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STATEMENT BY THE PRISIDINT

Ou: nation faces major challenges in international
alfairs. Cne cf trhe rost critical is the need to prevent
the spread of nuclear explosives to additional countries.
Further proliferation would pose a severe threat to inter-
natioral peace, regional and global stability, anéd the
security anterests ©f the United States and other countries.
Cur naticn hes been cormitted on a bipartisan basis to
preventing the spread of nuclear explesives from the birth
of the atomic age over )5 years ago. This comritrent is
ghared by the vest majority of other countries. 7The urgency
of this task has been highlighted by the crinous evernts in
the Micdcle Eas:.

The predlem of reducing the risks of nuclear preliferaction
has many eszec-ts and we need an integratel apprcach to deal
with it effectively. 1In the final analysis, the success of
our effcrts depends on our ability to improve regional and
glcbel stadbility and reduce those motivations that can drive
courtries toward nuclear explosives. This calls for a
nrrone AnE ~“eoendable United States, wibrant alliances and

© ... relstions wiLh othere, 3nC @ dedication to thosy
tasks that are vital for a stable werld order.

1 &~ a=rmouncing today a policy fra=ework that reinforces
the lonsstanding objectives of our nation in non-proliferation
oné incluies a nurmder of basic guidelines.

The Unite:s €iates will:

© Seck 0 prevent the spread of nuclear explcsives to
aéZ.%icmal countries as a fundazental nationel sezurity
ani foreicn policy objective.

[ Errive 45 reduce the motivation for ecguiring nuclear
es;lesives by working to improve regional ané eglobdal
sifil:ty an? to promote undersianding of the leci-
ti=2tc security concerns of other states,

° Cont:nue to support athererce to the Treaty on the Xon-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and to the Treaty for
the Prohibition of Kuclear Wespons in Latin Arerica

Treaty of Tistelolco) by countries that have not
accepied ihose trentirs, :

v View n maserial viclotion ©of these treaties or an
international safeguards acreement &8s having prefound
conscjuences for international order #nd United States
bilatera) relations, and also view any nuclear exples:on
by & non-nuclear-veapon state with grave concern.



4 in international nuclear 8%Ja:rs,

€.y BUPFSTL ENZ TONLIRUE EC WOIA w.uL OLhEeD L cewiie
so $tTurnothen thne Intermational AToTiC Lrergy Agency to
provi€r fer ar :riroved internatione: sefeguards
renime . .
- 9
c See). tc work roie effeltively with other countries to

fotge ugressest or rmeesures for ccomdatiing the risks of
prolaferut:ien.

© Comtinue to inhibit the transfer of sensitive nuclear
“material, eguipment and technology. particularly where
the danger of proliferation demands, and to seek agreement
on requiring IALA safeguards on all puclear activities
ir. 8 Num-nuclear-weapon state as a contition for any
significant nev nucler: supply comritrent.

I am also announcing that I will promptly seek the
Semate's advice and consent to ratification of Protocol I of
the Treaty of Tlatelolce.

~he United States will cooperate with other nations in
the peace’:l uses ©f nuclear energy, including civil nuclear
programs tc mect their energy security needs, unier a regime
cf adeguate safeguards and controls. Many friends and
aliies ©f the United States have a strong interest in nuclear
pswer ani have, during recent years, less confidence in the
ability of our nation to recognize their neels.

We must re-establiish this nation as & predictadle and
reliable paittncr for peaceful nuclear cooperation under
afecuate s2feguards. This is essential to our ron-proliferation
gozls. I1f we are not such & partner, othrer countries will
tend to go their own ways and our influence will diminish.
wrig would reduce our effectiveness in gcininq the suppeort
we need it deal with proliferation problems. .

=- ge+2:n Lhis objective, 1 am:
(S tasiructing the Executive Branch ezencies to
cnfertale ir-ediate efforts to ensure exapecitious
action on export reguests and arprovel reguests
unéer agree-ents for peaceful nucliesr cocperation
vhore the necessary statutory reguireTcontis are
ret.

° Reguesting that the Nuclear Reculatory Ce-missien
act cxpecditiously on these matters.

The Aémimistration will elso not inhibit or setback civil
reprocessing and breeder reactor éeveloprent gbread in
nations with sivances nutiear piwer Frogri™s where it €ces
not constitute a proliferation risk.

The United States will support IAEA pPIogra=s end otrer
inter=asicnal cocperative efforts in the arees cf{ nuclear
scfety and environmentelly scuné nuclear waste management,

Te carry ou: thusc pelicics, T an irstructing the
Sccretary of State, work:ng with the other responsible
asencies, to give pracrity attention to efforts to refuce

roliferation risvs, to enhance the internaticnal non-
proliferation regi~e and, consistent with United St2tes

security interests, to re-establish a lealershyip rele for
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FACT SHEET

USITED STATES ¥I3-PROLIFERATION AND
PLACETUL NUCTLEAR COOPERATION POLICY

The President's statement ‘04.{4..t. forth the basic
elements of the Administration's policy on puclear non-
proliferaticn and peaceful nuclear cooperation.

Preventine the svread of nuclear e losives to adéiticnal
countries re-a.ns & funcamenta objective ©2 e United Steates.

The President's statement reflects continuity in U.S.
non-proliferation policy objectives for over three decacdes.
It marks a shift in emphasis from the approach of the previous
Administration, however, on how best to achieve these objectives.
The Administration will seek to pursue non-proliferation
more effectively by placing greater erphasis on:

° the neeZ to imorove regional and clobal stebilisy
ané to resuce mctivations that can move cocuntoies
toward nucrlear explilosives:

o international cooperation as an essentizl part eof

strencthening the international pon-preliferation
tegime; and

c the need to restore the U.S5. as a relie>le nucleer
succlier under an effective recinme of ln!tg;nr!:
anc ncn-pro!z!crntibn contoels.

Policy Guidelines

The President announced several policy guidelines.

g8 The Tnited States will seek to prevent the soread
of nuclear explosives to 8 it.onal countries as a uncdane~=2l
nat.cra. security an ore.cn poiicy objective.

As noted in the President’s statement, further proliferaticon
of nuclear explosives would pose & severe threat to
{~ternational peace, regiomal ané global stability, and

the security interests of the United States and other
countries.

2. The United States will strive to reduce the
motivetior -t BaCCuUiITAN nuclear explos.ves By workine to
obal stacilitv anc to promote
egitimate security coacgrns of other

tates.
e

This shift in emphasis from the previcus Administraticn
means that increasecd recogniticn will de given to the
fact that proliferation is an internacional pelitical MORZ



on the civil nuclear fuel eycle. =The Al-_ziseretic:

vill consider the range.of U.S. éiplozmat.c, econtroc
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ard reticnal security teals to reluce The molo_VERToTo

_ —

cf citer nations to develop Buclear exp.cs.ves.

ve not accepte

as Lavinc prsiounc consecuences

These treaties aXe major cormerstones iz the intermaticnel
pon-proliferation regime. The Presicent alsco anncuncec
that the Administration will promptly Seek the Senzte's
advice and consent to ratification of Prezocel T of

the Treaty Tlatelolco. Thas Protocol CAalls on naticns
outs.de the treaty sone to apply the decuclearizatic:
provisions ©f the treaty to their tersitzries in the

zone. It has been ratified by the Unite? Kizgd:sa anc
the Ketherlands.

The United States ratified Protoceol II to the Treaty el
Tiateloles in 1971. Protocol II basically calls upen
nucleaz-wezpen states to respect the desuclearized
status ©0f the zone, not to contribute &= viclations ¢f
the treaty, and not to use or threaten to use nuclear
wveapcns against parties to the treaty i= the latin
American region. It has also been ratifies2 by France,
the United Ringdom, the Pecple’'s Republic ef China,
and the Scviet Onien.
4. The Urited States will view & material violatich
these t-e2-.e5 Orf AN Lnternaticons. Saieciatcs AcTeeTenT
eI internaticne [TY

exc.cs.cn by a nen-n

Te.aticns, AnNc AlsC view anv nuc.e:”
UCleAC~we2>0Nn St2te WIL greve CChCerm.

continue tO WOIk With other naticns O sLtrencihen

insernaticona

This represents a concern shared by the respensitl

- €
penbers of the intermaticnal community aréd undecslines
the gravity of United States concern. The Ad=izistoecicn
vill work diligently with other countries to preventc
such viclations or nuclear explesicns fzom takiz
place.

B The Unite2 Stztes will stronels

S8 ecCLaTIS Tec.iTe.

This reinforces the cormitment of the United States <=C
paintaining and strengthening IAEA safeguards and
{ncreased sa‘eguards efforts. This is vital to bave
effective nen-proliferation and nucleas ccogeraticn
policies, particularly as the magnituce anc
pensitivity of the IALA tasks are increesiag. The
Administration will suppor: the development by

the LALA ©f improved safecuazds technicues,

rocedures ANC ANStTUMEnIATION, especlielly those
a:zger anc more sophl sicateZ nuclear

MCPI
facilities that are likely to be deployed in the "
coming verrs., .




Tht Am‘u.——-n L L A - 5-r?-'. CLiibe o
under the auspices of the ILALR < deve.cp ellectove

regimes for intermaticmal BlutctiuT BECTESE acd
improved cocperaticn il $TE”° t.. re-ece-ent. It will
also support the econtipuing wiiy cL Wne Ces=attee O

Assurance ©f Supply under IAIS suri.ces.

6. The Dnited States will seer %C vork more
effectively with Otber couni-ses t< e ac-eenent oOn

measures for comdatting the r.sxs CO eration.

-
-
- - .
- - -

To fulfill this objective the Ad=inistration will
work actively with other nations to seek uniform mon-
proliferation conditions for puclear supply. In
particular, the Adsinistration will work to prevent
transfers to non-nuclear-weapon states of any significa=t
puclear material, eguipment OI technolegy that would

pot be subject to IAEA safeguards and to satisfy the
following pelicy guideliny.

7. The United State

s will continue ¢z inhibie the

emancs, anc to see acreenent ©On resuaring
nuclear activities in & non=-nuclear~-veatcnh state &s
& cenciticn ICcr any S.ch.sicant new nuclie: SLSS.LV CemC —==ent.

As with the preceding guideline, the Ad-isistratic:
vill undertake concentrated efforts with ctmel
countries to fulfill this objective.

Ephgnéod Nuclear Cocreraticn

-

The Presifesnt's statexzent alsc stresses tte long~-
standing interest of the United States in cocperating with
other naticns in the perceful uses of nuclea: enesgy, urcer
a regime of peaceful puclear cocperaticsn agreszents and
effective safecuards and controls. As the Presidlent's
statement notes, many friends and allies cf the Unitel States
have a strong isnterest in puclear power ani have, in recent
years, lost confidence in the ability of our nation to
recognize their needs. We need to restcre confidence, trust,
and mutual understanding in the field of intermational
nuclear cooperzticon within the framevork cf effective safe-
guards and controls.

To accorplish this, the President's steteTent sets
forth the objective of re-establishing the United States as
a predictable and reliable partinecs for aceful nuclear

COODeratiOn URCer el.ective Saieguarcs. t notes & key
fesson Tor this position. If other countries go their own

wvays, United Stetes {nfluence will be diminishec and its
effectiveness in geining the necessary suppert to Ceal with
proliferation sroblems will be recducel.

~o attais the cbjective ©f geliable ané preZictable
suerly, e President has:

l. Instructed the Executive Branch ace~cies %o
er-eke immes.ate eI OTLS tc e~s.-¢t exreziticus
acLion on expcert recuests an s=rsvi. Jecuests

(]

B



-8 acreermenz: :CT Peacteful nucle2r cocoeretlcn,
S The REeCEeSsSA™y ST2TLtlIY recellements 4Tt met.

2 |3

he Admimistration Will alse mermally sutherize
resransfers ©f nucleéer material ©f eguipment ‘

that precede use in ‘reacticrs by the time an
export license is issuel.

- Fezuested that the Nuclear Reculatorv Commission
T exPezZitiOUS.lY ON these matters.

In adlition, the President anncunced that the Administration
will not inhibit or setback eivil reprocessin; and breeder
reactor development abroad in mations wvith advanced nuclear
pover prograss where it does not constitute a proliferatieon

risk. This also marks a shift from the approach of the
previcus Ad=inistration.

The President's anncuncement reinforces U.S. suppere
for IAEA programs and other intermational cocperative effcris
in the areas c¢cf nuclear safety and exvircnmentally sound
puclear waste management. This will inclucde support for the
negcotiation ¢f a multilateral convention on nuclear safest
cocperaticn and mutual erergency assistance; sirenj Thenec
internat2cnal cooperation in environmentally soune vaste
manacement: effective phvsical protection ©f nuclear meteriel,
inc.ucing vide adhesence to the Convention en the Pbysxcal
Protection c‘ Nuclear Material; and improved security messuTes
for internaticrnal txans—ozt of plutoniun and highly enTiches ,//’
uraniuz. The Ad-inistration will also enccuzage the substituticn ‘\

©f lower ernriched fuels in research reactors at the earliest
possible date

The PresiZens has instructe? the Secretary cf State,
werking with the cther responsible agencies, to give priorif;
astenticn to effcres to reduce preliferation risks, to©
ertance the intermaticnel non-preliferation regime arng,
censisctent with United States security intecests, to re-

estazlish a leadership role for the UniteZ States in intemacicnal
nuclear alfaics.

Urnder t-is mandate a nuxber of reviews vwill be carried
cut. These include reviews of: '

~= approaches for dealing with noﬁ--roli‘cva*‘c-
and nuclear coopersticn issues 11 specific
cases;

- vha' steps might bDe app.:pr-ato. c:nsit.na*
th United States non-proliferzticn objectives,
tc facilitate or rescve un:ec.ssarj impediments
tc commercial relations in the field of nuclear
energy:

g -t

srlicable lavs, regulations anéd procedures

to cetermine whether changes shoull be sought:
and

- pessible approaches to develop a pore pr ecictatle
pc.icy for exerczising United Stetes rights t2
arrrove reprocessing and plutcniuT use. qﬁf - 7
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September 28, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal
Commissioner Zech

FROM: Carlton Kammerer, Dir
Office of Congressiona rs
SUBJECT: LLOYD/FUQUA HEARING ON HEU/LEU FUEL CONVERSION

On Tuesday, September 25, 1984, the Subcommittees on Energy Research and
Development (Lloyd) and Energy Development and Applications (Fuqua) of
the House Committee on Science and Technology held a hearing to examine
the need for and the impact of requiring research and test reactors to
convert to low enriched uranium (LEU) fuel. A 1ist of attendees is
attached.

In her openin? statement, Chairman Lloyd questioned the necessity of
requiring fuel conversion. She noted a previous attempt to set a
nonproliferation example by halting the development of domestic fuel
reprocessing capability while the rest of the world simply forged ahead
using alternate supply sources.

Following NRC's prepared testimony, Commissioners Asselstine and Berntha)
responded to questions concerning security during transport, security at
the facilities, and the amount of material that would pose a credible
threat. The members generally agreed that NRC's goal is laudable and that
the proposed rule is commendable as 2 progressive action; however, there
was disagreement in the area of cost and impact vs. benefit.

Testimony from the ACRS, other federal agencies, and reactor operators
then followed. Noteworthy comments include:

° NRC's proposed rule is based upon zero risk whereas less restrictive
precautions would lead to acce tabYe risk. These precautions include
use of 40-50% enriched fuel, storage of unirradiated fuel offsite at
DOE facilities, and increased security precautions. (Dr. Mark of
ACRS, DOE, EPRI, TRTR)

&i—)ﬁ‘ f fiqu & f 4 L\ S»&’ | 842196
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{he giversion of irradiated fuel is not considered a credible event.
DOE

NRC may have the best intentions of simplifying the licensing process
for fuel conversion; however, history has shown that simplifying the
licensing process is beyond the capability of the agency as it currently
exists. (NEDHO)

The Federal Government should fund all costs of conversion including
licensing and litigation. (EPRI, NEDHO, TRTR)

1f fuel conversion is forced upon domestic research reactors, some of
them will most certainly shut down even if the costs are funded by the
government., (DOE, NEDHO, TRTR)

Congress should consider exempting NRC from conducting public hearings
on licensing issues related to fuel conversion so as to avoid uncertainty
over litigation and court action. (Dr. Remick of ACRS)

Reactors with lifetime cores should not be required to convert because
of their small fuel inventory, the impracticality, and the fact that
there is no similar requirement on foreign reactors of this design.
(State Dept., DOE, EPRI)

Advanced nuclear R&D capabilities are already gravitating abroad and
forced conversion of domestic reactors will further that trend.
(EPRI, TRTR)

gies of written testimony are available from the Office of Congressional
airs.

tachment:
stated

EDO
OPE
0GC
SECY
RES
ACRS



ATTENDEES
HEARING ON HEU/LEU FUEL CONVERSION

SEPTEMBER 25, 1984

SUBCOMMITTEES: Rep. Marilyn Llogd (D-TN)
Rep. Don Fuqua (D-FL)
Rep. Robert Walker (R-PA)
Rep. Rodney Chandler (R-WA)
Rep. Robert Young (D-MI)
Rep. Claudine Schneider (R-RI)

WITNESSES: (SEE ATTACHED SHEET)
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Hearing on Conversion of Research and Test Reactors
* to Low=Enriched Uranium (LEU) Fuel |

Tuesday, September 25, 1984
1:00 = 5:00 P.M,
Room 2325 Reyburn Mouse Office Buliding

¥itness Llst

Panel 1: LLS. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Honorable Frederick Bernthal
Acting Chairman

Accompanied by:
Honorable Jemes Asselstine
Comm!|ss!oner

Panel 22 mmmmmwmmm

Jesse Ebersole, Chalrman Edwin L. Zebrosky
NRC ACRS Electric Power Research Institute

Accompanied by:

J. Carson Mark, Chalrman

|
|
Subcom. on Safeguards and Securlty
Forrest J. Remick, Member
Banel 3. Agencles

Cariton R, Stolber, Director James S, Kane, Deputy Director
Office of Export and Import Office of Energy Research

Control U.S. Department of Energy
Bureau of Oceans and Interna-

tional and Sclentific Affailrs
U.S. Department of State
Armando Travel|l, Manager
Reduced Enrichment for Res.

and Test Reactor (RERTR) Program
Argonne Netional Laboratory

Panel 43 Rrsesrch and Test Reactor Operators and Users

Robert S. Carter, Chlef A. Franclis DiMegllo
Reactor Radlation Div, Netlonal Organization of Test,
National Buresu of Standards Research and Tralning Reactors
U.S. Dept. of Commerce Center Rhode Island Nuclear Sclence
James J, McGovern Paul J. Turlinsky, Chalrman
Unlon Carblde Corporation Nuclear Engineering Dept. Heads
Medical Products Division Organization

Depart. of Nuclear Englneering
North CarolIina State Unlversity
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January 31, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino

Commissioner Gilinsky

Commissioner Roberts

. Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal

FROM: John E. 2:»% /"

0ffice of Policy Evaluation

SUBJECT: REDUCING FUEL ENRICHMENT AND UPGRADfNG PHYSICAL
PROTECTION AT NON-POWER REACTORS

As requested at the January 26 agenda pnnning sessior, we offer for your
consideration in preparation for the planned February 6 discussion the
following observations concerning LEU conversion and physical protection
upgrading at non-power reactors (NPRs).

Introduction

In light of the State Department spokesman's comment at tic January 27
briefing that further action by NRC to reduce enrichment of the fuel in
licensed U.S. NPRs would have only 2 "marginal™ impact on the U.S.
Government's effort to encourage foreign countries to reduce their NPR fuel
enrichments, it appears that furthﬁr ;gﬂisgim gg,r_ts‘ldcnti?n of reducing ;-
enrichmen . NPRs shou e based primerily on stic safeguards :

w ~ L

As noted by the DOE spokesman at the briefings, it appears trat the use of
LEU fuel in NPRs is feasible for most NPRs. Moreover, assuming that funding
is aveilable, there appears to be general agreement that substitution of LEU
for HEU in NPR fue) would largely resolve the issue of the_adequacy of NPR
safeguards to prevent the theft of weappns-grade material. However, even if
funding were available, there are several additional reasons why 2 conversion
process will take some time. For instance, we understand that conversion
would require additional case-specific licensing safety analyses, may te
limited by the availability of fuel, and is dependent upon DOE's rate of
progress in completing its fuel research program,

L

Contact: e o
g:okie Ong, OPE
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The Commission

The issue then, it seems to us, is whether safeguards protection at NPRs is

sdequate in the short run. In this regard, the briefings on January 27
suggest that the HEU fuel now used i Rs may ;nvo!gi 2 iiiﬁ!!gcanw risk of
xplosive. e 's memorandum of January
suggested further upgrades to Category Category 11 NPR protection
that would reduce that risk. In this memorandum, we summarize in broad terms
present and proposed rules for Categories 1 and 11 NPR fuels to provide @
perspective for considering staff's suggested additiona) requirements. We

then offer for your consideration some observations on the requirements and
possible alternatives.

NPR Safeguards R

In broad terms the present interim rule for Category ! NPRs (those having
more than 5 kg MEU) essentially involves defining specific aress to which
access is limited to individuals whe have been screened and are badged or who
are under escort. A1) with access to such areas are subject to visuel
surveillance and exit searches. On-site personnel would contact off-site
loca] law enforcement (LLE) agencies to respond to suspected theft., However,
those NPRs which can maintain the fuel 2t 2 level of 100 rems per hour a2t
three feet need meet only the requirements for Catspoty l{ NPRs .

The Category ! permanent rule proposed last year would upgrade the present
Category | rule by requiring (through performance standards) an upgraded
“timely" LLE response to suspected theft; enhanced detection systems that are
insider-resistant (e.g., tamper-proof intrusion alarms); and submittal for
approval of plans for security should fuel radiation level fall below 100
rems per hour at three feet. On the other hand, it would provide a further
exemption (to Category Il requirements) if the minimum dose to a potential
thief would be expected to exceed 2000 rems. The only change to Category I
requirements suggested by the EDO in his January 25 memorandum would be to
require a demonstration that the 100 rems/hour criterion would be met.

The existing rule for Category 11 NPRs (those with 1 to 5 kg HEU) differs
from the proposed final Category I rule primarily in that the Category Il
rule would not require insider-resistant detection systems and would not
specify theft response in terms of LLE response time, force size enc
armament, In his January 25 memorandum the EDO suggested a numoer of further
upgradings of the Category II rule, namely, core access barriers (e.g.,
shrouds); reduced fresh HEU in storage; systems resistant to one insider; and
improved systems for communications to the off-site response force.

Under present rules, Category 1 NPR fuel must be shipped in an armored
vehicle, over planned routes, under tamper-proof seals, with seven armed
escorts in armored and escort vehicles. The personnel are screened, the
transport vehicle is searched beforehand, the shipper is notified in advance
and must confirm receipt. There are two-way radios to alert, if necessary, @
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response force. Category Il meterial transportatior coftrols differ
primarily in the fact that there are no special vehicle or escort
requirements, although shipments must be either in decicated vehicles or
under high-surveillance signature service. The staff makes no mention of the
need tc maintain comparable levels of protection for NPR fuel in transit if
Category 11 fixed site protection is strengthened.

OPE Comments

We believe that some further upgrading of NPR safeguards is desirable to |
reduce residue) risks associated with present levels of NPR fuel enrichment.
While, in general, we consider the staff's proposals to be in the right
direction, we offer a few observations for your consideration. First, it
sppears to vs that, while @ requirement for core access barriers might be
excessive if applied, as the staff suggests, nclude Category il NPRs, we do
believe it would be an appropriate measure for consideration for Category I
NPRs. Secondly, for Category I NPRs the Cormission might wish to have the
sta‘f consider the possibility cf requiring that intrusion alarms be
enhanced, including the possible option of temper-proof radiation detection
moritors that would directly alert the LLE. Thirdly, to provide further
consistency with any upgraded requirements for Category Il NPRs, we believe
that, in view of the staff's concern about multiple thefts, the Commission
mey wish to have the sta¢f consider further upgrading Category 11 in-transit
KPR fue) sefeguards to include, e.g., vehicle locks and 2 two-man rule (one
an escort, and possibly armed).

Finally, we do not believe that, as noted in our memorandur of February 3,
1983, the 100 rems/hour at three feet exemption criterfon is soundly based.
In our view such 2 level of radiation is at best & psychological deterrent
only to casual theft; it could not physically prevent knowledgeable and
determinec¢ individuals from carrying out a theft, as could some form of
physice) barrier blocking access to the core. The EDO's January 25
memorandur suggests that a requirement for such & core access barrier be
considered tc protect Category 11 NPRs. (We assume it would 2lso be required
for non-exempt Category 1 NPRs.) If the Catecory Il protections are upgraded
to the extent identified in the EDO's January 25 memorandum, the difference
petween Category | and Category 1! requirements woul¢ be narrowed to the
cuality of the response force anc insider resistance. On that basis roncern
about radietion-exempted Category ! NPRs would be much alleviated. If,
however, the concept of core barriers were not to be adopted, at least for
Category 1 NPRs regardless of their radiation levels, then concern about the
risk of exemption would remain. Moreover, this concern extends to the new
2000 rers exemption criterion provided in the proposed permanent Category 1
rule, that would put Category ! reterials under Category 111 contrcls.
Category 11! protection would not, in our view, offer adequate protection for
reteriels of such inherent significance. ke recommend that raciation-based
exemptions be reconsidered.
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Conclusion

In summary, we believe the Commission should consider, as the staff has
suggested, further short-term upgrading of NPR safeguards. Such upgrading
should be considered independently of further consideration of requiring
reduced NPR fuel enrichments -hic‘. however desirable, can only be done over
2 number of years. We have identifiec a number of features in addition to
those suggested in the EDO's January 25 memorandum which the Commission may
wish to €iscuss with the staff in the briefing now planned for February 6.
The discussidn (in closed session, if use of classified information is
unavoideble) could usefully focus on staff practice in determining safeguards
credit for particular features (such as fuel type) of the present 13 Category
1 and 21 Category 11 NPRs; on staff's genera) assumptions concerning what is
required to separatc enriched uranium from the NPR fuel alloy and to
i11icitly fabricate & nuclear explosive; and on the incrementa’ costs of the
sugoestec new NPR safeguards requirements. Based on those discussions, the
Commission mey ther be able to provide guidance to the steff on what further
measures it may wish to have ther anzlyze. We understand the staff is
preparing & draft of such guidance that should be availeble before the
briefings. Following the briefings we would expect to work with the staff in
revisinc the draft in light of the discussions.

Plaine
. Chilk
. Dircks
. Davis
. Minogue
. Shea

cc:
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