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This comment is written in a personal capacity and reflects only my own opinion.

I write in support of the petition by the American Physical Society (APS) for the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (NRC) to conduct a Nuclear Proliferation Assessment (NPA) as part of the licensing process

for new enrichment and reprocessing (ENR) technologies.

The United States can slow the spread of a new ENR technology by classifying process details, but, over

long term, it is unlikely to be able to prevent the technology's diffusion. In part this is because ensuring

the secrecy of an industrial process over many decades is extremely difficult. More fundamentally, it is

because it is impossible to classify the single most important fact about a new ENR technology: whether

or not it "works". If a new ENR technology is shown by a U.S. firm to be feasible then there can be little

doubt that foreign entities (including foreign governments) will try to develop the technology-or a

variant of it-for themselves. Whether they succeed in developing a commercially viable process is

beside the point; even inefficient pilot-scale facilities can pose very significant proliferation risks.

Whether the spread of a new ENR technology would significantly increase the risk of proliferation

depends upon a number of factors, some of which are highlighted in the APS petition, including

" The probability of detecting a clandestine facility (by, for example, satellite imagery,

environmental emissions or tracking the materials and components used in its manufacture);

* Whether a declared facility can be effectively safeguarded;

* Whether the technology can be used in the production of highly-enriched uranium (relevant for

enrichment technologies only);

* Whether, if the United States chooses not to license a technology, the intellectual property for

that technology would revert to a foreign entity that could develop it anyway.

Against this background three points emerge.

First, it is in the national security interests of the United States that an NPA covering the factors listed

above be part of the licensing process for new ENR technologies; if it is not then a license which is

inimical to the common defense and security of the American public could be issued.

Second, given the technical nature of the factors listed above, the NRC is the most qualified body to

conduct an NPA.

Third, the NRC's current "net effect" approach does not take into account the factors listed above and

should, therefore, be replaced with a more explicit NPA.

James Acton
Associate, Nuclear Policy Program, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
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Van,

Attached for docketing is a comment letter from James Acton on the above noted PRM (75 FR 80730) that I
received via the regulations.gov website on 2/18/11.

Thanks,
Carol
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opinion.
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