the pollgy 1n1tiat1ve

a“ r:-
1‘:-.‘,_ =

“to evaluate reprocessing and waste. management and also to

.._._I;_'. _' bR

1nc1ude other countries in these experiments conslstent .

.'n i.o"
Ha #oLa .\,.

j“;?ﬂ with US non-Prollferatlon objectives. It would be conSLStent

wmthhthe export policy outlined above since repreeeESing experl-
'?'ments would take place in a NNWS under 1dent1ca1 condltlons i
spec;f;ed for a p0551b1e future commercial reproce551ng center,
i €., & state wzth a 51gn1f1cant commltment tornon-prollferatlon,

. s '_-:_____-_____1
c.a major nuclear energy- program (over 30_ reactors by 1980) st

- L R and with direct 1nv01vement of a nuclear weapons state (the,E

s _'.' US). It would be understood that strategic qqﬂnt;ties of




. ‘proliferation objectives,
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produced plutonium would be placed under US custody.

This combination of conditions should ensure the con-

. tinued safeguardability of the experimental operation.'.

The Japanese are also béginning planning of a, large
scale commercial reprocessing plant to handle the future
spen£;fuel problems. We will need to convince them fo
déia;_thesq plans pending the'results'Pf the US evaluation
program. Joint US/Japanese involvement in Tokai would show
-a'US-éesiré to take Japanese energy needs and programs into

bpngideration in UGS planning and should make acceptance of

= q'delay_or reorientation of their follow~on reprocessing

‘pLéns considerably more palatable. It also would be

1

' visible evideﬁde_df"ﬁﬁe'spebial relationship between our two

-~ countries in the c¢ivil nuclear energy area.

. .- The Japanese have asked for bilateral talks last fall
and winter to discuss Japanese plans for reprocessing, to
‘learn US attitudes in detail and to jointly explore ways to
satisfy.Japanese energy needs consistent with common non-

We have hesitated to do so, first

- because of the Ford policy review and later because of the

change in Administration. However, we need to respond as

"+ .soon as our policy is sufficiently formulated to allow mean-

.ihgful'discussion of US/Japanese planning.

s
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India

The above policy is also readily adaptable to Tarapur.

We are currently faced w1th a situation of elther approv1ng

thé reprocessing of spent fuel at Prefere_ or flndlng alterna-

:%E{: “...tive ways to dispose of the spent fuel from ?arapug (thlS
: s is a&Qreased in detail in a paper beinq preparedEby'ﬁEA
i :55_ ;ﬁ éﬁe‘subject). The lending contendera for such disposition
el ,;’ is- elther us buyback ds provided for in the US/Indla bilateral
arrangement or to rerack the fuel for more efficient storage.
ERDa_prellmlnary analysis lndlcates the first a}ternatlve is
'lekpensive, that casks to move the.fuel are in'short.supply,
;'and the operatlon to take care of current spent fuel inventorles

f>;¢1 7 would take many years. _Tﬁe_second alternatlvefappeare to

'i&ljﬂ_e*be a reasonable short term fix. A third possibiliiy which

.;f? .the above policy would offer would be trahsfer:tg-the UK or

f; : w - France for reprocessing but w1th recovered plutonlum withheld.

j,:q pRCI The solutlon to the problem also hinges on whether our

intent is to continue to provide nuclear fuel-to Tarapur.

IR Assumlng that our goal is to attenpt to bring Indla badk
.-w_;.'- into the fold ‘as a responsible nation, a prevxougﬁpaéer

. :outllned=a general concept for getting the Indians as well .

"jnu'i- . as Israel and South Africa to place their exlstlng unsafeguarded.

.. i: '..‘f?CLlltleS under safeguards. One pQSSLble addltlonel incentive

_ﬂjtéf%fﬂj_ﬁe,the Iﬁdians_to accept such a regime would be to offer

N

- them ‘the opportunity for a joint US/Indian experimental -

' 'p;bgram at Preferes 'to do tandem ~ fuel fabrication (rather

o UNCLASSIFIED
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than reprocessing)-as part of the overallfbs evaluating'

program of alternatlves to reprocessrng. India with

-

”1ts mix of LWRs and CANDU reactors is an 1deal test bed &

zj,for such a concept. In addltlon, the utlllzatron.pf

Prefere ‘which the US has refused to certify as- safeguardable

' "

and whlch therefore will. not otherwrse be.utllmzed could

-u'

remove a significant source of embarrassment to the Indla

fﬂhh, AEC Thus such a proposalr as a qu1d Eor puttlng all’ fac111t1es under safe—
o d ‘possibly in the .long-

: quards should be attractlve both 1n the short term to utlllze'Prefere and/

'f'f'h term to help solve Indla s reactor fueling and spent fuel

dlsposal problems.

ﬁuclear Weapon Qtates-

A

e Sl e The UK, France, and Soviéet Union

-

-;'“;.p P ) The above pollcy of using reprocessing in the UK and

R " Frince as a stop-gap t6 handle near-term spent ﬁuel.storage
T

f‘problems should not raise partlcular dlfflculty W1th elther

‘s

the UK or France as member of United Reprocessors or w1th the'

&

;new French.policy to supply services instead of sensrtlve.

teénnologles. There appear to be sufflclent storage problems‘

.f?ﬁwfeclpient'countrles and reprocessrng startup and expansloni:
proglems ln the UK and France so that the US go slow pollcy

'on"reprocessing should not present a real commerc1a1 problem

- — L R T —— e R % R [ B e S——— e oS ESE

in the near term T e

L e e eyl [ . ....-......_;:.. .y A D e

— e -t

. f The concept of physical custody of recovered plutonrumt

o A

by the nuclear weapons state should also present no problem

{T_; : and-ln fact parallels the ideas put forth by the Brltlsh
- UNCLASSIFIED B
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at the nuclear suppliers meeting on international erorage,'
that recovered plutonium should be stored near the reprocessing

site and the reprocessing state should maintain physicale

T

.control over storage.

The difficulty with the UK and France wilirarise more

. over rhe philosophy of the US policy and what'it_portends

T o L, e —r—

s :'f: . for 'the future than the near—term implications. The UK
" sees Teprocessing seryices as its major nuclear export.
-.ﬁf%af uFrancei on the other hand, has just changed its-pdlicy at
LY

SRAS o B us. urglng.from one of sensitive transfers to one of

supplylng services. They as well as others will feel that

'US objectLOn to or denial of p0551ble reproce551ng ‘services

"55' ‘in safe locatlons 11ke nuclear weapon states is not

- —— i

. »—respon51ve to the needs of other countries with much greater
xf;‘ dependence on nuclear energy than the Us.’- In ad@;tmon, in
the particular case of France, much of thelr future plannlng
jﬂ :-.:ffor ‘domestic power generation and reactor eprrts has
""i centered around their plutonium breeder develoPmentr The

new Ué poliey is seen as a threat to these plaﬁs. We Qill, therefo
‘.rﬂ _:f?-need to consult and work very closely with France as our
'pollcy and evaluatlon prOgrams progress in order to ensure
I-ﬂ:- Zthat we take account of their concerns and jointly shape future
.programs to balance energy needs and non—prollferatlon rlsks.
%};f;}}ﬁf_ln-partlcular, we should attempt to 51gn1f1cantly expand

i bur-.joint cooperation on breeder development, perhaps in the -

' “contekt of our current evaluation program, to try to shape

UNCLASSIFIED
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breeder development toward cycles that better meet.our‘non?

proliferation objectives. ~ Us financial involvement

© in these programS'shoﬁld serve to relieve pressure for frenoh
‘breeder exports to flnance thelr internal programs.
: Use of the Soviet Union for reprocessing US fuel would
_present a large national security issue and in any event
is probably unnecessary. On the other hand, the Sov1et

P

Unlon"turrently provides in all of its agreements with its

‘recipients (i.e., Eastern European countries) for reprocessing -

oply_ih the Soviet Union. Thus, the proposed US policy

_dt.( woﬁld'be consistent with Soviet policy. The retention.of

- recove.red plutonium . :m ndolear weaoms ‘state under physical contro‘l

-*

' of*these states is also con51stent with Soviet pollcy.

"'J.‘heEC v uhy S

' The prlmary dlfflcultles with the above policy will be

-

T & within the EC community. Currently -the US/EC agreement.

. does not require the community to seek US approval for repro-

. cessing or internal storage, movement or use of plutonium

-}uwithin the community. Although no large reprocessing

sts

. exi
:‘efforts/out51de of the UK and France, there are ongolng

tfpllot-ope;ations in a number of states,with plans for com—.
=meioial'operetions. For example, the FRG has.joine& the UK
-eed France in United Reprocessors. It apparently doesn't
.iotéhd to reprocess foreign fuel but does have olans for

. a’'plant for domestic use. Belgium and Italy have similar

‘plans for national reprocessing. In addition, like the

UNCLASSIFIED




feapaen

o UNGEASSIFIED
?:'&3: _;..' g ) I-_". . .
: r‘;_ ' & iconFIDENrrA;‘_ "rk,‘ﬂfilsz’

e

”French, many of these states believe the fuﬁure of nuclear
_ LT
power is the plutom.um breeder and therefor ..nah‘y pol:.c:.es

';_-1: that would deny them access to stockpllee of "p]:uton.].um
' i'-‘,, .represent a threat to the:.r future energy 1ndependence.r
'EET‘?TFZ;.For these reasons and in view of the srgnlflcant rlsk of
éa»:;:;J;;fen&angerlng broader security and polltlcal relaqéonshlps ii;;u ’
] \éii.iﬁf" with our European Allles, we w111 need to move.earefully -
Ij?h%;ﬁ;fFF}n lmplementlng any new pollcy on reprocéss;ngxof-US fuel -
1 iﬁ%g} fiﬁ 1hrthe EC. One pOSSlblllty is to attempt to' Lntegrate ~{ztff-
'- the ‘EC: community :t.nto the US evaluatlon program, perhaps ;
e : ) .through a US/EC joint experimental reprocess;ng'effort ln'nii :
Lo : 3
t} }.I'L {Europe, similar to or complementary to the proposed Tokaljwf'
1 | . program. The EC, as a whole would q&allfy in the sa.me
%f:~%§"‘= .sense as Japan with its sxgnlflcant commltment to non-tt
‘, -_ . prollferatlon {all NPT part:.es) and its 1arge dependence
: \q. ._ on nuclear energy (approx:u'natley 40 rea reacbors by 1980 exc'lud:ng
";—‘ '§m France and the UK). Th:Ls would need to be explor’ed in.
‘f o deta:l.l before we attempted any renegotlatlon of the US/EC
; }.ﬁ_- “ .' ag_-‘reement in order to implement the pr0posefi r’epr-oceseaq"lg..

A *:'policy.

sy
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