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g % v, FROM: OES - Patsy T. Mink, Designate fip.

L, PRC Meeting on PRM-~15 Response

T e, You will be chairing the PRC meeting at 3:00 p.m.,

- ; flarch 16 on. the PRM-15 response. This memorandum provides
R for your wse brief background material keyed to the pro-
8 5 g posed .agenda (Tab 1). Suggested.Talking Points are also
=" .. pxovidgd for your use as Chairman and for you or for

Loy Joe Nye to use in presentlng the Daspartment's views.

I. Purpose of Meetlng

S L F o "‘ o The purpose of the meeting is to review the response
o Lense gL te PRM—,15 and define agency differences on certain key
s ° issiiks to enable the President to make pecesBary choices.
AT - These issues relate to the emphas:.s on domestfc reproces-
S R “'sing in the international fuel cycle evaluation program,
gl 'l options.on the scope of safeguards, -and the . legislating
g - of export criteria; also, if there-is time, the EURODIF/
- [ COREDIF pu,rchase, the international plutonium storage
o' - issue and discussion of the pros and cons cf the Adminis-—
trat:.on developing its own non-proliferation legislative
R s p‘ackage The PRC alsd needs to address the role of the
- = Inkeragengy Group in follow-on studies.- We spggest you
Teian . open the meeting by reviewing the proposed Agenda.

* . 4
-‘

o 'Ta'lloi'ng Points
her E L B
Ll e s e= e need to resolve differences or def:.ne positions
S R on three najor issues for Pres:l.dentlal determlnatlon.
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(3) 6ptions

= -(2) the scope safeguards to be required;

66

%
¢

These iésues aeal with

and

for 1egislating export criteria.

e

. d * ~+ We need to rev;ew the role of a contlnulng
SV Interagency Group (IG) in follow-on studles.

" = Finally, if

.,(‘h‘
iR

. ment contracts;

r

s .2: III..

we have tlme, we should address

four addltlonal issues on which there are dlfferences-

(1) the possible purchase by the USG of shares
in EURODIF and/ox COREDIF;

(2) interpational plutonium storage;

(3) the proposed "open season" for ERDA enrich-

and

(4) the legislative package. P

Opening Remarks on Qverall Policy Direction

i',;

all

prollferatlon goals.

Taiking Points

(1) the role of reprocessing in the international
evaluation program; : .

You may wish to make some opéning remarks on the over-
strategy proposed in the PRM response and the foreign
L © policy context in which we will be pursuing our non-

. Alternatively, you may w;sh Joe Nve
E. .. to'glve-a brief overview.

{General)-

-~ The President has glven hlgh priority to non-
prollferatlon policy.

- has produceéd a comprehensive report with specific and
interrelated recommendations to the President on how best
‘to pursue our non-proliferation goals.

e ' -- The report r

ecognizes the need to deal with

~— The Interagency Working Group, chaired by Joe Nye,

political'and security motivations behind nuclear weapons

o Bl

acquisition but emphasizes avoiding the further spread

= .
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under national control of materials and facilities capable
of use for nuclear explosives.

. -- Conceptually, the report develops a four~pronged
.. strategy involving; : '

- (1) controls (including effective safeguar&s,
political -assurances and other export controls);

(2) resi:rainj; and/or denials of further transfer
‘of sensitive technologies; Coe 2y

ke 5 . . (3) incentives, particularly guarantees of long- -
S D e term supply of low-enriched reactor fuel at economical

R - Prices to countries accepting non-proliferation con-
Gl e straints; and, .

.. (4) an international fuel cycle evaluation program,
.. including other suppliers and recipients, exploring '
i fuel cycle alternatives with @ view toward reducing
. fuel cycle proliferation risks,

== Non-proliferation is a priority goal, and the uS
must be prepared to apply our influence to achieve progress
in this area, but we need to also Trecognize the broader
foreign policy context. '

T -s Talking Points (State views) °-

" == The PRM report strikes .an appropriate balance,
pPursuing non-proliferation efforts while minimizing adverse
pPoliticdl consequences. '

~- Even so, adoption of these policies is not_:'- without
risk.and may place strains on overall relations with our
major industrializeg partners and with important developing
states. By oa ' : '

--_This is particularly so in connection with our

efférts to deter or at least delay further reprocessing.

—= Our policies must be designed to meet nuclear
- ‘ .. ehergy needs: we may need flexibility to permit access
Bie 5 = to: fuel cycle activities by non-nuclear weapons states
el 3 with clear economic need and strong non-proliferation

‘4 . credentials.over the long term.

-
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v =='In developlng long-term strategies and: fuel cycle
alternatlves, we must try to avoid or mJ.nlmi:ze discrimina-

_3’ . £ioh between nuclear weapons states and non-rmclear
"«.< ... weapons states, and between industrialized and develop:.ng

L .

it bouhtnes- .

ity 3 1 '- RS \ major tactical po:.nt- we should consult with

ft'_'-ﬁi g };ey States before issuance of a Pre51dent1a1 statement
= e On non—’prollferatlon. _ .
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First- Issue; International Evaluation and

“TIX.
' Reprocessing Options

- There 15 consensus among ‘agencies that the US should

* undertake’ in consultation with other concerned nations, a

fuel cycle evaluation program to investigate ways of avoiding

.. or minimizing the problems associated with the presence of

separated plutonium. There are differences, however, among
agenc:.es over the emphasis to be placed on domestic reproces-
sing, in contrast to technical alternatives, in such an
evaluation program. There are two options: (1) that we

- include as a part of the international evaluation program,

a domestic program for design, development and safeguards
evaluation work on conventional reprocessing (ERDA and per-
haps others favor .this option); and (2) that the US give
almost exclusive technical focus in its domestic program to
alternatlves to reprocessing (supported by State, ACDA, CEQ
and EPA) ; . :

The Department view, in favor of option 2, is based on
the belief that our domestic program, more than any other
element, will convey a signal to other countries concerning
our intent to avoid or proceed with reprocessing, that there

‘is no economic need for the US to proceed now, and while not

foreclosing some reprocessing evaluation in the US in small-
scale facilities (but not Barnwell), that we should utilize
primarily foreign repreocessing facilities for evaluating
saféguards and non-proliferation aspects of reprocessing.

' .'I‘_alking;Points (Chairman)

—- We all seem to be agreed on the need for ah inter-
national fuel cycle evaluation program and to get other
countries involved in various parts of the evaluation.

- —— There are apparently differences over the relative
emphasis which we should give to domestic reprocessing in
such a program. '

-- I understand that State, ACDA and others share the
view that the domestic aspects of the program should focus
almost entirely on alternative fuel cycles. I welcome a
further exposition of these agencies' views.
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~- I understand that ERDA believes

R
.'V-. A y

that ’the Kaministra-

tion should pursue an evaluation program wh:.cﬁ adsesses

alternatives,

. comments Erom ERDA on their views.

but which alsoc includes researgh;
and design efforts to assess and lmprove nor@-prol:.feratJ.On

and safeguards aspects of reproce551na

Talking Points (State Views)

-~ The State Departme.nt believes the 1nternat10nal fuel .

¢.-development

I welcome further

cycie evaluation program should emphasize ways of avo:.d:,ng
or minimizing the problems associated with presenee of

separated plutonium, while including studies of institutional
».on logistical arrangements (such as use of suppl:.er services

or multinational centers) whereby the risk- assochzated with
We strongly concu_r that
‘the US should invite other countries to esta,blh.sih & con-

sultive arrangement of supplier and recipient countrles to

reprocessing could be minimized.

participate in the evaluation.

Lead countries would~ be.

identified in each area to meet non—proln.feratlon cbjec—'

tives.

hL3

.4.
.‘\

-- We-are concerned, however, that if the. US were to, go
forward with a major reprocessing activity, otl‘aer .countries

would perceive this as a decision to proceed with: commerc:n.al

reprocess;ng, desplte efforts to describe this. Erogz:am as-

"experimental.

.’3‘:*,-.. i

: ~= .Phis would be seen as contrary to our lnternatlonal
" call for a pause in such fuel cycle decisions.F M.ﬁé * there-~
fore, support Option 3(b) calling for a dome;st:l.cd evalvaticn
program w:.th heavy emphasis on alternat:.ves not requlrn.ng

separatlon of plutonium.

- In stating this view,

’\v

A._

we do mot fOI&ClQSE the ‘o

p0551b1.1:|.ty of US participation in experimental evdluation
! work using conventional reprocessing technology ‘at foreign
facilities and/or small-scale facilities in the us. '

r -

. w=="1In part:.cular, in terms of actJ.vn.tJ.es ‘in. the us,
we oppose efforts leading to reprocessing capaba.llt:l.es at
‘major facilities such as Barnwell.
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Iv. Seccnd Issue: Comprehen51ve Safegua.'rds Options

-

The issnue is what US policy should be adppted, for
appllcatlon ir new and amended agreements, w%ih regard to

. cOmprehen51ve safeguards on the nuclear ac{”‘;&.tles of

. recipients. There is general USG agreement that we should
. seek to“persuade all other suppliers.to agree to full-scope
. vsafeguards as a condition of supply, and that we should
‘require. them ourselves if supplier agreement i.s achieved.

. However, there are differing views in the. USG on what

..., policy we. should adopt with respect to safeguards in the
o abSénce of ‘supplier agreement. There are four options:

. 1. Even in the absence of suppller agreément the
3 U§ could require full-scope safequards as a condition of
. supp’ly under new and amended agreementa (favored” ‘by ACDA)
B om. - Even 'in the absence of supplier agreement, we
R O conld &:equa.re a modified form of full-scope safeguards
W 1 ‘,covera.ng existing facilities and’subseguently acqguired

v material, coupled with supply termination'in the event a
+ recipient acquires an unsafeguardea fac:.l:l.ty or explodes.
a.nuckear explosive device. .S

"?.} 3'.: Wé could seek suppller agreement and A customer
accePi;ance of the above modified form of full—scope

3 sa.feguards, but require it only when acceptance by major
'-'_'_.": suppllers is achieved: in the meantime continue present

‘ .,,pol.:l.cy of safeguards on U.S. -supply ‘only.

‘ '4. We could seek customer acceptance of full-scope
- Safegu'axasf but continue our present policy of requiring
-: saféqguards on U.S.-supply pending supplier conisensus on

the_--'full scope. approach (ERDA favbrs this option).

L

.é_, . 1°.The Department favors option 2, (modified full-

e SGQPG sSa-feguards) ; however, while adoptlng this  policy, we

. woidd also wigorously pursue supplier agreement to this

same policy. We would review U.S. policy after one year.

: We: bel:l.eve this pos:.tlon would be more widely acceptable

" t0 key hon—-NPT recipients (e.g. Brazil, Paklstan, Spain and
PGSSlblY Isrxael and South Africa). i

"i'he French, who are the key to supplier acceptance,

aPPe:ar dinterested in this formnlation. We further believe

\ it is. Probably the mlnlmum position acceptable to Congress.
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Talkl ng Points (Cha:.rman)

-- We all agree that we should seek su@pller agree-—
ment to full-scope safeguards and, if successful, apply
that policy curselves on all new or amended agreements.:
Mo.reover, this does not appear llkely in the near-term..

I, -~ The issue is the extent of. safeguards we should
e require in the absence of suppller agreement on full-
KT scope. : -

SR —— T, understand that ACDA favors appllcatlon of
full ~scope safeguards unilaterally by the U.S. even in
g '_ the absence of supplier agreement. I would welcome
.- . ' ACDA's views, :

¢ -- State, I believe, supports option 2, a modified
.« form of ‘full-scope safeguards which they propose to apply
_in new and amended agreements even in the absence af .
) suppln.er agreement, although a strong effort would be made.
<R e e to achieve such agreement. Mr. Nye may wish to expand on
© 1" this. Are there any other agencies which preﬁer th:.s -
option? . : > - s '

',.
F
= -

LT Mk g

R
e

" AN
AN
-

] -- A third option is to apply this modlfled, form
v, . »- - of full-scope safeguards only when we achieve - su‘pplrer
SEa e T, el acceptamce, and in the meantime, continue our. p:r.zesent

™ *» policy of requlrlng safeguards only on U. S.«-su_g)p;l.led
-:mater:.als and equipment, _

-
Y

_ O ‘s== Finally, I understand that ERDA consn.de‘rs the
S '“, . above options undesirable in present circumstanceées- and

g o would prefer to continue present policy, whiles: seeklng
e’ : . customer acceptance and supplier. consensus on Fulil- scope.a-
. - safeguards. ERDA may wn.sh to expand on 1ts views.

T Talking Points (State Views)

-~ Until we achieve agreement among suppliers. to
full-scope, safeguards, the .Department believes that we
should adopt option 14(b). Gt b '

-=- Under this option, we would reguire in “new
or amended agreements as a condition of supply: that all
<7t 7 facilities and subsequently acgqguired materials in’
-“...1. recipient states be subject to IAEA safeguards. -

" CONFIDENTIAL
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-~ Unlike full-scope safeguards, it would require

. o international commitment to place future facilities

under safeguards or, in the case of countries that may
7 currently have unsafeguarded materials, to place these
" under ‘safeguards. ;

-

-

e However, this approach w0u1.d be coupled with a

: .suppller-rec:.plent understanding that, if the country
e \x “infends to acquire an unsafeguarded facility, the

. oY reeipient must notify the supplier in advance and sup-
plx ‘would be terminated; additionally, -supply would be
‘te¥minated if the recz.plent subsequently detonates a

: nuclear explosive.

e~ We believe that the US must adopt more com-
pr’ehens:.ve safeguards conditions on our nuclear supply,
_,_but wWe do not believe that adoption of full-scope safe-
'-'-‘-'-.‘r.guai‘-ds at this time would be in our interest.

2 ?.*‘ et -- The modified approach however, 'would. be a major
il v step in that direction, without running as great a
risk of driving customers ‘away from US nuclear cooperation.

T Moreover, this approach would place reliance on
-bilateral supply arrangements to deter unsafeguarded
.‘activities, rather than on obtaining international commit-
.ments, ‘this should be more acceptable to recipients.

-_.'. . <= The French, who are the key to supplier agree-

ment, ‘appear to be interested in this modified safeguards
3 fomulat:.on, and we believe it would probably be accept—
=4y able to non-NPT countries such as Brazil, Pakistan and
Spain and might even be acceptable to South Africa and
Israel. . (We believe, however, it :;is doubtful that India
. would accept even this formulation.)

S oge

. -~ Finally, in order to lessen the political risk,
we also recommend_that

i m———t e — e e SRS e - e S

~ the US vigorously urge adoption by ali” suppl:.ers
' of “the’ modlfled full—scope condition as an interim policy;
and,.
- '~ we review the effectiveness of our policy on
comprehen51ve safeguards after one year.
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" v. Third Issue:- 0 pt:.ons for Leglslatlng ‘ExEort
5 '~:. - ~." Criteria . PO e

-

. L :
el In all likelihood, we will be presentlng‘aa comprehens:.ve
lng.s'iatJ.ve package to the Congress-on various aspects of
non-prollferatlon policy. It will contain Administration .

; A :xecommendations of US export criteria to be applied, not
.o...c 0 only o new agreements, but also to.existing agreements..

e, ' We- have also recommended in the PRM response, that we: should

- " o seg}g ‘0 ‘negotiate new.conditions for exports under existing .
R agr“'eéments._ The issue hére is whéther-new US. export criteria
Er . -,should ‘become -applicable to exports’ under epu.sta.ng ‘agreements
.t o v dubomatically, after a specified time period,. regardless of
.,'__.'_.-“'SIJGCESS or lack of success of our efforts to renegotlate.

e A There .are three options: - : A

S e . -...

W ek 1 That the Executive Branch propose or ~ag1;ee to L

: -4‘::_. LY . . v

&
.

Nl leg:\.slatlon that- woild make new NRC export .l.n.censlng criteria
Fpoer . @-Yequirement for all exports after a spec:l.fn.ed Ltime perlod _
R "&-Vhi et qu .,' O SN AT .

“. % .. That we. propose leglslatlve 1anguage tyl‘,ﬁ.ch would
‘ requlre a Presidéntial détermination as.to whet}xgr. exports
;nob meeting new criteria would be permitted after“.a spec:n.f:.ed

timg. ‘period (State ;ﬁﬁ'dr:'A"c"ml«rpes:.tlon) : . .f-

Voo om

o '3, ‘That we make the new crlterla net_:,'otJ_at:l,nn:;:r gbals for
4 revision of existing agreements, but not reguirements for
s export unless Suppller consensus is achieved.- s(E,RBA favors
f:h:.s optlon) : FE P
: ’ ‘-,..-R . ’
“stite prefers opt.lon 2 (Presn.denta.al deternilnatlon) on
the grounds that it effect:.vely signals our intent. to achieve
., stricter controls and is probably the minimum formula’tli'on
" acceptable to Congress. However, it would not lace us, in
~ the position of unilaterally {inS¥SEirn hg .chandes .in khe
termaTand. COndltlong—’—"f?*Ti:-S_'Ei; : : i .
sO determ:.nes.
Talkn.ng Po:.nts (Chairman)

T D phere s general agreement, I understand that we
"'.shquld seek to negotiate new conditions for exports under
_ ex:LstJ.,ng agreements. ;i

4

i . == Moreover, we will -be developlng a leg:.slat:.ve :

E: package on non-proliferation or perhaps modlfylng exlstlng

< bills wh:.ch will contain NRC export-criteria. - The issue here
t is ‘to what extent these criteria should be applicable auto-

matically to exports under existing agreements.
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~~ ACDA, I believe, favors an option which would make
new criteria automatically applicable after a specified time
period. Would the ACDA representatlve care to expand on

thls vmew’

. —- Option 2 would allow for Presidential exceptions
in cases where a country did not accept the new criteria
within a specified time frame (State posztlon) Mr. Nye
mlght wish to speak on this option.

-~ The thlrd optlon would make the new crlterla‘
negotiating goals for revision of existing agreements, but
not reqguirements until supplier consensus is achieved.

" ERDA might wish to comment further on this option.

Talking Points (State Views)

The Department fully supports the report recommendation
that we seek to negotiate new conditions for exports under
existing agreements.

‘-~ Various Congressional bills have specified that new

“"export criteria should be applied automatically by law after
.-, a specified time period (perhaps 18 months)rwlth the option of

a Presidential delay,’

-- . We believe a policy of insisting on such
sweeping changes could result in charges
that we were breaking existing agreements

~and could be used by recipients as an excuse
for terminating safeguards.

——-Wé strongly érndorse Option 19(b); that is, rather than

" an automatic requirement, the President, after a specified

time, should be required to formally determine whether supply
under existing agreements could continue in the absence of
one or more specified-criteria.

. -~ We believe that it would effectively signal US
intent to achieve stricter cdntrols, and it is probably the

" minimum formulation acceptable to Congress. It also would
- reduce the risk noted above.

-- While favoring inclusion of this requirement for a
formal Presidential determination with regard to new nuclear
export- 'criteria in the proposed Administration's legislative
package, we do not favor legislation of a Congressional
override of such determlnatlon. :

(1]




" TRERH]

. _12_

d-%,

'ﬁ

-- We believe that the Executive Aranch should accept
a CDngress:Lonal override only as a falibackignd in the context
of gaining Congressional acceptance of our ov‘erall non-

prollferat ion proposal. Sy
Ry k.
£ 1
h \.-
.
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- VI Interag‘ency Follow-on -Studies

: The PR.M response recommends that an Interagency Group

“(1G) , 'chaired by the Department of Statg- {Joe Nye), con-
: tinue to function to (1) coordinate 1mpleméntatlon of US

2 non-—pro]ﬁferatlon policy and the necessary continuing
evaluat:.ons and studies; (2) report to the President on
-the status of the effort and (3) identify further issues
.-on wh.:.ch Pres:.dent:.al decisions will be required. The
IG should give argent attention, among many other follow-
on ;J.ssues, to:, (a} US budgetary allocations for the
J.n.ternatz.onal evaluation program, and (b) the nen-
‘préfiferation aspects of breeder development. We need
Presa.dentlal confirmation of the cont:.nulng role of the
JP.3:{‘5 on ‘these and other issues and a ‘decision that the
;IG shouléh report to the PRC on & contln\nng basis.

Talk:n.ng Points

) s .. ~=-The final recommendatlon in the PRM report pro-
g e i}oSes that the Interagency Group, chaired by State, con-—
e tz.-n:ue to function in cooxdinating pol:.cy implementation.
—--Two major issues requ:.r:mg urgent attention by the
*IG in follow-on studies concéxn budgetary allocations for
the international evaluation program, and non-prolifera-—
t).qn &spects of breeder developn‘lent.

i. 3

z =g would welcome any views on these and other
ma’l:ters ﬁhat the IG needs to address. -
f »

Talklng Points (State V:Lews)

--—We strongly support the PRM report recommendation
; .60 set.up a task force under the IG on non-proliferation
N .‘to be “headed by ERDA ‘and tasked to’come up with US budget
3 zﬂilocat:.ons in support of the evaiuatlon program.

‘ % .-“-We understand these budget recommendations must be
e to OMB by early April. Therefore, there is need to get
Yekhis effort started urgently.

>

e

Al

: : =~0n the breeder development, we unde.rstand that
;; ERDA is conducting- a study to reassess technical aspects.
¥ 'of the’ breeder development program.
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5 s o --We believe it is essential to consider non-pro-
i _ liferation aspects as well. We also need to consider
piad - foreign breeder programs and determine our attitude to-

ot & ward making weapons-usable materlal available for these
i "' programs.

S : .—~We therefore urge that we undertake a spec1a1
b 1 »  study of .non-proliferation aspects: of the breeder .in
. _ parallel ‘with the on- g01ng technical assessment. _

q = . : -l‘

|
:
o v L]
2 : - :
3
E&- .
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further before we comm:.t ourselves. .
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VII. Other Issues (Tlme Permlttlng)

"

Purchase of shares J.l’l EURODIF/COREDIF

N

In order to assure enr:.ched uranium fuel supply to

" Gountries.accepting non-proliferation restraints and as a

R N e

step toward supplier cooperation, it has been proposed that
thé US purchasc approximately one million separative work

units (SWUs) from EURODIF and/or COREDIF, the multinational
enrichment enterprises operated by France. This fuel would

‘. be availagble to the US as a supplement ta our.indigenous
" capacity and also as insurance.to US xecipients who were

", complyipg’ with our non-proliferation constraints, if we de~-

. faulted on a long-term supply contract due to licensing or
.. other problems.
tHis issue:

The PRM response g¢ontains two options on

SN T That the Executive Branch enter into negotiations
.-and seek legislative authorization to purchase shares in

. EURODIF and/or COREDIF (State posa.tlon)

. =

2. That the Interagency- Group explore further the

g ‘merits of such an investment (supported by ERDA, ACDA and
,“ OMB)

The State Department supports option 1 believing that
' this mechanism would significantly enhance US credibility

Y aya ‘reliable supplier as well as improve US- French nuclear

‘relationships and secure.a US voice in European enrichment
Moreover, it would be.a significant step toward
cooperatlve international fuel assurance arrangements which

. may, in.fact, be the long- term solution to the fuel supply

problems .

‘I‘a-lklng ‘Points (Chairman)

* == Y understand there are d:.fferehces over the pro-

posed purchase of shares in EURCODIF and/or COREDI¥F, in

order ‘to supplement our indigenous capacity and insure fuel
suppla.es to countries complying with non-prol:.ferat:.on con-
stramnts.

o —— “The State Department wishes to move ahead promptly
to negotiate with the French and -to seek leglslat:.ve
authnra.zat:.on. Mr. Nye can expand on this position.

—-— ERDA, ACDA and OMB wish to'have the idea studied
I would welcome their
views.
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e o .'-. - uUnder this proposal the US would puichase approxi-
(£ 2R mastely ,one million separative work units: (egga,valent to -

%5 ore-ninth of the-Portsmouth add-on capacity)-"from EURODIF and/or
o ;‘_ CORE,‘DIF, the multinational enrichment énterprises operated
AN ;'—*—‘ b,y France. This capacity would fuel approx:.mat.ely ten '
reactoxs: over their 1.1.fet1me. :

A . - : C

}, s - 4 =2 Enriched uranium from these enterprlses would be
o available to-'the US as a supplement. to our indigenous

o cap‘é%::.ty but also as insurance to US recipients “who were

~.. . complyding with our non-proliferation constraints,.if we .

e if-..- fa:.lgda.te meet delivery under long-term supply contracts

AR e "for “other ‘reasons. In such an evenk, .this capdcity:would
="_ "k-- be. made available, perhaps, through..some type o;E arb:.tratmon
# ‘; mechan:l.sm. ) SIS

W PO ~< Congressional apprOVal for comma.tment of this

S capacity would, of course, be obtained, é,‘ g yin authorrz:l.ng
purchaseﬁ;:‘on a case-by-case basis, via appreval of. the
v b Agreement for Cooperatlon with des:.lynated rec:.p:gents. :

T N The Department believes this proposed- mechamsm would
I ¥ -3 ¥ 1f1cantly enhance US credibility as a r%llable ssupplier
> "~ as'well as improve US-French nuclear relationshipsiand.:

‘\'» - T, secure_ a US voice in European enr:.chment servn.c.es. !

‘ ) 5= In addition, it would be a s:.gnlflcan;t step-toward
0 cquera,t:we multilateral fuel asSurance arrandements which
L Th may, in-fact, be the long- -term scrlut:n.on to the fuel supply

problem. _ : .1

u*». ‘" - == We-believe that the small amount of capac:.ty env:l_saged
g would not present difficulties either in terms-of budgetary

> D e considerations or total enrichment capacity and "would be a
- Jex  small price to pay to reestablish the US as a rel&able

sl o subpl;.er.._ v

G T " B~ International Plutonium gtorage AR vt

: Pres:l.dent Ford's October 28 nuclear pol:.cy statement

- & dlrec,ted the Secretary of State to pursue the establishment
of aninternational storage regime :.for both  spent fuel and
civil plutonium, and announced that we would be prepared,

-
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once a broadly representative IAEA storage regime is in
operation, to place our own excess civil plutonium and spent
- fuel under its control. There is interagency cohsensus on

- encouraging irternational spent fuel storage, but differences
among ‘Agehcies over the merits of the international plu-
tonium regime. The two options on this issue simply stated
-+ are that we pursue the concept of international plutonium
._stor'age or deemphasize efforts to establish such a regime.

Our position on’ this issue is that we should deemphas:.ze
efforts to create an interpational plufonlum storage regime.
The concern here is that such a regime, while perxhaps ap-

. propriate in the future in connection with establishing a

- few, carefully sited, multinational plants, offers little
security against diversion or ‘abrogation and can be used (as
Ain the case of Brazll and Pakistan) to legitimize current
efforts to acguire reprocessing. In addition, release
.conditions for separated plutonium would very likely fall
short of U.S. conditions for dpproval, and we would probably
not.be able to accept such conditidns on U.S.-supplied fuel.

fTalking Points (Chairman)

-- President Ford proposed that we pursue the concept
-0f .an international plutonium storage regime as well as a
spent fuel storage regime. All agencies favor the latter,
but some would prefer to deemphas:l.ze the former.

-~ Mr. Nye can speak for those who wish to deemphasize

" internat:.onal plutc:nlum storage.

L e ERDA may wish to suggest the advantages :.t gsees in
pursulng the concept.

Talking Points (State Views)

* —— With regard to an IAEA storage regime for separated
plutonlum, the Department favors Option (b)--that we
-, deemphasize establishment of such a regime, but continue to

e actively pursue an IAEA spent fuel storage reg:.me.

.. == The Department agrees that, as po:.-nted out in the
PRM study, there would be substantial advantages to an IAEA
spent fuel storage regime. :
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g  ~—.We also note that some other countries believe
the IAEA Statute provision for IAEA storage applies only
to separated plutonium, and that in any case, it could not
be 1nterpreted to apply only to spent fuel. - .

P —— However, a storage regime for separated plutonlum-—.
while perhaps appropriate in the future in connection with
establishing a few, carefully sited, multinational. plants--
offers little securlty against diversion or abrogatlon and

' can be ufed (as in the case of Brazil and Pakistan) to

.'leg:l.tlmlze current effort to acquire repr0cess1ng.

’ . T = In add:.tn.on, release .conditions for separa-ted

e 3 plutonium and definitions of "excess" would very. likely fall
LE? o & shart of US conditions for approval. . Ve, thereforeé, believe
gy, il we .should deemphasize international storage of separated
FARAL Y plu‘t.onz.um. g '
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3 -'-..1_-_ ks (-_3_.' .'"Op'e'n Season"

US credlblllty as a rel:.a.b'le suppller has been
sera.ously erxoced in recent years, partly duew"to ERDA-
contract:Lng policies which led it to suspend enrich-

_ ment service contracts in 1974 because of short capacity .
. In the shoxrt term, we believe that we could make avail-
able additional SWUs and thereby enhance US credibility
as.a suppller if ERDA were authorized to conddct an
. +"oi;3en season" (allow present custegmers to terminate con—
Sy tracts without penalty} to increase the enrichment ser-:

. viece available to foreign and domestic customers. The -
PRM response contains a recommendation favoring an “open
season“ {State supports this- recommendat:.on ) :

Talk:tng ‘Points : o I P

— ~~There is general agreement that the US must re-

%, ,establish its'credentials as a reliable supplier, -and the
'PRM response recommends that ERDA hold an “"open season”

© during which present custemers could terminate contracts

" " without penalty. This could free~up additional SWUs for

; " other 'recipients, both domestic and foreign.

. —~ACDA and ERDA may wish to comment further on this
récommendation, whlch I ‘understand is supported by all
Agenc:.es. : .

S ‘D. “Legislative Package

AR ... 'Yn its early days, the 95th Congress has devoted con-
" 5:Lderable attention to' nuclear export legislation. A

#i d6zen ‘bills have already been introduced and numerous com-
g "mlttees ahd Congressmen in both Houses are involved, making
A clearthat they intend to enact strong measures early
<% “.in - this ,session, Some of the measures before the Congress
. would, IJ.F enacted, create situations which would make it
=" 'difficult, if not, :meoss:l.ble, for the US to continue many
_~ of'its nuclear cooperat:ve efforts. The position of the
i _Adm‘J.nJ.stratn.on is anxiously awaited.

(|

. - We” ‘need to address the question of whether the Execu—
. tive Branch should present a legislative package or seek
to obtain the desired legislative results by trying to .
-~ influence the major bills which have already been introduced.
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OMB takes the view that the latter strafegy .could foster
cooperation and better working relationg, betweden the
Congress and the Executive Branch and encourage tompxo-
mises on the part of Congress. The State Department

" age could unify the Administration's non-preliferation

to move rapidly to develop legislative strategy, and if

- with Congress and seek to incorporate important aspects
of existing bills, x e .

ke -'} : _ ‘falking Points (Chairman)

and most cther Agencies believe that a comprehensive pack-
policies, reduce the chances that conflicting. legislation
might be passed and facilitate international- understand-
-ing and acceptance of US policies. In any-event, we need

we propose a comprehensive package, we should- work closely

P "t - -~~We are all aware of the intense Cotig:t_:g,ssi_onal_ in-.
terest in this area, and we need to prepare g strategy on

i . . o the legislation needed to implement the varigus: recommen-

thEm- - ra .
: T ot

R . : --T note that most Agencies appear. tp'.:!b"ei-',.;ii'.'h'févor of

; . .-~ ‘dations. There are already a dozen bills.in ‘the hopper and
SREC . «~.Hearings have been scheduled in. the near future on some of -

presenting Congress with a comprehensive legislative pack-

“age incorporating the major initiatives propgéed by. the
e > Administration. SR e
o ¢ an - ) L4 _‘t}:f_“:_r o .

e --0OMB has sugges;ted that we might -a.c')”bét;l':ér-if'"'we
) - sought to' influence the major bills already .ijitroduced
=y *.rather than propose an Administration-sponsored bill.

Would OMB like to comment further? .

-, 5
-y - o
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T E Concurrences: S/P - Mr. Kahan

PM/NPQO ~ Mr., Oplinger

L/EUR - Mr. Bettauer '
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(PRC Meeting on PRM-15)

' RELEASED IN FULL

- Opening Remarks on Overall Pblicy Diréqtion

International Eva;uatioh'and.Reprocessing.Optﬁms
Comprehensive SafeguarésIOp;;oﬁs

Options fgr Legislating Expog£ Criteria

16 Follow-On Studies .

--US Budgetary Allocations for International
Evaluation

-—Non~-Proliferation Aspects of Breeder
Development

Other Issues (Time Permitting)

~-<ZEURODIF Purchase .
--International Plutonium Storage
—-0Open Season

- =—Legislative Package
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