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MEIDORANDUN OF COM’{R‘A“Q.V

: PAATICIPANTS: dr, Jacguos Van lelmont, Moector, Safegusrds and Control, Eurstom
Mr. &« och, Externsl Relations Divislon, Eurstom
Mr. ¢l Amory, Externsl Relations Divislon, Euretom
Mr «8 Blin, Externel Relo.ions Divielon, Eurstom

Mr. W. J, Leonann, USEC
Mr, Williew English, USEC
Mz, Charles Higginson, USEC

DATE ; October 10, 1962

SUBJECT: IAEA Seteguards

He. Lehmann 181d we constdered this discussion to be purely informetive,
thet ve vished Lo outline o policy under consideretion, request Euratom's comments
ond Luggestions which wight be of assistance to ws in determining whether to
sdopt the policy, sdopt it in & wodi’led form, or not chenge ~ur present policy
st oll. In reloing chis Question, one key element of U.S. policy viil remain
unclonged, numely the U.S, will continue to insist on adequate sifeguards with
respect to nuclear material and equipwent furnished bty the U.§5. to any other
country, Finally, Mr, Lelwann satd the U.5, is not considering applicetion
of this policy to Euratom, Euratom mewbers, or certain other countries, for
example the U K,

Mr, Lehmann then resd the following s.atoment

"The poliny which the United States now has under study would have
the folloving elements:

L. Cooperating countries would be required td accept the
eppli-ation of LAEA safeguards to such materisls and equipment as can
be covered by the Agency safeguards system exiating at the time the
errangement is made,

2. 1f and when the Agency sefeguards system (s amplified to cover
lerger or more complex factlities, the Cooperating country would be
obligated to consult with the supplying country and the Agency with the
intent of heving the amplified system epplied to the items brought within
the Agency safeguards. 1f consultation did not result in mutually
satisfactory arcangements, either party would heve the option of terminate
ing the agreement.

The policy would not require the cooperating country to scquire
materials through the 1AEA as Contrasted with accepting the Agency
sefeguirds, but would require the countries to Bive serious consider~
atiou to obtalning these requirements through the Agency before any
decision is made on the alternative of obtaining such f el directly
on & billateral basis. "

Mr. Lelvaann listed ss possible sdvantages, (1) the fect that internationally
epplied safoguards would provide 8surances to the world at large whereas bilatersl
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3. Guretos, at lexst theoretlicslly, a8 » potential supplier, prefers
bV &Kaep o free hand Jith vespect to the safegusrds which (¢t might require,

6. ¥irelly, Mr. Foch indidated that Euratom would heve certain difficulties in
requiring IALA safeguords since Eurstom 1o not & member of the IAEA,

Mr. Lehmann theu raised the hypothetical question a8 to vhet might happen
If & countr, having been obligated by the U.5, to sccept IALA sofeguords were
to apply for Eurstom membership, Norwey was mentioned as o 'possible example
solely for purposes of {llustration., Mr. Foch sald this would create difficulties,
In the ensulng discussion, Messrs. Foch and Van Heimont sgreed that the
difficulties vould be political, There would probably be no practical or legel
problem st lesst with respect to 1AEA supplied materials slnce the country would
hove entered inte an agreement to accept IAEA safeguards prior to Euretos
eccession,

Mr. Foch suggested the U.5. might odd potentisl Euratom oembers to the
list of thowe to whom the proposed policy would not epply., Mr, Lehmann sald,
#0d Nr. Foch indlcated agreement, that it might be difficult to determine who
is and who 1s not & potentisl Eurstom member.

Mr. Lehmann posed another hypothetical situstion in which a Euratom Member
Stete vould seek Euratom spprovel to eanter into s bilateral sgreement with »
third country, MHe asked whwether in such o situstion Euratom might require ite :
member to insist on scceptance of TAEA safeguards by the third country., Mr. Foch
replied in the negative, '

Mr, Letmann asked whether Mr, Van Helmont had eny views on [AEA technical
competence in spplying safeguarda, Mrc. Van Helmont said wvhereas he had had a
$00d relationship with the former Canadlan official in rharge of IAEA safeguards,
he did not know the present incumbent. He could not make Judgement of LAEA
technical competence but he thoughe (¢) 1t would be difficult to balence the
vork losd and the staff, (b) with Lnstellotions all ovet the world, very distant
from Vienna, it would be difficult for inspection teams to have the ecessary
,800d tescwork and top personnel, (¢) personnel might leck experience. Mr, English
polote” cut that the U.5, (s training people for the 1AEA and that our inspectors
bhed the same loglstics prollems,

Mr. Van Helmont satd thot concern, Justified or not, that IAEA controls
vould compromise conwreial secrecy Lo 2 mo jor resson for reluctance to sccept
LAEA safeguards,

Mr., Lehmann esked whethur the Euratom officlals had #ny comment on the
ergument that by requiring wcceptance of 1AEA safeguards ve could build up
expertise »ac experience vhich would be of use 1n cease of = future disermement
agreement Ary Van lielmont doubted that experience vestr'-:ed to research type
resctors would be of much sssistance in inepecting large and different varieties

of inataliations which would be necessacy for sarms control purposes,

MNe. Lehmann said that (f the IAEA safeguard system is to work, agreement by
all supplicrs to insiat on scceptance of IAFA sofeguards would seem to be

Recessor, He asked Lf the Euretom officials thought such agreemsat possible.
Mr. Foco did rot think sn,




