s SXa b Ju 2 N AN § VT D g

Authority Mﬂb 1496770 ' Secret o Thie aaeunrorﬁt' ~onsists of. /. _pages

Hugber /. of . :copias, Series. P T

r"“’ UZ]’IC&’ zwmafmzdum UNITED STA‘TES GOVERNME

\T7 O-edt
TO : UNP : ¥Mr. Carge Y é a3 DATE: November 1h4 1958
FROM S/AE : J RobrtSch el TZH - /‘?’y{ 1 C
g : ® =3 ae Ze, XW) 7 f”

SUBJECT: Safeguards over the Export® of Nuclear Materi%dds
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Attached for your information are coples of two memoranda
reporting on a meeting held in Ottawa on November § concerning
the safeguarding of expeort of nuclear materials., This meeting
was attended by representatives from South Africa, Australis,
the United Kingdom, the United States and chaired by the As-
sistant Under Secretary for External Affairs of Canada.

Attachments:

Copies of two
memoranda,
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Canada - My, LePan, Chalrman - External Affairs
#r. Langley, External Affairs
¥r., Gray, AL
¥ir. Vatson, ACL
Mr. ?@&1&&& - -
Br. famson, Cansdisn Embaasy, Washingion

Australiz - ﬁw; Baxter, Chalrman Australian AEC
« Homer, Acting Ausiralian High Commissioner
ﬁwuth{ﬁfriﬂa Hr, 5&@%&&%¢ Acting South African High
| Commisslioner
- Dr, Shuttleworth, South African Eabassy,
%as&i&gﬁﬁn

5 -~ Wy, @&3& &, )
Br. Kratzer » AGE
-ﬂx, ﬁxaﬁ? haerican Bsbassy, Uttawa
sr. Schaetz S/AE, Depacrtment of State

{HOTEr The following notes are supplementsl to a record of the |
meeting which will be preparsd by Mr, Langley and circulated
for the information of the @artinipaﬁﬁs.}

Hr. LePan proposed

gzaap'ca&sides three sspects of
the safeguards problems %%a} the genera

‘ ral prospects fur effective
control of atomic eperg ma%&xi&itgiig} the kinds of safeguards
which would Be most suitable, in % tmﬁﬁeg ion the discussion
sight cover the UK and Canadian papers; and (3) consideration of
qu@§§i§na #pt to arise in carrying out a2 fﬁ%aiﬁlﬁ program of
control.

Mr. Fincham sald that unfortunately the limitation of time
and the problem of ge@graghg prevented the attendance at the
meeting of & responsible South Africen representative and,
furthermore, he and Dy, Shuttleworth were without instructions,
It,ggs thersfore necessary thaet they participate in the meeting
as observers.,
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fir, Baxter sald at the cutset he hﬁm the group would
g&agiﬁgiégk@thﬁw any sysben at ell whiﬁh uiil?&a &f?wﬁtiww can
é .

#ith respact to the papers before the group, ¥r. Michels
cautionad that their document kad nol boeen sent to the Hinlsters
and was therefore only the nen-0fficial views of the W Govern~
sent. He called special attentlson to the fact that the first
thres ﬁﬁﬁtﬁaﬁﬁ'%ﬁ 3 @i& papay ralised, he believed, all of the
diffiﬁﬁit seoblens nesded to be solved before an effective

tem gould be %z@uﬁ%ﬁ into being sml acknowledged that the
% n&i section of th dogument, which laid out a possible
safequards sysien, did net flow loglicslly fron the sarlier
analysis of the problems, Mr. LeFan ﬁ&éla%, Gray noted in
a@aﬁxas§ that the Canadian paper had received Ministerisl
ARPTOVEL.

With regard to the first ssction @ﬁ the Agend . Gra _
@ﬁgr# sod the view that it would be possible %o %&% &ﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁa ﬁaal
gresment of the safeguerds system ang the lines they had
ii itha &aﬁa&x&i&ﬁ @ﬁﬁﬁ%@i@% Wiﬁhﬁé_ﬁﬁ do §0. ﬁg ﬁgﬁﬁﬁ

%h&ﬁ@ ﬁ%¥, tﬁﬂ-ﬁﬁiﬁﬁ@~ﬁﬁﬁtﬁﬁ iﬁ %kst i% %%ﬁ ﬁﬁi? ﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ
with the gontrol of netuxal vraniuvm at this cture, The
Canadian propossl wee fur an audit sysiem, e Canadians were
not prepared to argue that diversicn <obld not tak@ place undey
their scheme, although they felt that such diversion would

- subseguently be detecied, Mr. Urey dissgreed with ecarliex

pupressed jdens that it w%&lﬁ h& possible to Iinstall resident

[ inspecters sbroad..

Pz, Baxter sald thet he was in sosewhat the seme position
&8 the Seuth Africsn representetives; %hat h@ had %ﬂ@ﬂ away
from Australia for several months snd that his Cevernses
taken no | sition on this problea up to the present time.,
However, his Govermment was in favor of controls if & workable
ﬁ?&&ﬁﬁ could be devised. 1In his case his intexsst had been
seadenic a3 far as Australia was concernsd becsuse of the Cha
contracts for tﬁﬁiﬁ svailable production., However, the CDA
had recently suguested the terminstion of the contrecis and
the outlook, %agx$fﬁwﬁ, was for new production leck for
markets, This situation weuld undoubtedly ralse diff nuit

political and econcomle probleas for his countiry. A further

ication 1s the faci that this production wauié be high
%ﬁ& uranive, The problenm at he saw 1% was the difficuli
of working ocut @ plausible scheme, He had doubis that this
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arrangement on ﬁaﬁﬁwuﬁ- ¥ 3
other reasons, had th £ ng the gg igs

1 w&n&%ﬁa of outside inspection, e mtm to sa ‘in his
vhew Supstos counitrise smd the Comsumity ftself would
mm&mﬁ},% slop & very %‘ff%fﬁiv& ﬁ aﬁm hut it wasp the
principle % bad been harmed. Mx, Schastzal reiterated

- points he had aads earliey mm wars that Buratom had o
truly intereetional a@m@ﬂl w&m@ ‘&wk it had the unique
role of ‘goversing a&&, %}ﬁ m&iﬁ&y in the

nd he susmerized t?m mm.{ Bl

Leonmand ﬁ?n & S slgoents of the UB-
Burston agyang m o ihiﬁ slsiset. Ha £150 noted mg M
faxr as the gde principle is ngmm . this had been thrown

in the face of the m?mmm mtw %‘ém
said they were prepsred to actept the sams . of amﬁ@mma
which the US had w _% the UK and Canada.,

Mr. LePar ssked what we knew about the Soviet attituds
on safeguards and what thedr position was likely to be,.
Mr, #ichels replied thai he h&é &2 pnunber of convsrsations over
the last twe vears with HSselvenov, From these discussions and
other contacts with the Buusians 41 was clesy that they had
m%w%im& oy iﬁ%ﬁﬁiﬂ;@i mmﬁ wi’%&& W‘% ’k@ ‘&&f mws

'gm, &@. %i@h@la gajd the Bussiane were wttma

fo safeguards wmiitimﬁ in their bilaterals as
mak available only small mﬁw&; the Ruseiang ami
that it mede no d&fﬁ’&mﬁw MM%;%% &i@sﬁliﬁ@ M
Soviet attitude on t&iw paiat was the sherp chonge in attiw&@
shows by Hr, ¥ ml y %2& had fivet heard of the zoreenent

hetweoan the W anc .?ﬁgaam for a powsr reactor. The Soviet

attituds hers %aa ‘the great goncern over the posiible nisuse
P “lof the satedel by the apansse,

fr., Kratzer sald that he disagroed somewhy’ garding the
degree of effectiveness which was wm&ki& aﬁ P mmﬁm% gchems
from & technical standpolnt, Certainly the UE experts had

never argued thsi any aystes was 100E accurete, but the
assurance of @ff@«:ﬁwm% immw rapidly with the extensive~
ness of the syl grgued that once & s@at&nﬁia}. dogree

of effectiveness was @Mmaﬁ then the possibllity of detection
wag sufficliently veal that this added ilmmesurably to the overe
21l effectivencss of @mmlg. He wﬁsﬁm the utility of an

Ik S | S
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. audit systen as giving &i%ifi@%ﬁt assurance pf eontrol againgd
| diverston, The ABC had mined this spprosch and hed yeached
‘&M ﬁmﬂﬂ&m that the effectiveness was iﬁ the renge of a 4%
abability of detecting 1% éimsmn. R@ said that 1t alght
mﬁﬁiﬁim of course, to have & B0 or 79 possibility o
&ﬁmﬁ‘m & 5% diversion. |

There wos some didcusslon of the poasibility of regional
bodies mrxgigg&w% the inspection function with JAEA awdit, s
it was note t sside from the UEEC and Buratom there was *&v !
little likelihoed of @ﬁf&@ﬁﬁm iml M&ﬁm b crganized,
There was a;mml agreement that 1€ regional inspection teanms
were Lo be awwm, witk &@m m Soviet
Bloc be oxgenized as ohe such m@iﬁm}. body, ﬁm% this would
aot necessarily be adverss to Westers interests. This gone g -

clusion was yeached gonaidering the alternatives that wers
reallstically available and that, m@fém. an Zastera contrel
system &:@jﬁm to Ageney eudit and et wp oh conpetible
accounting progedures w%&%ﬁ be a net gain.

The Chairasn seked thet Hr. Wetson sumsarize the Ca
?ﬁ »  Tha latter noted that it was %Mt@é te mmi mﬁm&
esving out the consideration of heavy water, smiﬁ nuclear
wsterial and reactors. it rosted on the premise thet 1002 -
!gffw%iw contrel was lmpessible mﬁa&r any wﬁm and that asuwdit

and spet inspection mﬁ.& provide as effective contrel as could
roasonably be expected, m finted ’ﬁs&% thelir aspprosch would have
the sffect of Mfmwimg the moral obligetion of countries to
honer thelr commitments which was analogous to having policemen
aveilakle in wffig:&mt nusher to deter the eriminal but not to
have one policeman sssigned to sach potential criminal., Canada
did not Wiﬁagh ¢ substantial ursniuw exporis over the next few
years mor did they ses that apprecisble quantities of fissicnable
ﬁx‘i&}; would be produced, The zoust te them of thelr apwmh
somswhere in range of 10,000 to $20,000 per year ov
the naxt fiﬁm vaur ¢ which wae largely to cover the tzavel af the
Canadian experis who would stey no more than one or iwo deys
whars Canadian ursnium was belng used.

Comseniing on the technical problems of sccurate detection,
Sir. Gra miﬁ thet the United States and Canedian experience wss
relevan’ In connpetion with their 30, 40 and 50 MY ewperimental
and test resctors, and bearing in mind that thers was a complete
exchangs of mfamﬁim m access %o the fmﬁiﬁem that when
the completed fuel elemenis were processed &g the US theve was
B0 am%gﬁ 753 gxror in ?&m lutonium actually separated. He
argued t 3f in this situation theres were evrors of such
mwxiﬁmg it was im%i&a to devise a systex which would im
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and in an#w%wm%a gstion &g tﬁ the prob

of precision hoped ﬁﬁf‘ﬁ?’%ﬁﬁ American

exporis,

1m.éis£%w$$ﬂ %hﬁ relationship of ﬁ&i&iﬂﬁﬁiﬁ-?ﬁ the ﬁg@ﬁ#Yg

mf GYLe ” ?ﬂ m ‘ ¥ &:* %@I&Q S
B, Baxter thet it would cextainly not be ea gagy, He stxass&é,
however, thet the couniziss sroundd the table should by all
~aesns meintain & comwon approach, that theve sheuld be no
“each applied in the interia under
B .. Hichels noted the iaportance
of hal &ﬁg Narshal 5&;%& %u% mtraaﬁ&é that this mwust be done
in ﬁ%ﬂﬁ a3 way thet neither he ner hie steff were coupromised,
had named an officer who would be sssigned to
&taff and prior to his departurs in Decesber Mr. Michels £azt
that he should be fully %ﬁi@f@d on the g@ﬁﬁt&@ﬁ the five
to hﬁﬁﬁ getablished In the Agency. It was
rapd that 1 mon sssigned 1o the Agency @taf_ must not
h@ iﬁilﬁﬁﬁ@%ﬁ-iﬁ,%hﬁix'wﬁz& once they have assumed thelr
Ageney responsibilities, It was alse the consensus of the group
that none of the natlons participating in the meeting should
publish any scheme befores the Agune ts§i§ acts. A thorough
brieting ¢ the netionals assigned the Agency will enshle
thew to come forward with proposals aﬁtegﬁﬁﬁia 1o the five
nations and then it is of the wimust Lmportance that the five
speak with a8 common velce., v, Pollsch suggested that perhaps

='§ﬁﬁﬁ_ﬁ§m§§@ best tactics would be for the Agency tu snnounce

system to deal with the immedlate problems which {

-ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂﬂaﬁiﬁﬁfrﬂiﬁﬁxlﬁ indicating that more extensive syrangements |

!

fatnz@¢

Br, Baxter chserved thet the ﬁﬁﬁtlﬁﬁﬁ the West appearved
to bs drifiing ferther apart as for ss the Agéncy was concernsd
and he was inclined to feel that the end result micht be agree-
ment that sach side would be responsible for Inspection on its )

7 side of the curtsin, He also noted the tendency to delft awsy

| gontrol of the 5,000 kilograms of mstexial whi

from the eariier ides thet materials should be supplied through O
the Agency, He felt that the division between %hﬁ Esst and

West such that nelther side would ba preps -

inspectors from the other. '

Mr. Michels felt that there was a real prob)

States had commiited to tha Agency. In case Rumenia came for-

cward with a project and there were unsatisfactory safeguards

Qr:ﬁﬂ?@ﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁ—ﬁ&?i&&é by the Agency, what then would be the

iﬁ&i @? of the United Ststes on seeing this meterial goling to
e East,
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_ Hr. Michels sunserized the UK paper, indicating that Amnex
5 envisaged a system of controls gensrally similar to that out-
lined in the Canadian document. He noted that they would wish
to have thﬁ<ig&ﬁ¢?é$ the job for any bilatersl system of con-
ight subject the Britieh to the accusatlon of being
engaged In atomle colonislism, The Cenadians agreed with this
- view and sald they, tee, could not envisage exerclsing bilateral
rights on anything other then 3 limited interim basis, The
Ganadians and the Britich said that they had laken no actien teo
imploment the rights they had in their §§§ﬁﬁﬁ% agreenents nor
was there eny Lmmediate prospect of thelr deing so. Mr, Lefan
chserved in pagssing thet the UK paper reminded him of the title
»f a book by George Sentayans, “Skepticiss

L |

end the Animel Faith®,

e, Gray asked thet in the event the agency fails to reach
asgrevment on the safeguards progran would the UK be prepared
to implement s safeguards system bileteral, My, Michely did
not anwwer this question but remerked that there appesred to
be & gewd chance of gaining ag % within the Agency. He
and #r, Gray agreed thet there weve several yvears vet before
the probles of contrel becawe scute. Hr, MBichels said that ,
the British exparis felt that if Japen were interssted in develop~
| ing 2 nuwelear weapon, a4t the most twe te five years would he
!}@&é&ﬁ to the time required if the Japanese wexe inhibited by
il comtyols., Thers was further agreement that should the Japanese
program move ahead mﬁw%magialz then now geemed io be the case,
there would still be only small amounts of plutonium available
- before 1965 or 1966. The conclusion dyewn from this time
' gchedule was that it agﬁ&axﬁé we would have until asbout 1961 _
.%o reach agreement within the Agency, with the condensus Yelng 0
that we would know conslderably before that time whether or not v
W g@u&ﬁ @gﬂﬁﬁ&ﬁ in resching agreement with the Soviet Union on et
such & systan. S S

Dz, Baxter suggested thst countries using natural uranium
as resctor fuel would almoet inevitably disclose 2 program of
diversion as they would have to fuel at sbout five times the
normal rate, foxr shoxt irrsdlation pericds, If they were %o
produce significant smounts of plutoniusm for atlltary purposes,
He suggested thal the pattern of uwrealum consumption would,
therefore, disclose national intent,

iy, Michels reised the guestion of hﬁ&.@hﬁ&%@ﬁltgrﬁceﬁaquy
cwould be handled., At this junciure only the US end the X

‘have plants which could handle the natural wraénivs which the

- Japanese have reguested from the Agency. His question was that
if this saterisl is sent to the US or UK for processing, would
these countries b@tgmﬁgaxaﬁ to actept IAEA inspectors te super-
vise this part of the process, He sdded that the K would net,

-~a;¢;%ﬁ$wi§£




DECLASSIFIED  *F " A
Authority NHAD 945470 | ' :

4

CONPIDENTIAL
G

Hr, Wolls sald that the US had & problem similar to that
of the British in thet our plents are handlisg milit matevial,, -
Of gourse, in the future we anticipated %&at ﬁ&g@% would be _/- ]
chamical plants bullt to handle %x&lﬁ&éwaig peaceful fuel, 7
@aa“&aswax would be to sake 2 theoretical delermination ¢f the

saxioum samount of plutonium which could have heen generatsd in
. & given assignment of depleted fuel and then transfer this
guantity to an Agency storage plant,

: Pollach ssked whather 3 consensus had been resched on
the aasixa&$1£ty of the five countries obtalning safegusrds
zights in thelr szales avxrvangaments, Mr. Filaches sald that he
could not commit Ris gzzﬁnx t on this polnt. He ssid thei he
fkﬁaw nothing about a th African-Japanese uranium deal,
te various references to this in the press. As & ﬁl%&

ﬁﬁ uth africen Goversmental sctlon, he said thst tha wgﬁnaiw
ble minister had mede the polnt that in South Afriea™

nations were invelved in the export of ureniuva and that ii—ﬁﬁ%
in the South africsn interest 1o cooperate with her allies¢ in
this endesvor. He sald, however, that South african produsers
were worrlsed sbout future markets,

| in terme of future schedule it was gﬁﬁaﬁﬁi sgreed that
f it w@ﬂié be useful to have @& further mesting o Sams ﬁ%ﬁﬂtﬁi&%;
é g&mﬁag& in mid-January, to congider & draft paper outlinin
‘w;w;mdﬁ syston the fiwa nations could support. Mr. del s
ﬁ?ht 5t would be possible for the United States to commit
4 t&gﬁ&ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ a paper uh fts ldeas, 3% the Canadlans and
m British hed alyeady dons, by M%ﬁ;&t&ar, which could be
leireulated to the other four countries. He alsc promised %o
provide withln the nexi week or #0 & ﬁ%ﬁ? @f the technical
memorandus which had been prepaved AEC staff setting
forth the technigues of control @aﬁ the numbers and types of
parsonnel reguired., These requirements have been developed for
different ﬁ%gtﬁﬁﬁ of assurence of detectabllity and it was
stressed that they were not intended to imply any particular
policy u&ﬁﬁl%ﬁi@ﬁ&.

There was some discuseion of the dilemma of who pays for
gaetiaﬁg with the consensus beling that this charge could not
nded on to the user and, in fact, the silence in the
| h&iat&x&l agreesents on this point laplied that it would be s
| cost on the supplier, It wos omphesized that this could be a
gubstantial problem as far as the Agency safeguayd s?s&aw.waa
concerned in thet the safeguard functiso wikld be ormad by
the agency without charge either party %ﬂl? in the cass of
- Agency nrojescts,.

COHFIDENTIAL
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The §hi$%i&ﬂ was ralsed sbout the amount of wraium which

sped free of controls, My, Gray end Hr. Kratzer
kﬁ%ﬁ sald thet the two ton manisus figure had been arrived at -
by the caloulation that ten tons wae & sufficlent guantity %o .
pose problems and with five potential supplisr countxles, esch
ﬁ&@?&ﬁiﬁg two tons, one w@ﬁi& still %& jﬁ&% short of the danger /

! 7
Hr, Lefan sald that Mr, Beberison th gght it might be use-
ful 40 have 2 eope informal exploration with the new Soviet
Asbassador about the curzent ideass of the Hussian Governament
:} gn the prebles of safeguards., Mr. Hobertson had rather close
? working relationships with the Asbassador in the pest and it
g wa4 thought the aaﬁvax@atiﬁn might produce some useful infore
i sation, Both Mp, Hichels snd Me, Schaetzel felt thst an
| informal exchange on this subject would be useful,

! Hr. Michels inguired es to the response e¢ither Caneda or
; the United States would give %o @ request frow Indis for
@g&aﬁ&l treatment. He wag assured that neither countay had
intention of medif thelr present pelicles, Me., Schastzel
@a led the atiention of the sseting to the fact that the United
rad to lease heavy weter to the Eﬁﬁiaﬁﬁ but that
arvangewment had been arrived #% oaly after leng ?
nag&%i@%iﬁﬁs and with the provise that @'inéiﬁﬁs would &c@agﬁ
inspection as long as the sateriasl was gwned by the US--no
that it had been the suggestion that this was ons way gut o
the lapasse. He sgreed,

In enswer to roguests, 9 ﬁixgwia%@
2 copy of the letier which was zent to the Indisns to My,
Michels and the others for thedr i&fﬁ@ﬁ@i&%ﬁf

Az far s the prospects of Indlasn coo tion in the safe~-
guards fleld wes @ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁ&ﬂ; ¥y, Michels felt thers were no
grounds for Roger Mershel Smith's optimlenm about gooperstion
from Bhabhbe and the Indlans.. In veply %o M, Gray's cheerva«
tion that the comversation he had hﬁﬁ in Vienna seemed %o show
B n@w-ﬁgagathy on the part of the Indlens, Nr. Michels sald
that he had seen Bhabba subsequently in London and he was back
on the same line againe

£/A%1 RobertSchaetzel tovm
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SECRET

Reéord_ﬂrepared by the Canadian Delegation of

a meeting held in the Conference Room of the

Fagt Block of the Parliament Buildings in

Ottawa on November 5, 1958, to discuss Y“The

Application of Safeguards teo Nuclear Exports.Y

Present:

In the Chair:

Australia

Union of South
Africa

United Kingdom

United States
of America

Canadsa

Mr. D.V., LePan
Professor J.F.
Baxter, C.B.E.
Mr. F.T, Homer
Dr. C.B.E.Fincham

Dr. M,G.
Shuttieworth

Mr., M.,

Michaels=s

Mr. Algie Wells
Mr. J. Robert
Schaetzel

Mr, Willls C.
Armstrong

Mr. Myron Kratzer

Mr. J.L. Gray
Mr., D. Watson

Mr. 3. Pollock

Mr., J.C.langley

Mr, HWilliamson

Department'of External
Affalrs, Canada

Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission

Acting High Commissioner
Acting High Commissioner
Scientific Attache,
South African Embassy,
Washington t
Under Secretary,

Atomic Energy Office
Atomic Bnergy Commission -

State Department

Fmbassy of the United States 'L

Atomlc Energy Commission

President, Atomic Energy o
Canada Limited ‘

Atomic Energy of Canada
Limited

Department of Finance

Department of External
Affairs

Canadian Ewmbassy, Wéshington

The Chairman welcomed the participants to Ctiawa. He
regretted the short notice at which the meeting had been called
but hoped that all would agree that there was some urgency in
seeking to reach a meeting of minds on the subject to be discussed.
Not only were some countries faced with the problem of deciding
what type of safeguards system they wish to apply in ful-
filment of the obligations” incurred under their bilateral
agreements, but a number of developments, such as the
establishment of precedents for uncontrolled exports of
nuclear materials and lncressing commercial pressures for
the latter, were also occurring which would make 1t increasingly
difficult as time passed to secure international agreement for

a satisfactory safeguards system.

In his view, the chances of

doing so were greatest before atomic energy became commonplace

in the public mind.

He suggested that the meeting might discuss

the subject in three phases:
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(a) what were the prospects for an agreement on
safeguards?

-(b) what sort of safeguards system might be
appropriate, workable and acceptable under
present circumstances?

(¢c) what further action would be required to
promote such a system?

2 Several delegations expressed appreciation that the
meeting had been called. The South African representative
explained that thes South African authorities were most
interested in the subject and welcomed the opportunity to

take part in the meetingj; however, the time factor had not
permitted them to make adequate arrangemente for representation
or for the preparation of instructions, and his participation
would therefore be as an observer,

PROSPECTS FOR AGREEMENT

3. The Australlan representative stated that, while he
had no definite instructions, he knew that the Australian
anthorities were in favour of a safeguards system 1f ons
could he devised. The question had been academic for Australia
until recently, since the Combined Development Agency had
been purchaslng the entire Australian uranium output. CDA
had, however, recently indicated a wish to terminate its
contract and this would create an Australian uranium sur-
plus and consequent domestic problems. In his view, it
would be difficult to devise a safeguards scheme which

would work for a cecuntry which really wished to divert
materials, particularly since the advance of technology and
the wide avallability of uranium meant that many countries
could now put together a crude bomb. A safeguards system
posed many technical problems (such as those outlined in

the U.K. paper) which would require careful thought.

b, The U.8. representative said that his country had done
a good deal of work on these technical problems, on which he
might be able to clrculate some information shortly. His
attitude was one of cautlous optimism and he considered that
the 1lssues at stake were so important that the United States
and friendly countries had no alternative but to work towards
an agreement on safeguards. Mr. Schaetzel added that this
could be regarded as part of the effort to bring modern
implements of war under some kind of control. The United
States consldered that this was the psychological moment for
seeking agreement in respect of the peaceful uses of atomic
eNaTgy .

5 The Canadian representative thought that it woulé not

.be too difficult, from a technical point of view, to devise
a gsystem which would enable one at least to detect the

diversion of materialsy the Canadian paper outlined one
gystem which would meet this requirement.

6o The United Kingdom representative said that his country
was publicly committed to the concept of safeguards but that

he was frankly sceptlical about the chances of devising a completely
satisfactory system and of cecuring its adoption internationally.
The first three papers circulated by the United Kingdom were
designed to define the difficulties as the United Kingdom
authorities saw them. Essentially, the view expressed was

that it was technically impossible to devise a 100 percent
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regiggtihtnzggiigardi system and that even with a number of
diveraicn nopes rs \which were politically out of the question)
I1tove concios got be reduced below about 2 percent. Since
cuitonere, th red impossible to discriminate between potential
crocte & 50 i problem was to devise a system which would
el rad climate that would discourage a country from
e ooy gn uoﬁld also be acceptable both domestically
obJectt reg pPient" countries. This might appear a modest
obde vi ut, as the U.S. representative had sald, such a
d{ em might later fit into a more general scheme for
Atsarmament. He wondered to what extent the United States
omic Energy Act of 1954 laid down conditions on the type
of safeguards system which the U.S. Government might adopt.

7 The United States representative replied that the Act
laid down no expliclt requirements with regard to a safe-
guards system, apart from calling for certain guarantees which
are embodled in U.S. bilateral agreements. Congress would,
however, certainly expect the Administration to develop 2
suitably careful system. Similar considerations would apply
in connection with the safeguards called for in IAEA's statute.

8. The United Kingdom representative suggested that this
raised a point of major significance. He thought that all the
participants in the meeting would agree that they should work
towards a common safeguards system, since it would be impracticable
for each of several countries, supplying a "reciplent” country
with different materials “triggering" safeguards, to apply its
own system. It appeared to him that the simplest and most
workable common system would be one applied by IAEA, and that
this would also avoid the odium which would fall on individual
countries if they were to apply their own safeguards. Since the
U.S. had offered 5,000 kg. of U235 to IAEA and Congress would
have to be satisfied that the Agency's safeguards system was
satisfactory before this offer was fulfilled, the United States
view on what type of Agency system was acceptable would be

decisive.

9. The Chairman wondered whether the safeguards embodied
in the U.S.A.-Buratom agreement would throw any light on this.

10. Mr. Schaetzel replied that the safeguards problem

had given rise to some difficulty during the negotiations

with Euratom. The Buropean Atomlc Community had all-encompassing
rights under the Buratom treaty and, as a sovereign authority,
had refused to accept an externally administered safeguards
system as this would have been more restrictive than the
arrangements which the U.S. had with the U.K, and Canada.

It had seemed to the Onited States that, by making a con-
cession to Euratom, they would be able to contain a large

part of the French atomlic energy programme within the larger
Buratom scheme and that this would be a net gain. The United
States had therefore agreed with Euratom on a system (the
details of which were subject to U.S. approval) involving

the continuing right of mutual audit and embodying the ul-
timate sanction that the U.S. could terminate the co-opera-
tive programme if it were not satisfied that the system was
being properly eyecuted. Both parties had also agreed to
consider transferring responsibility to an international system
at an appropriate time i{f one should be put into effect.

11. The United Kingdom representative had no difficulty

in accepting the objectives of the United States in reaching
agreement with Euratom on the safeguards system in questlion,

He asserted, however, that by choosing to foster European supra-
national institutions, the United States had lost something
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in respect of another objective, the development of an international

safegnards system. He was not worried about the effectiveness of

the Buratom safeguards system in practical terms. Nevertheless

the de jure position was serious since the right of self-inspection
had been granted to Buratom and, by thus contracting a Western
Buropean group of nations out of a larger International scheme,

the chances of achieving the latter had been reduced; countries
which proposed the adoption of an international scheme through

TAEA were also open to attack on the grounds that they were

using the Agency only to retaln a measure of control over
under-developad countries.

12, Mr. Pollock suggested that if groups of member countries
of IAEA were to organize themselves on a basis similar to

Buratom, it would be difficult to discriminate against them

by denying them the rights now accorded to Euratom. He wondered
what the reaction of the United States would be 1if 1t were
suggested that TARA introduce a system of regional self-
inspesction.

13, The United States representative thought that this
would depend on the type of regional group involved, Some
might be acceptable, others not. In any case it was diffi-
cult to foresee any genulne regional group similar te Euratom
apart, perhaps, from OAS. The idea, however, should not be
dismissed out of hand. ‘

ik, The United Kingdom representative agreed that inspesction
by reglonal bodies within an TAEA system might offer possibi-
lities, He cautioned, however, that the image of EBuratom as

a quasi-military group was a political reality and that this

was liable to cause trouble and must be reckoned witho.

ELEMENTS OF A SAPEGUARDS SYSTEM

15. At the request of the Unlted States representative,
Mr., Kratzer gave an indicatlon of Unlted States thinking

on this aspect of the problem. He agreed that a 100 percent
effective system was not possible., A good deal of work,
however, had been done on estimating the degree of effective-
ness of safeguards systems in various circumstances and it

had been found that the effectiveness of safeguards was closely
correlated with the cost of the system. This relationship
could be represented graphically by a curve approaching 100
percent effectiveness at the high rates of expenditure which

a full-time residential inspection system would involve., The
advantage of an inspection system falling on this part of

the curve was that its effectiveness could be accurately
predicted. At lower levels of expenditure where effectiveness
fall off, so did the accuracy of predleting effectivensss,
Audit systems of safeguards suffered particularly from this
disadvantage and, on the basis of U.S, studies, it was thought
that the probability of detecting a one percent diversion

of material under a simple audit system was only 4 percent.

16. The United Kingdom representative agreed that an audit
system by 1tself was not adequate since there was nothing te

prevent a dishonest management from maintaining two sets-of

books. Audit must therefore be supplemented by sampling and
inspection. The essential cholce was between a 2L-hour resident
inspection system and an audit/spot check system. He believed

that the effectiveness of the former was largely illusory as

compared with the type of system proposed in the Canadian paper

and that i1t was polltically out of the question as well as being
impossibly expensive in terms of scilentific manpower. He illustrated
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the sort of difficulties which would be encountered in securing
international agreement for any type of safeguards system by
©citing the United Kingdom's negotiations for an Atomic Energy
agreement with Brazil which were being held up on this very
issue: the Brazilians had taken the line that theirs was a
friendly nation and that it would be difficult to secure
perlismentary approval for an agreement containing safeguards.
He concluded that something along the lines of the Canadian
proposal, perhaps somewhat elaborated and graduated in the
rigour of its applicaticn according to the technicazl nature
of the situation to which 1t was being applled would meet
the requirements we had in mind.

17, The Canadian representative agreed with much of the
foregoing. He suggested that the cost of a safeguards system
on the basis proposed in the Canadian paper would be minimal

in terms of both money and manpower. He also maintained that
it was futile to aim at a completely watertight safeguards
system since extensive United States-Canadian experience 1in
accounting for plutonium in fuel rods irradiated in Canada
indicated that it was impossible to predict plutonium formation
within a2 margin of error of less than 5%.
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18, The Australian representative suggested that 1t might
be fruitful to consider a different approach. Why not classify.
countries according to the likelihood of their diverting materials?
Many countries were not 1lnterested in large scale nuclear
development, while others had ample nuclear technology and
resources of their own. This left a few countries, such as

Japan and India, which would be acquiring large research or

power reactors within the next few years and which would only
then have the technological resources to fabricate nuclear
weapons. Instead therefore of trying to devise a rigorous
universal system, one might aim at a minimal universal system
and make special, more comprehensive, arrangements for the

real problem countries. One might also overcome their objections
to safeguards by including some of their natienals as inspectors.

19. Mr. EKratzer suggested that there were three objections
to this approach., First, that Canada, the United Kingdom and
the United States had sought uniform rights regarding safegnards
in all their biiaterals; second, that this approach would
involve discrimination in the implementation of safeguards;
third, that it would make it much more difficult for TAEA

to apply safeguards.

20 . The United Kingdom representative agreed that
discrimination as hetween countries was not possible since if
would be regarded as an Anglo-Saxon conspiracy. In his opinion,
the most practicable way to geo forward was through IAEA, with
perhaps some arrangemeni for inspection on a regional or group
basls, as had been suggested earlier in the meeting. The Japanese
request that the Agency appPy the safeguards embodied in the -
Japan/U.8.A. agreement, and U.S. acceptance of this expressed

at the last General Conference of the Agency, meant that IAEA
must quickly develop a safeguards system. It would be little
short of catastrophic 1f the Agency were to present a systenm
unacceptable to the United States, in particular, since this
would mean that the latter would be unable to fulfill its

pledge of fissile material, The Soviet bloc already maintained
that the United States offer was a propaganda gesture devoid of
content and the United States would be open to sharper criticism
of this kind if it should even appear unwilling to fulfill its:
pledge, however justifiable the reasons, It therefore appeared
to him that there was urgent need to clarify the ideas of those
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present on what would constitute an acceptable Agency system and
‘then to pass thils information in a discreét way to Roger Smith,
Head of the Safeguards Divisicn. The United Kingdom was assigning
a man to the Division in December and would like to brief him

in advance if a decision could now be reached on what constituted
an acceptable sysztem. In view of the Japanese request to the
Agency, it would be difficult for the U.S.5.R. or other

countries to oppose a reasonable Agency system and there was
therefore a real chance of securing the Board's approval.

If this was to be done, however, it was essential that

Western countries should noft announce their own intentions

and ideas on safeguards, and should not give cause for

suspiclon that they were seeking to influence the Agency,

until after it had produced its own scheme.

21 . The United States representative agreed that the
essential point was to determine what type of Agency system
would be acceptable to the countries represented at this
meeting. The United States authorities were aware of the
urgency 1in reaching decisicns on this matter and this sense
of urgency had been reinforced by some of the new arguments
which had been advanced. Mr., Kratzer added that the U.K.
paper presented a fine analysis of the problem. He never-
theless thought that safeguards offered a real hope of
buying time during which an agreement on disarmament or
test cessation might be negotiated; he also thought that,
having regard to the limited nuclear power likely to be
produced over the next few years, the degree of efficiency
and rigour of the safeguards system would have a significant
gffect upon the length of this interim periocd.

22 . The United EKingdom representative could not agree,
Quoting the case of Japan, he sald that if the Japanese now
purchased a power reactor, it could not be in operation before
19635 allowing one year for the irradiation of fuel elements
and another year for ccoling off, they would have little
plutonium before 1965, There was therefore ample time fo
develop a nuclear disarmament scheme and the extra time which
the most rigorous safeguards system would add to the interim
period was almost insignificant from this point of view.

23, The Australian representative added that by exer-
clsing control over the fuel availlable to the Japanese,

it would be possible to detect if they were misusing their
nuclear resources since, to obtain plutonium quickly, they
would have to use short irradiation periods and would reguire
fuel at up to five times the normal rate.

24 . The United Kingdom representative stated that this
ralsed another problem, namely whether U.S. and U.K. chemical
processing plants chould be open for inspecticn under a safeguards
system, For the time belng spent rods from Japan and other
countries would probably be returned to the U.3. or the U.K.

for procsssing and it might be difficult to deny access for
inspectors to verify the treatment and disposal of plutonium.

This problem had been previously dlscussed and the United Kingdom
had at one time offered to permit inspection. This offer had,
however, since been withdrawn.

25. The United States representative stated that his
country only had joint military/civil plants. Plants designed
exclusively for civil purposes might later be established

and this might make it sasier to permit inspection. In the
meantime, cne might consider the possibility of hypothecating
the appropriate quantities of plutonium toc the custody of ITAEA
whenever fuel rods were returned from countries abroad for
processing.

B
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20, The Australian representative had understood the

United Kingdom representative to suggest that no safeguards
be applied until the Agency had produced its scheme. Ie
wondered whether Canada intended to put its proposed system
into effect before this and whether the meeting should not
try and decide whether its collective goal was an acceptable
and compatible TAEA system or one which preoducing countries
could put into effect hefore: IAEA announced 1ts system or

if it failed to éo S0,

27 s The Canadlan representative saild that it was
unlikely that Canada would apply safeguards within the next
year or so, Canada had nevertheless been disturbed by reports
of a South African sale of uranium to Japan without provision
for the application of safeguards, and considered that 1t was
important that all producing countries continued to establish
their rights in this matter in agreements and sales contracts
with other countries,

28. Mr. Schaetzel thought that thls touched cn a real
problem: if the countries present at the meeting did not
present a common front in insisting upon establishing their
right to apply safeguards, efforts to develcp a safeguards
system would ccllapse. It was clearly also necessary to
reach agreement on the substance of a safeguards system
among countries participating in the meeting and other
friendly countries 1f an international system was to be sold
in the international forum.

FUTURE COURSE OF ACTION

29, The United Kingdom representative suggested that,

1f progress was to be made, the countries represented at

the meeting must agree among themselves on a safeguards system
and then try and secure international approval for it through

IAEA, in the meantime maintaining a discreet silence on their

plans.

30, The Australian representative agreed and wondered
whether IAEA's Board might not ask the Director-General fo
put forward an Agency system by a given deadline. He also
thought that it might be useful if specific proposals for

a safeguards system acceptable to the five participating
countries were drafted on the basis of the present meeting.

31. The Chairman thought that 1t mlght be somewhat
precipitate to undertake drafting at this stage. It was his
impression that another meeting might be required in order
to reach definite agreement prior to drafting.

32, The United States representative agreed, saving
that his country still haé to present its analysis, In
response to a query, he added that it might be possible to
doc so by early December.

- 33, The Chalirman proposed that a meeting of officials

(perhaps ‘drawn from the Bmbasgsies concerned) should he held

in Washington about December 15, 1958, to receive the U.S.

paper and to exchange any additional information which might
pe available.

34, The United Kingdom representative suggested that,

if possible, the United States paper should include a list

of items of equipment which would be covered by a safeguards
qystem. He also suggested that a later mesting, which should
aim at reaching definite agreement on a safeguards system should
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 £ be neld in Vienna following the meeting of the Agency's Board
of Governors in January, 1959, pointing out that many of the
persong concerned would already be in Vienna at that time

and that this locdtion would permit an informal. and uncbifrusive
briefing of Roger Smith on the type of Agency safeguards which
would be acceptable to the five countries present.

35. It was agreed that:

(a} the United States representatives would circulate
certain technical papers to other participating
countries as soon as possilbleg

(b) that a meeting would be held in Washington
sbout December 15, 1958, to receive the U.S.
analytical paper;

(¢) that a meeting would be held in Vienna about
, January 20, 1958, with the object of reaching
agreement on a safeguards system;

(&) that, in the meantime, no publicity should be
given to the intentions or plans of parti01pat1ng
countries with regard to cafeguards.

36, During the concluding exchanges at the meeting, the
following additional points were mentioned:

(a) when the question of safeguards arises in IAEA the
best tactics might be for the United States and
United Xingdom to favour a rather rigorous system
while the other three countries advocate a system
which would in fact he acceptable to all fiwve
countries. The U.S. and U.,K. could then appear
to compromise and thus increase the chances of
gaining general acceptance for a reasonable system;

(b) the United States is considering the possibility
of permitting the export of sample quantities of
natural uranium, greater than the present limit
cf 1,000 kg. for uncontrolled exports to any one
country, subjeot to limited safeguards of the
kind provided in its research bilaterals (pericdic
reports, periodlec inspection and the return of
spent fuel to the U.S.A. for reprocessing);

(c) the United Kingdom representative remindsd the

meeting that his country had always taken the

position that 1t would not seek to apply safe-

guards to materials exported to Australia and

South Africa. He wondered whether others had
considered the possibllity of extending similar
special treatment to members of the new Commonwealth,
such as Indlz. The U.S., and Canadian representatives
replied that neither of thelr countries was con-
sldering any form of special treatment for Indla.

The United States has recently agreed to lease
. some heavy water to Indla, and the lease agree-

ment prev1des for safeguards. Canada hes conslstently
refused to supply uvuranium to Indla without safeguardsy

|
|

(@) it was penerally agreed that it would be useful
if the Under-Secretary of S8tate for Ezxternal
Affalrs were to explore the Russian attitude
towards safepuards wlth the new U.S8:3.R. Ambassador
to Canada should the opportunity arise. The U.S.
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authorities had discussed this question with the
Russlans on several occasions at the time of

the first Geneva Conference, without any useful
result, The U.K. representative had more recently
spoken to the Russian member of the Agency's Bozard
of Governors and had formed the opinion that the
U.S.8.R., would be inclined to agree privately

with the application of safeguards to countries
such as Japan, but would continue to take the
position in public that safeguards were a Western
device to keep control over under-developed
countries,
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