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W. M. mdlerton, Chief April 12, 1963
European Branch, DIA

Charles D. Luke, Chief
Criticality Ewaluaction Br., DLR

PROFOSED FRENCH-UNITED KINCDOM COOPERATION IN CRITICALITY STUDIES.

Please refer to your memorardus of April 1l requesting my comments
on & letter from F. Perrin, CEA, to dr William Penney, U.K. AEA,

concerning & cooperative progrem of exchenging data from eritical
experiments.

The experiments described in 1(b), (¢) and (d) and 2(a) and (b)

vill result in basic and unclassified eriticality data. I am not
familiar with the "Plutonium and Urenium 235 Programmes on Proserpine”
mentioned in 1(e).

Basic eriticality data are in the unclassified litersture. The
subject experiments relate to solutions or alloy plates, and the
application of such data to peaceful or military pursuits is largely
& matter of choice.

I suggest that you ascertain from the Production Division whether
the more refined criticality data would benefit the gaseous diffusion
efforts of the French CEA.

This material contains infurmation affecting the
national defense of the United States within the

& ' : 4 meaning of the espionage laws, Title 13, US.C,,
i ARA Secs. 798 and 784, the Lisusniission of revelation

ot {Q’ l 2%‘1'“ ’Z*Q‘S:)“‘ of wivieh (0 wny manner to an unautherised person
HOCIRLSIICELON AUThQIty/INumLer) in prohibited by law.
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JOINT RELOLUTION ‘

wWhercas the develosnent of nucludr power has led to vuarivus eitorts throughout

the world to institute appropriate pechianisms tor assuring, prompt com=
pensation for any nuv.ear Jdanages in tie event of o nuclear incident;

Whercas the United States has been exercising leadersnip in developing legis-
lative neasures desiyned to assure promnpt and ¢quitable dispesition of
claims in the event a nuclear incident shoulc arise cut of the operaticn
of uuclear equipment by tie United States, s it vvidenced [n particuler

by Secticns lo7 and 170 ot the Atomic Lnergy Act of 1954, as Jmended;

Whereas &n assurance ot prompt availabiliry of compencation tor dumage in
the unlikely event of a nuclear incident arising cut of the cperation
of a U. 8. nuclear powered warship would, in conjunction witn the un-

paralled safety record that has been achieved by U.5. nuclear powered
warships in their operation throughout the world, tacilitate the free

movement of the U.S. nuclear powered fleet:

Whereas it is vital to the nationdl security to gain the ready acceptance
of U.S., nuclear powered warships into friendly foreign ports and
harbors,

Whereas existing legislation ot the United States does not provide an
adequate basis tor extending appropriite assurances regarding prompt
compensation for damages arising cut of & nuclcar incident involving
a U.S. nuclear powered warship.

Now, therefore, be it

PESOLVED BY THE SENATE AND #HOULE OF REPRCSENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA 1N CONGRESS ASSEMBLEL, that it is the policy of the United States that
it will pay, subject to such terms and conditions Js the President may prescribe,
claims or judgments for boaliy injury, Jdeath or damage to or loss of real or
personal property proven to nave resulted from a nucicar incident arising out
of the operation of a U.Z. nucidear powsred warsaip: Provided that the injury,
death, damage or loss wWes not caused by the act ol dn armed torce engajec in
combat or 4s a result or civil insurrection. The President may authorize

the payment of such claims or judgments from any contingency furnds avdilable
to the Covernment or iay cert.ify such cleims or judgments to the Congress for
appropriation of the necessary funds.
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Comrissioners' Meeting with R. Hirsch, B. Goldschmidt, and M. Pescol
of the French CEA

1. Zlowshare
We nave been informed by the French Embassy that Mr. Hirsch wey reice
this geaneral subject although we do not know in what particular context.
There are two possibilities which are not mutually exclusive:

(a) Mr. Hirsch may inquire about the possibility of developing some
type of CEA-USAEC cooperative exchange in the field of poaceful
nuclear explosions in which the CEA would provide us with
infermation on related aspects of the french weapons program Ior
information on our owa Plowshare program.

(b) Mr. Hirsch also might note the current study that the 1AL
actively has underway to define the role that the Azency snould
Gasune in the field of nuclear explosions and may wish to
discuss fwrther developments relating to the IAEA study. At
the recent February meeting of the IAEA Board of Goveraors, +th=z
Director Ceneral was requested to circulate to all member ctates
& preliminary eralysis which he already has prepared on the subjcet
of the Agency's role. Moreover, it was agreed that s couuities
comprised of all Board and interested non-Board members would
meet in Vienna to review the question further. The precise
timing of this meeting will be subject to further consul-atiocss.
As a background paper for the current study, Dr. Exlund also was
asked to prepare & paper summarizing where the technology ol
Peaceful auclear explosions now stands and the rensining exgeri-
mental work that needs to be performed. During the recent IAZ.
Scard meeting in February, Dr. Goldschmidt informed a merbder of
the U.S. delegaticn that the CEA was considering the possibility
of meking some information on French uwnderground tests availeble
to the IAEA for incorporation in the IAEA background paper concerae
ing the status of PNE technology. The French apparently nave
performed some such explosions in different media than we have.

In the event Mr. Hirsch s.3gests a program of Franco-U.S. bilateral
cooperation in this area, it 1s recomuended that the Cownission reserve
its positicn and indicate that we would have to study this question
fwrther., Although the results of the U.S. Plowshare progran are generzlly
unclagsified, we can foresee serious political problems associested with
our cooperating in this field with a country that has neither adhered to
the Liwlted Test, Dag Lyeaty nor signed the NPT, While there way bLe
mafen dés% T@&}ﬁi"ﬁf&ﬁ, the implications are such that we belicve
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would be unwise to give the French any encouragement on thic
point at this time.

On the other hand, we see no reacon why the CEA should not be
encouraged to make the appropriate results from the French under-
ground vest program available to IARA if it believes they have &
vearing in assessing the current status of PNE technology. Franse
is & member of the IAEA and is free to make available to the Ascncy
information on such aspects of its program as it deems appropriate.
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gievs on Uranium Enrichment .
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The French have requested an exchange of views on U.S. and French
policy toward the entry of additional mations into the uranium
enrichment field. .

The French huve been quite negative and skeptical about the UK
tripartite German, Dutch, UK centrifuge project. They heve bas:d
‘nis skepticism on alleged doubts about the technicel and eccnoiic
feasibility of employing the centrifuge (which they characterize ac
¢vill uaprovea) for U-235 production purposes at this time. llwreover,
they Lave expressed strong concerns in private conversations with

V.. officials about any prospect that the project might enrarnce
Luomnany 's sbility to acquire an independent production capubility.
Jeditionally, it seews clear that there is a possible element of
"sour grapes" in the French attitude to the project since it obviously
w.ll serve to jeopardize, if not kill, any plans France might have to
constiruct a new diffusion plant based on French technology to satisfy
@il or a fraction of Europe's requirements. (There have been some

invited to participate in the tripartite project. However, this is
dubious and our recent conversations in London clearly suggest that
the UL, the FRC and the Netherlands clearly have deferred, for tre

time bLeing, extending any invitations to join the project to other

countries. )

In the course of cur conversaticns Messrs. Hirsch and Goldschmidt nmay
reliterate the French reservations about the tripartite veature and
ask us for our views. Their position, on the project, covicusly will
be strengthenmed if they can quote us as beingz negative towards the
eroject. Therefore if the subject comes up it is recommended that
we take the following basically non-committal line which conforms to
contingency statements previously approved by the Conmission for any
public discussions on this item:

(1) The fact that the West Buropeans have been discussing & cooperative
centrifuge project has, of course, been of interest to tie U.S.
Moreover, the fact that European research and developuent in
this field has been conducted also is well known as is the teclai-
cal feasibility of the process.

(2) The USAEC basicelly is in no position to comment on the cconcmic
attractiveness of employing the centrifuge in the Eurcpean
context since this depends om local conditions. Ve can only
taelk about our own situation in this regard. In our viev the
centrifuge is not economically attractive within U.S. conditiocus
and that our cheapest incremental capacity can be obtained by
izproving and expandi’.g our own gaseous diffusion capacity.
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(3) Ve have, of course, elsc followed centrifuge developments from
the staadpoint of their impact ou the problem of Proliferaticn.
We do not belleve the proposed tripartite venture is incensistent
with the Non-Proliferation Treaty since the NPT does not precluce
such developments provided the nuclear materials in these plants

nd their products are adequately safeguarded., We coatinue o
be hopeful that the FRC will 8ign the NPI and that it will te
feasible to conclude a satisfactory safeguards agreement between

the IAEA and Euratowm. Pending the conclusion of such & setise
Tactory agreement we assume that Buratom safeguards will apply
o any centrifuge activities in the territories of the Duratan states.

It 1is not recommended that we volunteer that we have held any discussions
with the UK on this subject. However, if the French inguire directly es
L0 whether such talks have been held, it is suggested that we say the
folloving:

"In keeping with our long-established prectice of consulting

. vith the Britich on Jjoint classification policies* we have
over the recent months consulted with the UK on the clessifi-
cation of the centrifuge and related subjects. 3Both we and
the British share & comuon clussification policy in this area
with the Germans and Dutch. It is the view of the USAEC that
the technology in this field should concimve to remain classified
for the time being." /for the foreseeable future/

* A policy reflected in our 1955 Civil Agreement for Cooperatiocu
with the UK.




Prilosorny of Nuclear Power Development

ur. Hirseh may wish to explore the relationship of goverament

to iandustry &t the present in the U.S. He will be furnished

staffl briefings relating to programmatic, reactor licensing ond
licensing board activities of the USAEC with industry and during
his visit will be talking to several commercial reactor vendore
vat would undoubtedly eppreciate observations of the Commiczsicnerc
in vhis vital area.

It Les become apparent to the CEA and particularly the EDF that
pas-ccoled natural uranium fueld reectors ere not economically
competitive with water cooled slightly enriched U.S. reactors.

In addition to their ges-cooled graphite woderated plants, Irezce
has built a Do0 moderated gas-cooled reactor (EL-4) but has no
exportable product in the power reactor field. There heave cveen

recent indications ¢ interest in sizeabls (700 MWe) PW and BJ plants

alzo in the Canadian CANDU heavy water moderated natural urcniuvs
fueled reactors.
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k. BSafepuards in Fabrication Plants

In attempting to settle on an implementatiocn of fuel fabrication
guleguards that is weaningful and acceptable to member states wund
suppliers (mainly the U.S.) Euratom has had comsiderable difficulty.
The Commission of the Zuropean Communities, and all meuber naticas
but France, are agreeable to the concept of contimuous or “"resident”
luspection. France has voiced strong objection to the concept end
feels the U.C. has rammed it down Euratom's throat. Their mildest
posture is to recommend thet Ewratom accept the concept, under
protest, and apply it only to U.S.-supplied fuel and upon U.S.
insistence.

A recent tack taken by Euratom is to attempt to skirt at least the
verulnology of resident inspection and suggest a three-level schene of
menitoring fuel fabrication and reprocessing plants. This scheue
narnes the degree of intensity of surveillance a function of the fuel
quantity handled. The three levels are:

1. Escentially continuous or daily checking;
2. Monitoring on an ad hoc basis;
3. Annual inventory checks.

Three epproaches to the problem of gaining acceptance of the
ingpecticn requirements are being considered by Euratom. These
are:

. Application for a trial (18 months) period;
Application conly to U.S.-supplied material;
Application on a case-by-case basis to U.S.-supplied
maverial. If the recipient did not agree to continuous
inspection prior to material receipt, the U.S. could
elect not to supply.

w e

From the U.S8. point of view 'wne first of these is the most desirable.
it teuporarily echieves the inspection we feel is requisite, it
avoids treating member pations differently, it puts Ewratcu in 2
scaevhat better position for ITALA Safeguards pegotistions, and it
provides time for future developmezts to influence the position of
Zuratom, wewber states and the U.S.



U.S.-Freach Technical Cooperation

Senior technicel staff of the USAEC and the French CEA had extensive
Giscussions in Vashington on November 13-14, 1963. The purpose of
these discusslons was to provide an opportunity for people with cimilar
technical program interests to get better acquainted and to idcntify
epecilic arcas of mutual interest. Major program areas covered
included reactor technology, reactor systems, fuel reprocessing,

waste monagement, physical research, isotopes development, radiclszical
protection and safety, regulatory procedures, and nuclear materiale
managenent. Summary material covering the various discussicns vas
assenbled end transmitted in draft form to Dr. Goldschmidt, Director
of' Ixternal Relatlions and Programs of the CEA. The discussions
identiried a number of possible future visits, exchanges and other
activitics. One follow-up activity concerning more detailed discussicns
oa nuclear meterial management is being planned for October 1969.

Cooperation in the field of fast breeder reactor development is
proceeding with visite to France by U.S. progran personnel in late
March and in April. Arrangements for discussions are being made Ly
the Sclentific Representative in Paris directly with the CEA. This is
consistent with the desires of Euratom representatives in Brussels
end is indicative of the current uncertain state of the U.S.-furaten
technical exchange arrangement on fest breeder reactors arising out
of the uncertain status of Euratom.
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French Views on Puratom-IAEA Verification (To Be Ruiced in inforaa. Haiis)

we wnderstand that the Germans have been making a vigorous ¢ffort to
persusde the Duteh and the French to agree to the initictiocs of
reliminery talks bvetveen the Buretom Camuission and the Coumanity's
menmber states on the character of the position that Furstca chould
adopt during the procpective NPT safeguards negotiations with the TARL.
This coviously 'cula be all to Germany's advantage, bearing in nind
£he has noU yet signed the NPP. We understand that the Duteh are
egreeeble to the initiation of these discussions but thet the French
h*vc not &s yut agreed.  The matter was reportedly raised, on Manday,
Mareh 10, 1959, by Erandt with Debre but we do not as yet know the
~c.u1,“. Tue Cermens reportedly intend to have the Chencellor tove
the matter up with de Caulle if necessary to obtain a "green light."
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Trhe stalf believes it would be useful for the Commissiomers and

¢ stall {o teke informal private soundings with Messrs. Hirsch
oend Goldschmidt on the current French attitude on this subject. We
should try to ascertain: (&) when the French believe the Euraton
Commiesion should be given a formal mandate to submit recoumendaticas
Lo the member states on this subject; (b) when the French Covernnznt
is likely to give its epproval to the initiation of negotiations
between the Buratom Commission end the IAEA or what position France
is likely to take in this coanection; and (c¢) the detuiled charccter
of any French attitudes concerning the nature of the saleguards
agreexent that should be concluded between the IAEA ard Euraton.

It is unlikely . .7 we shall obtain much insight into detailed
French views cn tiis subject. On the other hand the Freceh might
be prepared to state their general views on the provabl: tine-scale
Jor the developweat of a common Euraton position and the initiation
of Euratom-IAEA negotiations.




