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W. M. Millarton, Chief April 12, 1965
European Branch, DIA
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Charles D. Inke, Chief
Crittoality Evaluation Br., DLR

PROPOSED FRENCH-UNI'DED KIIMD(N COOPERATION IN CRITICALITY SWDIES.

Please refer to your memornedum of April 11 requesting my comusents
on a letter from F. Perrin, CEA, to 31r William Penney, U.K. AEA,
concerning a cooperative progrea of ava h =ing data from critical
experiments. |

) 2he experiments described in 1(b), (c) and (d) and 2(a) and (b)
! will result in basic and unelansified criticality data. I am not

familiar with the " Plutonium and Uranium 235 Programmes on Proserpine"
mentionedin1(a).

|
Basic criticality data are in the unclassified literature. She
subject experiments relate to solutions or alloy plates, and the
application of such data to peaceful or military pursuits is largely
a matter of choice.

I suggest that you ascertain frca the Production Division ubether
the more refined criticality data vould benefit the gaseous diffusion
efforts of the French CEA.
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J' JOINT PICOLUTIONr
.

of nuclear power has led to vario2s et terts throughoutWhereas the develornent
the world to institute appropriate n.echanisms tur assuring prempt com-
pensation for any nuclear daraages in the event of a nuclear incident;

1

Whereas the United States has taeen exercising leader unip in develo}>ing legis- j

lative r.easures designed to assure pro apt and eqaitable dispodtion of |

claims in the event a nuclear incident should arise out of the operatic,n |
I

of nuclear equipment by the United States, as is evidenced in particular
by Sections 167 and 170 o: t he Atomic Energy Act of l'M , as amended;

Whereas an assurance of pecept availability of compensation for daage in
the unlikely event of a nuclear incident arising out of the cperation |

'

of a U. S. nuclear powered warship would , in conjunction with the un-
paralled safety record that has been achieved by U.S. nuclear powered i

warships in their operation throup.hout the world, facilitate the free |
|movement of the U.S. nuclear powered fleet;

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

Whereas existing ler.islation c: the United States does not provide an
adequate basis for extending oppropriate assurances regarding prompt

/ compensation f or dama;;es arising out of a nuclear incident involving
a U.S. nuclear powered warship.'

Now, therefore, be it

PISOLVED BY THE SENATE AND li0dSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA IN CONCPISS ASSEMBLED, that it is the policy of the United States tlut

to such terms and conditions as the President may prescribe,it will pay, subject
claims or judgments for bodily injury, death or damage to or loss of real or
personal property proven to have resulted from a nuclear incident arising outthe injury,of the operation of a U.S. nuclear powered warsnip Provided that
death, domac.e or loss wos not caused by the act of an armed force engaged in

or civil insurrection. The President may authorizeor as a resultcombat of such claims or judgments from any contingency fur.ds availablothe payment
cc eay certif y such claims or judgn.ents to the Cor.greas forto the Governnient*

dppropriation of the necessary funda.
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Commicsioners' Meeting with R. Hirsch, B. Goldschmidt, and M. Pascal
of the French CEA

,

|,

| |

1. Ployshare

We have been informed by the French Embassy that Mr. Hirsch cay raice
thic ceneral 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 come
typc of CEA-USAEC cooperative exchange in the field of peaceful
nuclear explosions in which the CEA vould provide us with
information on related aspects of the French weapons program for
information on our own Plowshare program.

(b) Mr. Hirsch also might note the current study that the IAEA |

actively has underway to define the role that the Agency chould
accume in the field of nuclear explosions and may wish to*

discuss further developments relating to the I/2A ctudy. At
the recent February meeting of the IAEA Board of Governorc, the
Director General was requested to circulate to all member ctatec
a preliminary analys!c which he already has prepared on the subject
of the Agency's role. Moreover, it was agreed that a ccamittee '

;

comprised of all Board and interested non-Board members vould
moet in Vicnna,to review the question further. The precice
. timing of this meeting vill be sub,$ect to further consultationc.
As a background paper for the current study, Dr. Eklund also was
asked to prepare a paper summizing where the technology of
peaceful nuclear explosions now stands and the reme.ining experi-
mental work that needs to be performed. During the recent !AZ/.
Socrd meetins in February, Dr. Goldschmidt informed a member of
the U.S. delesation that the CEA was considering the poscibility
of making some information on French underground tests available
to the IAEA for incorporation in the'IAEA background paper concern-
ins the status of PNE technology. The French apparently have
perforced some such explosions in different media than we have.

In the event Mr. Hirsch sc3 gests a program of Franco-U.S. bilateral
cooperation in this area, it is recommended that the Commission re:erve
its position and indicate that we vould have to study this questicn
further. Although the recults of the U.S. Plowchare program are geners.lly
unclassified, ve can foresee serious political problems acsociated with
our cooperating in this field with a country that has neither adhered to

NEk N U b D [O Y N8#,DM,nor signed the NPI.
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vould be unwisc to Give the French any encouragement on thic
point at this time.

,

On the other hand, we ace no rencon why the CEA chould not be
encouraged to make the appropriate results from the French undcr-
ground test program available to TJCA if it believes they have a
bec. ring in accessing the current status of PNE technolccy. France
is a member of the I/2A and is free to make available to tho / coney
infornation on such aspects of its program as it deems appropriate.
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2. Vieva on Uranium Enrichment .

The French have requested an exchange of views on U.S. and French-

policy toward the entry of additional nations into the uranium
i

,

enrichment field. l.

The French have been quite negative and skeptical about the E*

tripartite German, Dutch, UK centrifuge project. They have bc.ced
this skepticism on alle6ed doubts about the technical and economic
feasibility of employing the contrifuge (which they characterico as

|still unproven) for U-235 production purposes at this time. Mcc cover, 1

they have expressed strong concerns in private conversations uith
U.S. officials about any prospect that the project might enhance
Cecrr.ny's ability to acquire an independent production capability.
luiditionally, it seems clear that there is a possibic element of

!"cour grapes" in the French attitude to the project since it obviously '

vill serve to jeopardize, if not kill, any plans France might have to
construct a new diffusion plant based on French technology to satisfy
all or a fraction of Europe 's requirements. (There have been some
inconclusive rumors, some very recently, that the French have been
invitod to participate in the tripartite project. Eovever, this is
dubious and our recent conversations in London clearly suggest that
the UK, the FRG and the Netherlands clearly have deferred, for the,,

time being, extending any invitations to join the project to other
countries.)

In the course of our conversations Messrs. Hirsch and Goldschmidt may
reiterate the French reservations about the tripartite venture and
ask us for our views. Their position, on the project, obviously vill
be strengthened if they can quote us as being negative towards the
project. Therefore if the subject comes up it is recommended that
we take the followin6 basically non-cctznittal line which conforms to
contingency statements previously approved by the Co= ission for any
public discussions on this item:

(1) The fact that the West Europeans have been discussing a cooperative
{

centrifuge project has, of course, been of interest to the U.S. !

Moreover, the fact that European research and development in
this field has been conducted also is well known as is the techsi- ;

cal feasibility of the process. )

(2) The USAEC basically is in no position to co==ent on the economic
attractiveness of employing the centrifuge in the European |
context since this depends on local conditions. We can only |
talk about our own situation in this regard. In our view the )
centrifuge is not economically attractive within U.S. conditions
and that our cheapest incremental capacity can be obtained by
improving and expandir.qg our own gaseous diffusion capacity.
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(3) We have, of course, also followed centrifuge developments frcs-
the standpoint of their impact on the problem of proliferation.
Me do not believe the proposed tripartite venture is inecnsistent
with the Kon-Proliferation Treaty since the NFf does not preclut.e
such developments provided the nuclear materials in these plcnts
and their products are adequately safeguarded. We continue to
be hopeful that the FRG will sign the NFf and that it vill be
feasible to conclude a satisfactory safeguards agroe=ent between
the Is.En and Euratom. Pend 1.ng the conclusion of such a antis-
factory agreement we assume that Euratom safeguards vill apply

|to any centrifuge activities in the territories of the Euraton states.
|
|

It is not reco= mended that we volunteer that we have held any discussions !
vith the UK on this subject. However, if the French inquire directly as !
to whether such talks have been held, it is suggested that we say the
followin6:

"In keeping with our long-established practice of consultin3 |

|- vith the British on Joint classification policies * ve have
over the recent months consulted with the UK on the cicasifi-
cation of the centrifuge and related subjects. Both we and
the British share a common classification policy in this arca
with the Germans and Dutch. It is the view of the USAEC that
the technology in this field should concint'e to re=ain classified
forthetimebeing."[f'ortheforeseeablefuture]

.

* A policy reflected in our 1955 civil Agreement for Cooperation
with the UK.
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.3 Itilocophy of Jiuclear Power Development

Mr.? Hirsch may.vish to explore the relationship of govern: cent
to industry e.t the present in the U.S. He vill be furniched
staff briefincs relating to programmatic, reactor licensing cnd
licensing board activities of the USAEC with industry and during
hin visit vill be talking to several cocraercial reactor vendorc
but vould undoubtedly appreciate observations of the Com:aisnicnere
in this vital area.

It has become apparent to the CEA and particularly the EDF that
cas-cooled natural uranium fueld reactors are not econo =1cally
competitive with water cooled slightly enriched U.S. reactors.
In addition to their gas-cooled graphite moderated plants, France
hac built a D 0 moderated gas-cooled reactor (EL !+) but has no2
exportable product in the powcr reactor field. There have been )
recent indications 'c interest in sizeabic (700 MWo) FW and El pl::.nta l

also in the Canadian CANDU heavy water moderated natural uranium-

fueled reactors. j
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4. Safeguards in Fabrication Plants

In attempting to settle on an implementation of fuel fabrication
*

safeguards that is meaningful and acceptable to member states and
)suppliers (mainly'the U.S.) Euratom has had considerable difficulty. |

The Co*4ssion of the European Communities, and all member nc.tions
but France, are agreeable to the concept of continuous or "rcoident"
inspection. France has voiced strong objection to the concept cnd
feels the U.S. has rammed it down Euratom's throat. Their mildest
posture is to recommend that Euratom accept the concept, under
protest, and apply it only to U.S.-supplied fuel and upon U.S.
insistence.

It recent tack taken by Euratom is to attempt to skirt at least the
terminology of resident inspection and suggest a three-level schece cf
monitoring fuel fabrication and reprocessing plants. This scheme
makes the degree of intensity of surveillance a function of the fuel
quantity handled. The three levels are:

"
1. Es::entially continuous or daily checking;
2. Monitoring on an ad hoc basis;
3. Annual inventory checks.

Three approaches to the problem of gaining acceptance of the
inspcotion requirements are being considered by Euratom. These
are: -

.

1. Application for a trial (18 months) period;
2. Application only to U.S.-supplied material;
3. Application on a case-by-case basis to U.S.-supplied

material. If the recipient did not agree to continuous
inspection prior to material receipt, the U.S. could
elect not to supply.

From the U.S. point of viev w e first of these is the most desirable.
It temporarily achieves the inspection ve feel is requisite, it I
avoids treating member nations differently, it puts Euratom in a !

scmouhat better position for IAEA Safeguards nesotiations, and it
provides time for future developments to influence the position of
Euratom, member states and the U.S.

.
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5. 'U,.S.-French Technical Cooperation

Senior technical staff of the USAEC and the French CF_4 had extensive
discussions in Washington on November 13-14, 1968. The purpose of
thoso discussions was to provide an opportunity for people with cimilar
technical prosram interests to get better acquainted and to. identify
specific areas of mutual interest. Major program areas covered
included reactor technolosy, reactor systems, fuel reprocessing,
vaste management, physical rescarch,' isotopes development, radiolr?ical
protection and safety, regulatory procedurcs, and nuclear materials
management. Summary material covering the various discussions was
assembled and transmitted in draft form to Dr. Ooldschmidt, Director
of Enternal Relations and Programs'of the CEA. The discussions
identified a number of possible future visits, exchanges and other
activities. One follow-up activity concerning more detailed discussions
on nuclear material mnm gement is being planned for October 1969

Cooperation in the field of fast breeder reactor development is
- proceeding with visits to France by U.S. program personnel in late*

March and in April. Arrangements for discussions are being cade by
the Scientific Representative in Paris directly with the CEA. This is
consistent with the desires of Euratom representatives in Brussels
and is indicative of the current uncertain state of the U.S.-Etu atcm
technical exchange arrangement on fast breeder reactors arising cut
of the uncertain status of Euratom. |
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o.
French Vieve on Euratom-IAEA Verification (To hse Raiced in 6 formal Talls:)) '

.

Uc understand that the Ger=ans have been making a vigorous effort to
persuade the Dutch and the French to agree to the initiation of
preliminary talks between the Euratom Corz:lission and the Con:ninity'c
=ctber states on the character of the position that Euratcm chould
adopt during the precrective NPT safeguards negotiations with the IJJJ..
Tnis obvioucly would be all to Germany's advantage, bearing in nind
che has not yet cigned the NFT. We understand that the Lutch ar3
agreeable to the initiation of these discuscions but that the French
have not as yet agreed. Tne matter was reportedly raiced, on 2.bnday,
P. arch 10, 1969, by Erandt with Debre but we do not ac yet know the ,

i

results. The C-ermana reportedly intend to have the Chance 11cr take I
the matter up with de Gaulle if necessary to obtain a " green light."

Tr.c ctaff believes it would be useful for the Commissioners and
the staff to take informal private soundings with Messrs. Hirsch
and Goldschmidt on the current French attitude on this cubject. We"

chould try to nacertain: (a) when the French believe the Euratcm
Commiccion should be given a formal mandate to subm.it recoamendationc
to the member states on this subject; (b) when the French Governreat

!

,

is likely to give its approval to the initiation of negotiations
between the Euratom Commicsion and the IAEA or what position France

jis likely to take in thic connection; and (c) the detailed character |

of any French attitudes concerning the nature of the s.afeguards
agreement that should be concluded between the IAEA and Euratom.

It is unlikely . A ve shall obtain much insight into detailed
French views on this subject. On the other hand the French misht
be prepared to state their general views on the probablo tine-ccale
for the development of a co= mon Euratom position and the initiation
of Euratom-IAEA negotiations.
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