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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 19, 1976

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR: BRENT SCOWCROF T
JAMES M, CANNON
JAMES T. LYNN

X

FROM: JAMES E. CONNOR }/—f"’“’w
SUBJECT: Nuclear Policy -- Issues and Problems
Requiring Attention and Potential Policy

Statement

The President has reviewed your memorandum (undated) on the
above subject and has directed that responsibility be assigned

jointly to Scowcroft, Cannon and Lynn to develop and carry out
a plan to accomplish the necessary work in cooperation with all
the agencies concerned.

Please follow-up with the appropriate action.

cc: Dick Cheney

Digitized from Box C44 of The Presidential Handwriting File at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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Note: Since the P. only approved
the 3rd ax recommendation, Jim C.
dictated how memo to Scowcroft,
Cannon and Lynn should be done.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 13, 1976

MR PRESIDENT:

Nuclear Policy - Issues and Problems
Requiring Attention and Potential Policy
Statement

The attached joint memorandum prepared by Brent
Scowcroft, Jim Cannon and Jim Lynn was staffed to
Messrs. Buchen, Marsh and Seidman. Additionally
a copy was staffed to Elliot Richardson in his capacity
as _Chairman of ERC Executive Committee. They all
concur in the general direction of the memorandum.
Their comments are attached at TAB D.

Jim Connor



THE WHITE HOUSE DECISION

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRENT SCO OFT@
JIM CANNO
JIM NN
SUBJECT: NUCLEAR POLICY - ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

REQUIRING ATTENTION AND POTENTIAL
POLICY STATEMENT

This memorandum:

- Identifies nuclear export and weapons proliferation,
reprocessing and waste management problems requiring
early attention.

- Summarizes growing Congressional, public and media
concern about these problems, including restrictive
legislation now moving through the Congress, criticism
of the Administration and the potential for more of
both in the months ahead.

- Suggests the need for a major effort over the next
six weeks to develop and evaluate several potential
policy and program actions, followed by a Presidential
statement on nuclear policy by mid-September.

ISSUES
The principal issues presented for your consideration are:

- Whether you wish to direct that the necessary effort
be undertaken over the next six weeks to develop and
evaluate proposals and present them for your con-
sideration;

- Whether you wish to approve, tentatively, the concept
of a major nuclear policy statement in September; and

- If so, where to assign responsibility for assuring that
all necessary work is carried out and issues and a draft
statement are presented for your consideration.
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BACKGROUND AND STATUS - NUCLEAR POLICY

The acceptability of commercial nuclear power passed a major
test with the defeat of Proposition 15 in California. Also,
we expect that your uranium enrichment proposal will soon

be approved by the Congress, paving the way for expansion

of capacity and thus resolving the principal remaining un-
certainty at the "front end" of the commercial nuclear power
cycle. Some gquestions continue to be raised about the
adequacy of uranium supply, mining and milling capacity

and nuclear safety, but these appear to be manageable
problems -- with primary responsibility in industry and

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). However, these
front-end problems are aggravated by the uncertainties
associated with nuclear fuel reprocessing and waste handling
and storage as described below. The development of advanced
nuclear technologies (e.g., breeder) is adequately funded in
your budget proposals.

However, several major interrelated nuclear power and pro-
“liferation issues are now facing us and these are drawing
increased attention in the Congress, public and media. These
involve:

- U.S. policy on nuclear exports and safeguards to reduce
the potential for weapons proliferation.

- U.S. policy with respect to reprocessing of spent fuel
from commercial power plants to recover plutonium and
unused uranium, and the commercial demonstration of
technology.

- The adequacy of U.S. plans for the safe handling and
storage of nuclear wastes, particularly assurances
that repositories will be available for long-term
storage of long-lived and high-level wastes.

The potential solutions for these problems are intertwined;
e.g., we cannot resolve policy on reprocessing by other
nations until we know how we are going to handle the problem
in the U.S. The issues involve both domestic and national
security considerations and they affect both the continued
acceptability of nuclear power in the U.S. and our position
as a major free-world supplier of nuclear equipment and fuel
for peaceful purposes. Maintaining our strong position as

a free-world supplier is one of our best means of controlling
proliferation. '
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PUBLIC, PRESS AND CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS AND QUTLOOK

While the California Proposition failed, other referenda
involving restrictions on commercial nuclear power have
qualified for November ballots in Washington, Oregon, and
Colorado. These referenda together with three restrictive
laws passed in California prior to the moratorium vote, will
keep attention focused on unresolved reprocessing, waste
management and proliferation issues.

Concern about proliferation has lead to a number of restric-
tive provisions in bills now moving through the Congress -
most of which require additional Congressional review of
nuclear exports. These requirements will introduce more
uncertainty and delay, give potential foreign customers new
doubts about the reliability of the U.S. as a supplier of
nuclear equipment and materials, and thus hamper U.S. efforts
to impose rigid safeguards against proliferation.

Congressional developments, including recent strong criticism
from ‘Congressman John Anderson is summarized at Tab A.

The number of press articles is increasing and the tone is
~growing more critical. Press attention focused particularly
on the recent actions by the NRC on export licenses 1nvolv1ng
Spain and India. (The role and activities of the NRC is also
summarized at Tab A.)

NATURE OF THE EFFORT NEEDED

ERDA Administrator Seamans has recommended (letter at Tab B)
undertaklng a major program to provide nuclear fuel repro-
cessing in the U.S., permlttlng foreign participation in
this activity, and using this program as the centerpiece of
a major Presidential statement on non-proliferation.

We agree that actions on reprocessing should be considered
but we believe that a more comprehensive approach should

be taken when developing proposals and a draft statement
for your consideration. The paper at Tab C outlines in
more detail the scope of the problems requiring considera-
tion and identifies a number of possible actions, all of
which require further development and evaluation before
they are presented to you for consideration. We also
believe that an effort should be undertaken immediately,
particularly in view of the growing concern in the Congress.

In view of the complex nature of the issues involved, a

number of agencies will need to be involved and will need

to devote resources to the effort. These include: ERDA,
State, ACDA, NRC and, to a lesser extent, Interior, EPA,
Commerce, FEA and CEQ. YUky



RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

That you direct that work begin immediately to develop
and evaluate the potential initiatives described
briefly in Tab C (and others subsequently identified),
with decision papers presented to you by August 30.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

That you tentatively decide to issue a major statement
on nuclear policy or send a message to Congress in
mid-September.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

That you assign responsibility jointly to us (Brent
Scowcroft, Jim Cannon, and Jim Lynn) to develop and
carry out a plan to accomplish the necessary work
in cooperationwxfth all the agencies concerned.

)

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

A 74 ]







PRINCIPAL CONGRESSIONAL AND NUCLEAR

REGULATORY COMMISSIONS (NRC) ACTIONS RELATING

TO NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND REPROCESSING

CONGRESSIONAL. Principal Congressional actions --

including legislation passed and pending and a sampling
of recent criticism -- are as follows:

A.

A 1974 law requires all bilateral "agreements for
cooperation” involving significant nuclear exports
be submitted to Congress for a 60-day period of
review. This was stimulated by concern over Israeli
and Egyptian nuclear accords.

The Military Aid Bill includes a prohibition (the
Symington Amendment) against military assistance
to countries which furnish or receive nuclear

. reprocessing or enrichment facilities not under

multinational control or IAEA safegquards.
Restrictions could be waived by the President
in individual cases upon specific findings --
subject to disapproval by a joint resolution of
the Congress within 30 days. ‘

The ERDA 1977 Authorization bill includes an amend-
ment (still subject to final wording in conference
after July recess) requiring Congressional approval
of the first exports of nuclear fuel or equipment
to any country that has not signed the NPT or is
not covered by a Congressionally-approved agreement
for cooperation.

The House International Relations Committee is
expected to report an amendment to the Export
Administration Act which would require prohibi-
tions against reprocessing of fuel exported by
U.S. or burned in U.S.-supplied reactors, unless
the Secretary of State certifies that there would
be at least a 90-day warning before material could
be used in a nuclear device.

The Senate Government Operations Committee reported
a bill (s. 1439) on May 14 sponsored by Senators
Glenn, Ribicoff and Percy, which (a) shifts addi-
tional executive branch nuclear export responsibility
to State Department and the independent Nuclear
Regulatory Commission from ERDA and Commerce
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Department and (b) makes the Congress the referee
in disputes between State and NRC over the granting
of export licenses. This bill was referred to the
JCAE and Foreign Relations for 60 days, which
period has now been extended through the end of
August. Several Administration witnesses have
testified against the bill and Secretary Kissinger
was expected to testify on June 29 but his testi-
mony has been delayed. The JCAE is pressing the
Administration for alternative proposals.

F. On June 25, Congressman John Anderson publicly
blasted "the White House" for not moving fast enough
to resolve problems relating to reprocessing, nuclear
exports and proliferation. (This occurred despite
our attempts to keep his staff thoroughly informed
of Administration efforts.)

G. Congressman Anderson has since written to JCAE
Chairman Pastore urging extensive hearings over
the next two months -- with the objective of
pressing the Administration for answers on re-
processing, nuclear exports and proliferation
issues. (We have been advised informally by
Anderson's staff that he probably would agree
to urge Senator Pastore to delay hearings if
the Administration plans to come forward with
new proposals.)

H. Senator Ribicoff has been a persistent critic for
the past two years of what he believes is inadequate
executive branch action on reprocessing, nuclear
exports and proliferation. Over the past four weeks
he has been pressing particularly hard with respect
to U.S.-supplied materials (heavy water) in the
Indian reactor used to produce material for the
device exploded by India in 1974. He will almost
certainly use the State Department responses to
press his case even more.

IT. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION. The NRC now plays a
major role in nuclear exports and will decide whether,
when, and under what conditions reprocessing will be
permitted in the U.S. The NRC role has become particu-
larly important because:
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Inadvertently, the final responsibility for approving
nuclear exports was allowed to be vested in the
independent NRC rather than the executive branch.
This resulted from the September 1974 law which
created ERDA and NRC.

The NRC has just announced decisions on licenses

to export a reactor to Spain and an interim supply
of fuel for the Tarapur reactor in India. The

NRC decisions, including the strong dissent of one
Commissioner have been made public. There appears
to be agreement within the NRC that additional
controls are needed but there is sharp dispute as

to whether additional controls -- beyond those in
existing agreements -- should now be imposed as

a condition of licenses issued under existing
agreements. The view of the dissenting Commissioner
is getting support in the press and from some members
of Congress.

The NRC is now working on an environmental impact
statement necessary to its decision -- expected in
early 1977 -- as to whether to permit wide scale
use of plutonium as reactor fuel. This and sub-
sequent decisions on the licensing of reprocessing
facilities will have a major impact on the desir-
ability, feasibility and economics of nuclear fuel
reprocessing. (The decision will also have an
impact on the viability of the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor (LMFBR) which would be fueled with
plutonium and which is a major factor in the
economic justification for reprocessing of spent
fuel elements to recover plutonium and unused
uranium.)






ITEM WITHDRAWAL SHEET
WITHDRAWAL ID 00797

Collection/Series/Folder ID No. .....

Reason for Withdrawal
Type of Material

Creator's Name
Receiver's Name
Description ...
Creation Date
Volume (pages)
Date Withdrawn

.....

ooooooooooooooo

ooooooooooooooo

ooooooooooooooo

004700458
NS,National security restriction
MEM,Memo(s)
Robert Seamans
President
re federal nuclear policy
06/09/1976
4

05/19/1988






II.

IT7T.

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL NUCLEAR POWER PROBLEMS
AND POSSIBLE RESPONSES: NUCLEAR EXPORTS,

REPROCESSING AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Nuclear Exports and Proliferation

A.

B.

c.

D.

Current Problems

Principal Existing Measures Affecting
Nuclear Export Policy and Control of
Proliferation

Administration Response Thus Far

Additional Actions for Development
and Evaluation

Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing and Spread of
Reprocessing Technology

A.

B‘

cC.

Background
Current Problems
Actions Taken or Underway

Additional Actions for Development
and Evaluation

Nuclear Waste Management

A.

B.

C.

Background
Current Problems
Actions Taken or Underway

Additional Actions for Development
and Evaluation

Jdo 77 &

10

10
11

12

13



SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL NUCLEAR PROBLEMS

AND POSSIBLE RESPONSES: NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND

PROLIFERATION, REPROCESSING AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

I. NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND PROLIFERATION

A. Current Problems

l.

Growing Congressional, press, and public concern
about nuclear weapons proliferation.

Concern is focused primarily upon the greater
availability of plutonium which is extracted
from "spent" fuel elements (i.e., the process
referred to as "reprocessing"). Once separated
plutonium is available, very little time --
hours to days -- is needed to make a nuclear
weapon. Concern has continued to grow since
India exploded a nuclear device in 1974.

Growing concern that current U.S. activities to
safeguard against diversion of plutonium for
weapons purposes 1S not adequate.

Attention is now focused on exports of nuclear
materials and equipment. Some feel that existing
controls (detailed below) have been barely ade-
quate for safeguarding reactors and are simply
not adequate to guard against diversion of
separated plutonium, particularly if it is
accumulated in excess amounts.

The U.S. position in the foreign market for nuclear
equipment and materials is weakening.

This is resulting from (a) the lack of uranium
enrichment capacity, (b) growing strength of
foreign competition for nuclear equipment and
fuels, (c) uncertainty as to U.S. policy on
nuclear exports due to our divisive internal
debate, and (d) potentially, delays resulting
from Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) control
of export licenses and growing Congressional
review requirements. As the U.S. loses foreign
orders to other suppliers, the U.S. also loses
its leverage to obtain rigid safeguards agreements.
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Perception in the media that the Administration is

complacent about potential diversion of plutonium
from commercial nuclear power plants abroad.

Overall, our controls generally are more rigorous
than those applied by most other suppliers, but
this has not helped in the current debate. Also,
Canada's recent action in cutting off nuclear
relationships with India and imposing strong
safeguard controls in connection with its exports
has set a tough standard of comparison.

Principal Existing Measures Affecting Export Policy

and the Control of Proliteration.

l.

NPT

Approximately 100 nations have signed the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) foreswearing activities
leading to the proliferation of weapons. Several
important nations have not signed, including
France, India, Pakistan, Israel, South Africa

and Brazil.

Bilateral "Agreements for Cooperation" between
the U.S. and about 30 other nations importing
nuclear equipment and materials from the U.S.

These agreements specify safeguards that are to
be maintained.

IAEA

International Atomic Energy Agency establishes
safeguards standards and has some inspection
capability.

Supplier Discussions

State Department is leading negotiations with
other supplier nations, seeking agreement to
impose more rigid safeqguards. There has been
some success achieved, but no agreement to
defer the export of reprocessing facilities
until more effective controls are developed.

New International Convention

The U.S. is exploring a new international nuclear
physical security convention and other steps to
upgrade physical security standards worldwide.
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Pressure on Customer Nations

The U.S. brought pressure on the Government of
South Korea to cancel its order with the French
for a reprocessing plant and is applying similar
pressure on Pakistan to forego acquisition of a
reprocessing plant, but with less success.

Congressional and press criticism of export
policies of West Germany and France continues
strong even though both countries claim they

are conforming to guidelines recently developed
jointly by supplier nations. Germany still has

a commitment to supply enrichment and reprocessing
technology to Brazil and France is committed to
supply a reprocessing plant to Pakistan. Nature
of commitments to others, such as South Africa,
are unclear.

Administration Response Thus Far

The Executive Branch has responded to the above in
several ways, but the actions (a) have been piece-
meal and largely defensive, and (b) appear inadequate
in the face of current Congressional and public
attitudes. Responses include:

l.

Secretary Kissinger summarized U.S. non-
proliferation efforts in testimony in opposi-
tion to the Glenn-Percy Nuclear Export
Reorganization Bill (S. 1439) before the Senate
Government Operations Committee. ERDA, ACDA,
and other Administration witnesses gave sup-
porting testimony. Administration witnesses
have also testified before JCAE, except for
Secretary Kissinger who is expected to appear
soon.

Informal attempts are being made by State, ERDA,
and others to limit the scope of restrictions
and of Congressional review requirements in
pending bills (e.g., Military Aid and ERDA
Authorization).

An Executive Order was recently issued setting

up procedures for getting a coordinated Executive
Branch position (State, ERDA, DOD, ACDA, and
Commerce) on nuclear export licenses pending
before the NRC. (State Department notifies

NRC of the coordinated Executive Branch position.)
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Additional Actions for Development and Evaluation

Several ideas have surfaced for possible alternative
responses to the current situation. Each involves
significant issues that require development and
evaluation before being presented for decision.
Possible actions identified thus far include:

l.

Significant hardening of U.S. attitude on nuclear
exports safeguards required before exports are
permitted.

There appears to be divided views on this. Some
probably will argue that past and current controls
are as good as can be achieved and/or that tougher
U.S. positions, taken unilaterally will not be
effective recognizing that the requirements we
impose are already tougher than those of most
other suppliers with whom the U.S. competes for
nuclear markets. Others will argue that anything
the U.S. can do unilaterally or in cooperation
with others that will help reduce the opportunity
for proliferation is worth doing, recognizing the
threat. Steps that might be considered to achieve
a harder and consistent policy include:

a. Strong public message —-- to supplement
diplomatic channel efforts now underway --
to other supplier nations (France and
Germany) emphasizing the need to curb
proliferation and urging them to: (1)
stop supplying reprocessing or enrichment
technology to other nations, and (2)
adopting more rigorous safeguards
requirements.

b. Head of State meetings to carry out (a),
above. . -

c. Move to renegotiate safeguards controls
under existing agreements for cooperation
as a condition for further exports, par-
ticularly giving the U.S. a veto on whether
and where any fuel irradiated in U.S.
reactors is reprocessed.
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d. In addition to other actions, but not a
substitute for, appoint a panel of experts
not now involved in U.S. nuclear export
activities to review past and current
practices and submit recommendations to
you for improvements.

Intensify efforts to discourage reprocessing

(in the U.S. and abroad) until better controls
(technological and institutional) can be worked
out. (This needs to be considered in connection
with domestic reprocessing issues, discussed in
I, below.)

If this policy approach were to be taken,
consideration would have to be given to:

a. Expanding storage for "spent" fuel elements,
possibly making storage available to other
countries.

b. "Buy back" of spent fuel elements.

c. Finding ways to replace the energy value of
the plutonium and unused uranium in the spent
fuel elements (which is in the range of 10-30%
of the total energy value if reprocessing and
recycle of plutonium was permitted).

d. Other incentives to discourage the separation
of plutonium through reprocessing.

As a means to discourage the spread of reprocessing
centers, provide U.S. reprocessing services to
foreign countries.

This depends on development of reprocessing in
the U.S. since we currently have no commercial
reprocessing in operation.

a. Assist U.S. industry in demonstrating
reprocessing and related technology
(plutonium conversion, waste handling,
safeguards), as discussed in II, below.
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b. Urge or require U.S. firms planning to
provide reprocessing services to dedicate
a portion of their capacity to serve
foreign needs, thereby potentially
satisfying foreign needs for many years
without the construction of reprocessing
plants abroad.

¢. Go beyond #2 above by offering to allow
other governments to participate in the
operation of the first expected reprocessing
plant (Barnwell, South Carolina) as a demon-
stration of the concept of a multi-national
reprocessing center.

d. Determine alternatives to returning plutonium

to foreign reprocessing customers -- such as
substituting energy equivalent of reprocessed
fuel in the form of enriched uranium.

Propose international storage for excess plutonium.

IAEA has authority to establish repositories for
excess nuclear materials. The U.S. could propose
that this authority be implemented, that all
nations store excess plutonium in such repositories
and indicate that the U.S. would participate with
the deposit of its excess plutonium.

Intensify efforts to strengthen IAEA safeguards.

a. Make available advanced U.S. safeguards
technology to other nations and the IAEA.

b. Consider further strengthening of IAEA
safequards, expanding the proposal for
a $5 million - 5 year voluntary U.S.
contribution announced by the President
on February 26, 1976.

IT. NUCLEAR FUEL REPROCESSING AND SPREAD OF REPROCESSING

TECHNOLOGY

A. Background

l.

The principal driving forces behind the desire
to establish a U.S. industry to reprocess "spent"
fuel elements from commercial power reactors

are to:
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a. recover and reuse the plutonium and unused
uranium from elements (with energy value of
10-30% of initial fuel input).

b. provide plutonium to fuel liquid metal fast
breeder (LMFBR) reactors once they are used
commercially.

c. reduce irradiated fuel and associated waste
products to most manageable forms.

Technology for reprocessing has been demonstrated
in AEC (now ERDA) operations.

Consistent policy followed that the reprocessing
step in the nuclear fuel cycle is the responsi-
bility of industry. Government sponsors R&D.

The principal driving forces behind the spread of
reprocessing technology and equipment worldwide
are:

a. Competition among the suppliers of nuclear
energy reactors for sales in third countries;

b. Desire on the part of recipients of the
technology and equipment to place as large
a part of the nuclear fuel cycle as possible
under their own national control;

c. desire by some for a nuclear weapons
capability.

Current Problems

l.

Demonstrating Technology in Commercial Operations

There is not now any commercial reprocessing
capacity in the U.S.:

a. One plant that was operational (Nuclear Fuel
Services) in Western, N.Y., is closed down
and probably will not reopen.

b. A $70 million plant built at Morris, Illinois
by GE is never expected to operate due to
technological problems.
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c. A $260 million plant, including only initial
storage and separations stages of reprocessing,
has been built in South Carolina by Allied
Chemical and General Atomics (AGNES). Its
actual operation depends upon:

- obtaining an NRC license;

- either (a) storage of separated plutonium
in liquid form, or (b) construction of a
$150 million conversion facility, for
which Government assistance may be needed;

- construction of a $350 million waste
solidification and packaging facility.

Licensing

Licensing of reprocessing facility depends upon
resolution of a number of issues now pending
before the NRC in one major and several other
issues. The principal issue is whether to allow
widespread recycling of plutonium. This depends
upon resolving safety, environmental, economic,
and safequards issues -- which are being covered
in a Generic Environmental Impact Statement which
should be completed by early 1977, with an NRC
decision in mid-1977.

Alternatives

The NRC statement almost certainly will have to
deal with alternatives to reprocessing, some of
which (such as indefinite storage of irradiated
fuel) have not been fully studied. Also, the
extent of the economic advantages of reprocessing
depend upon the likelihood and timing of com-
mercial breeder reactors. (The construction of
the first demonstration reactor at Clinch River,
Tennessee, has not begun, is behind schedule and
is growing in cost.) Assuming reprocessing and
recycle is permitted, NRC will have to issue
complex safety, environmental and safeguards
standards and guidelines. A thorough assessment
of these factors has not been completed.
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4. Decisions needed

Decisions are needed on whether and when to
reprocess so that investment decisions can be

made by industry to build either: (a) reprocessing
facilities, or (b) additional storage facilities
for spent fuel elements. One or the other and
maybe both are needed to handle spent fuel from
plants already in operation. The absence of

firm plans is a factor in utility and utility
commission decisions on nuclear power and in
nuclear moratoria referenda.

5. Barnwell Facility

The consortium building the Barnwell reprocessing
facility is experiencing financial problems due
to higher costs and uncertainty about the future
of reprocessing. Abandonment of the operation

is conceivable.

C. Actions Taken or Underway

1. ERDA

a. 1977 Budget. The President's 1977 Budget
included funds for additional R&D needed
for reprocessing. It also contemplated a
supplemental to fund some kind of assistance
program to encourage construction of repro-
cessing facilities, once the right course
of action was decided upon. (In practice,
it may not be possible to implement a program
until NRC decides on recycling of plutonium.)

b. Program Development. In February, ERDA
solicited expressions of interest from
industry on plans for providing reprocessing
and on the types of assistance that might be
necessary or appropriate (with emphasis on a
minimum Federal role). Over 30 reponses
were received and ERDA is now considering
those in the development of its proposed
program.

2. NRC is proceeding with hearings on the completed
portions of the plutonium recycle generic impact
statement and is completing the remaining
portions -- all headed toward a decision in
mid-1977.
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3. ACDA, ERDA, and State are working to define the
concept of a multinational reprocessing center
and considering the possibility of some kind of
foreign participation in the Barnwell facility.
The desire for non-proliferation benefits has
already attracted some Congressional support
for assisting Barnwell to serve foreign users.

D. Additional Actions for Development and Evaluation.
Resolution of questions about domestic reprocessing
is key to any major nuclear policy announcements.
A major effort will be needed to sort out reprocessing
issues.

1. Immediate action to complete the development,
analysis, and evaluation of the following:

a. The need for, timing of, and alternatives
to reprocessing. This should provide a
basis for executive branch (non-regulatory)
decisions as to whether and when reprocessing
should be encouraged. (Note that a decision

to defer reprocessing might influence other
countries to do the same.)

b. Alternative ways for the Government to work
with industry to provide reprocessing
capacity, assuming that we will proceed
domestically with reprocessing.

2. Explore the potential for various forms of
foreign involvement in domestic reprocessing
facilities -- as outlined in I(D) (3) (pg. 5).

III. NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT

A. Background

1. Government policy has, since early 1970's, been
that the Federal Government would take responsi-
bility for long-term storage of high level wastes.
Private industry is responsible (subject to
regulation) for handling and packaging of wastes
and delivering them in a prescribed form to a
Federal repository for long-term storage.
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Government policy has regarded the handling and
storage of lower level radiocactive wastes as an
industry task, subject to Federal or State
regulation. Some problems have emerged but
these probably can be resolved within existing
arrangements.

Approaches to long-term storage have been
considered and then rejected: storage in the
salt mine in Kansas and a temporary near
surface storage facility. The program for
developing acceptable approaches and providing
a permanent repository heretofore has had
relatively low priority.

There seems to be general agreement that
technology is available to permit safe long-
term storage, but there is a long way to go
before a respository is in place and ready
to receive wastes.

International plans and standards for disposal
of nuclear wastes have not been adequately
addressed.

Current Problems

1.

The major task facing the Federal Government

is finding an acceptable location(s) for a
repository, constructing it, and opening it

to receive wastes. Current assessments sug-

gest that such a repository should be in place

by 1985 and it is not clear that current plans --
which involve at least five Federal agencies --
will result in achieving this objective.

Finding a location for a repository acceptable
to residents of the region selected will be
a difficult task.

Related problems involve sorting out the roles
and responsibilities of the several agencies
involved; particularly, ERDA, NRC, EPA, and
Geologlcal Survey, and providing some continuing
needs for inter-agency coordination.
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The absence of convincing plans to have a ,
high-level repository in place are contributing
to: (a) the efforts by nuclear power opponents
to slow down nuclear power, and (b) questions
by utilities and utility commissions as to the
desirability of committing to more nuclear
plants.

Expected increase in nuclear wastes worldwide
between now and 1990 will require development
of international plans standards.

Actions Taken or Underway

1.

ERDA

a. 1977 Budget. The President's 1977 Budget
includes $65 million in outlays (compared
to $12 million in FY 1976) to proceed with
a waste management program. A large share
of these funds will be used for exploratory
drilling of various kinds of geologic forma-
tions around the country in order to find a
suitable location for a pilot repository
and operational repositories.

b. Technical Alternatives and Generic Environmental
Impact Statement. ERDA has published an
extensive technical alternatives document and
is proceeding with development of the necessary

~generic environmental impact statement covering
waste management with the objective of issuing
a draft statement early in 1977 and a final
statement late in 1977.

NRC is working on waste handling, packaging,
transportation, and storage regulations and
an associated environmental impact statement
with the objective of completing work in 1978.

Interagency Task Force. An OMB-lead interagency
task force is evaluating the schedules and the
interagency relationships among the five agencies
principally involved: ERDA, NRC, EPA, Geological
Survey, and CEQ. This group's work has already
identified potential obstacles that would prevent




13

having a repository available when needed. The
problems include: (a) sequencing of each agency's
activities so that information will be available
to others when needed, (b) overlapping functions
between NRC and EPA, and (c) continuing inter-
agency coordination.

Additional Actions for Development and Evaluation

l. Develop a firm plan setting out all major
actions which must be taken over the next
ten years and when they will occur -- covering
all forms of nuclear waste.

2. Develop a clear statement of roles and
responsibilities (including solution of
overlap in EPA and NRC functions), and
develop arrangements for continuing inter-
agency coordination.

3. Consider the extension of our domestic waste
management plans and solutions internationally,
perhaps through one or more of the following:

a. Offer to make waste handling and storage
technology available to other nations.

b. Offer to investigate international waste
disposal sites, either independent of or
in conjunction with reprocessing arrangements.

This will require consideration of controversial
issues such as the storage in one country of
wastes resulting from nuclear energy used in
another country.






THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230
July 14, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES E. CONNOR
SECRETARY TO THE CABINET

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR POLICY PAPER FOR THE PRESIDENT

Thank you for providing me a copy of the
subject memo for the President. Pursuant to our
conversation on July 12, I provided copies to
members of the ERC Executive Committee on an "Eyes Only"
basis for their prompt comment.

As of this point, no significant disagreement
with the memorandum for the President has been identified.
Attached, for your information, are selected comments
from ERC principals.

Frank Zarb and I--along with other members
of the ERC--do feel strongly on one bureaucratic point
which is relevant to the follow-on work required. That
is: given the subject, "Nuclear Policy," and given that
the ERC has a working cabinet level committee on nuclear
policy, and given that this committee has been dealing
specifically with most of the issues raised in the
subject memorandum, we feel it would be appropriate,
sensible, and in all likelihood more efficient, if the
ERC were to be intimately involved in the follow-on
analysis. We would hope that the memorandum for the
President would be modified to reflect this view.

W

Elliot L.. Richardson

Attachments



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

July 14, 1976

SEEREP -~
Dear Elliot:

I have reviewed the draft memorandum to the
President which you forwarded to ERC members on
July 12th.

The Department of State places great importance
on strengthening US non-proliferation policies, and
both Secretary Kissinger and I have personally sought
to move these policies forward. As outlined in Tab
C of the Presidential memorandum, the US has under-
way or planned a wide range of bilateral, multilateral,
and international non-proliferation efforts -- not
only in response to Congressional concerns, but as
initiatives aimed at reducing the dangers and insta-
bilities associated with the further spread of nuclear
explosives capabilities.

The prospect of a Presidential nuclear policy
statement in mid-September can serve to provide
political impetus at the highest level to our non-
proliferation efforts. It can also demonstrate the
relationship between our domestic nuclear decisions
and our international nuclear objectives. We have
some concern, however, that the intermingling of
domestic and international nuclear policy issues in
a Presidential statement could lead to a real or
perceived emphasis on domestic issues, thereby weak-
ening the non-proliferation impact of such a statement.
We believe, therefore, that we should reserve our
judgment, pending further study of concrete ideas, as
to whether there should be a single statement covering
both areas, separate statements, or some other alter-
natives.

The Honorable
Elliot L. Richardson,
Secretary of Commerce.

SECRED—~

DECLASSIFIED

AUTHORITY R&C - e PHE- /- /. 3-3 5/5/08

BY_M__NARA, DATE _[/¢/ 09
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It should be recognized that not every element
of a non-proliferation strategy would be suitable
for inclusion in a possible Presidential statement.
Many of the elements identified in Tab C of the
Presidential memorandum are best pursued through
diplomatic channels and could be jeopardized by
public discussions, while others may not be ready
for the President to surface in September.

One of the central elements for potential in-
clusion in a Presidential statement is the proposal
by Dr. Seamans to provide nuclear fuel reprocessing
services for foreign customers in the US and possibly
to permit foreign participation in such a facility.
While this proposal has a number of positive aspects,
there remain key issues which must be resolved before
this initiative can be considered for a Presidential
statement. In this connection, I have attached for
your information my reply to Dr. Seamans' request for
comments on his June 9th letter to the President.

Under the arrangements recommended in the Memo-
randum to the President, the Department of State is
therefore prepared to support and participate in the
proposed interagency endeavor which would evaluate
potential nuclear policy initiatives suitable for
inclusion in a possible Presidential statement, with
particular attention to exploring the question of
how our national reprocessing decisions can support
our international non-proliferation objectives.
Within this context and working with other interested
members of the National Security Council, we would
of course continue to take the lead in developing
nuclear non-proliferation policy initiatives for
consideration by the President.

Personal regards,
Sincerely,
Charles W. Robinson

cc: Brent Scowcroft

“BECREP
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UNITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

July 13, 1976

Honorable Elliot L. Richardson
Secretary of Commerce
Washington, D. C. 20230

Dear Elliot:

This is with respect to the draft memorandum to the
President concerning '"Nuclear Policy -- Issues and
Problems Requiring Attention and Potential Policy
Statement' which you circulated to ERC Executive
Committee members for review and comment.

In my judgment, few matters are more essential to the
security of this nation and the world than prompt
resolution of reprocessing and related nonproliferation
issues. At the same time, however, few matters are more
complex. For this reason, it is vital that the best
possible effort be mounted within the Administration to
examine these interrelated issues in the most responsible
and effective way. It is not clear from the draft
memorandum how such an effort would be managed but, for
our part, ERDA fully supports the effort and stands ready
to devote whatever resources are necessary to assure its
swift and successful completion.

With respect to the language of the draft memorandum, I
believe a few changes, set forth in the attachment to
this letter, are necessary to correct a possible
misunderstanding of my June 9 letter to the President.
The draft implies that I recommended a "major program in
reprocessing." This is not the case. I recommended that
the U.S. undertake a major initiative in this area, listed
several possible features of such an initiative, and
requested a Presidential direction for a speedy and
coordinated study which would become the centerpiece of a
truly comprehensive Presidential policy on nuclear power

O\,UTIO,V

X\
& %
3 Z
S) m
T, =z
%, <
% ~2
7776-101° o



and nonproliferation, including such matters as nuclear
exports and waste management. The language changes set
forth in the Tab more accurately reflect my recommenda-
tions to the President, and make clear that a policy
with respect to reprocessing is essential to -- and
interrelated with -- the disposition of related non-
proliferation issues.

Sincerely,

lg.t.

Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
Administrator

cc: Honorable James Connor
Secretary to the Cabinet



Requested Changes in Draft Memorandum
to the President on Nuclear Policy

Page 3, 4th paragraph:

Delete paragraph

Insert:

"ERDA Administrator Seamans has recommended
(letter at Tab B) undertaking a major study
to develop reprocessing and related non-
proliferation initiatives to be available

to you as soon as possible. Such an
initiative could have several features
including foreign participation and could

be used as the centerpiece of a major
Presidential statement on nonproliferation.”

Page 3, 5th paragraph:

Delete first sentence

Insert:

"We agree that such a study is needed and
would recommend a more express inclusion

of nuclear exports and other nonproliferation
approaches in its scope."

R



Jim -
Received this after the package went/up.
What to do?

Trudy



COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS
WASHINGTON

ALAN GREENSPAN CHAIRMAN
PAUL W. MacAYOY

-~ BURTON G.
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July 16, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES E. CONNOR

FROM: Paul W. MacAvoy %

SUBJECT : Cannon-Scowcroft-Lynn Memorandum
on Nuclear Policy

CEA agrees that a broader approach should be taken
to international nuclear power development and security
than in the Seamans proposal for an international joint
venture in fuel reprocessing. But we do not believe that
the draft memo and draft Presidential letter place
enough stress on the need for analysis of projected
economic effects of proposed alternative fuel handling
and storage systems. The economics of costs and benefits
have to be evaluated as well as the relative security of
one or the other system. Moreover, the tradeoffs of
reprocessing for mining of new material and for secure
storage of old material have to be made more explicit.
CEA and other agencies concerned with benefit-cost
analysis should be more involved in the necessary work
and CEA should be included as particpating (at the bottom
of page 3).
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THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

July 12, 1976

NOTE FOR MEMBERS OF THE ERC EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

S"IBJECT: Attached Memorandum for the President

The attached is provided for your review
and comment to my office by mid-day Wednesday,
July 14. Please note that it is "Eyes Only"--
we are anxious that there not be leakage on
this subject.

Elliot L. Richardson

Attachment
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WASHINGTON

DECISION

MEMORENDUM FPOR: THE PRESIDENT » B

FRO : - JIM CANNON R
' BRENT SCCWCROFT
JIH LYNY :

SUBJECT: . - RUCLEAR POLICY ~ ISSUES AND PROBLES
REQUIRING ATTENTION ZAND POTENTIAL POLICY
STATEMENT e o

This memorandum:

. Identifies nuclear export, reprocessing and waste
- Management problems requiring early attention.

. Summarizes growing Coagressional, public and media
concern about these problems, including restrictive
legislation now moving through the Ceongress, criticiszsm
o the Administraiion and the potential for more of
both in the months ahead. ’

. Suggests the need for a major effort over the next six
weeks to develop ang evaluate several potential policy
and program actions, followed by a Presidential statement
on. nuclear policy by mid-September. ' S
ISSUES

The principal issues presented for your consideration are:

. Whether you wish to direcct that the necessary effort be
undertaken over the next six weeks tc develop and evaluate
proposats and prosent them for your censideration;

. Whether you vish {o approve, tentatively, the concept of

o prlicy statoment in Septemboer; and

. i PR aoologn responsibility for assuring thas
all naocomoary wor: g carriad oult and issucs and a draft
stateii. il aue proconeed for your considoration.

e e DR OAF T e e ol




T“"""”“H“Z‘ AN STINLS - NICTERAR POLICY

commerxcial nuclear pover pasced a major

test with ol ;LouJuLtqu 15 in Califeornia. nLloo,
we expaect uranivme enrichmaent proposal will socn be
apnroved b ”Ss, paving the way feor crpan:ion of
capacity an olving the principal remaining uncsrtainty
at the "fr the commcrcial nuclear power cycle.

ue to be raised about the adeduacy of
¢ and milling capacity and nuclear
saxety but appear to be manageab sle pTObJCus -- with
primary r“spon51bllaty in. industry and the HNiclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). The development of advanced
nuclear technologies (e.g., breeder) is adequately funded
in your bndgct proposals.

UT ]‘JlU.. Suis

However, several major nuclear power issues are now -facing

. us and these are drawing increased attention in the Congress,,

‘public and media. These involve: : ,

o V. 8. pollcy on nuclear exports and safeouards to redace
the potential for weapons prollferatlon.

. U.S. policy wiith respect to reprocessing of spent fuel
from commercial power plants to recover plutonium and.
unused uranium, and the commercial demonstration of

technology.

"« The adeguacy of U.S. plans for the safe handling and
storage of nu“lCar wast c ; particularly assurances
that repositories will be available for lo pq term

ste

storage of long-lived and high-level was

The potenitlial solution for these problems aré intertwined;
e.g., we cannot resolve policy on reprocessing with respect
to exports until we know how we are going to handle the
problem in the U.S. The issues involve both domestic and
national security consicderations and they affect both the
continues cceptab111 .y of nuclear power in the U.S. and -
our positlon as a major free-world supplier of nuclear
equipment and fuel for peaceful purposes.

PUBLIC, PREFS AND CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS AND OUTIOOK

While the California Proposition failed, other relerenda
involvinge restricuions on conmercial nuclear vower have -
gu2lificd Lo Hovembar rallots in Werzhington, Grogon, and’

Coloradc
laws possad in Californ‘f prior to the moratoriua vote,
vill keon ctiontion fosnsced on unrezolved reprocessing,
waste wanagenent and proliferation i :

Theso referenda together with three restrictive |,
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iferation has lead to a number of
J in hills now moving throuch

Concern akcout pro
= cvi 3
¢ 0f which reguire adgditional

restrictive pros

A
the Corgroess -—- mo

Congrassicral review of nuclear exports These
requirciicnts will introduce nmore uncaeritainty and delay,
give potentiel foreign custoners new doubts about the
reliability of the U.S. as a supplier of nuclear -
equipnent and mataerials, and thuse hanper U.S. efforts
to imposec rigid safeguards. :

Congressional developments, including recent’ strong
criticism from Congressman John Anderson is summarized
at Tab A. , :

The number of press articles is increasing and the tone

is growing more critical. Press attention focused
particularly on the recent actions by the NRC on export .
licenses involving Spain and India. (The role and

activities of the NRC is also summarized at Tab A.)

NATURE OF THE EFFORT NEEDED

ERDA Administrator Seamans has recommended (letter at
Tab B) undertaking a major program to provide nuclear
fuel reprocessing in the U.S., permitting foreign
participation in this activity, and using this program
as the centerpiece of a major Presidential statement

©on non-proliferation.

We agree that actions on reprocessing should be considered
but we believe that a more comprehensive apprecach should

be taken when developing proposals and a draft statement

for your consideration. The paper at Tab C o6utlines in

more detail the scope of the problems requiring consideration
and identifies a number of possible actions, all of which
require further development and evaluation before they are
presented to you for consideration. We also believe that

an effort should bLe undertaken immediately, particularly

in view of the growing concern in the Congress.

In view-o0f the complex nature of the issues involved, a
nuniber of agencies will neod to be invelved and will

nced to devote resources to the effors. These include:
ERDA, State, ACDD, NRC and, to a lessor cextent, Interior,

Ty Y A JPp P e I P
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FLCOMMBNDA T UNS

1.

That you direct that work: begin - imnediately to develop
ard evaluate the potential initiatives described
briefly in Tab-C (and others subsequently identified),
with decision papers presented to you by August 30.

.

APPROVE , DISAPPROVE

That you tentatively decide to issue a mhjor statement

on nuclezr policy or send a message to Congress in
mid-September. .

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

" That you assign responsibility jointly to us (Brent

Scowcroft, Jim Cannon, and Jim Lynn). to develop and
carry out a plan to accomplish the necessary work in

‘cooperation with all the agencies concerned.

APPROVE - DISAPPROVE



TAB A

Principal Congressional aciions -- including

GRESS IOI.AL

B.

lglation passed and pending and a sampling cyiticism --
as follows: : .

A 1974 law reguires all bilatcral "agrecments for

cooperation” involving significant nuclear exports
be submitted to Congress for a 60-day period of
review. This was stimulated by concern over
Israeli and Egyptian nuclear accords.

The Military Aid Bill includes a prohibition (the
Symington Amendment) against military assistance

to countries which furnish or receive nuclear .
reprocessing or enrichment facilities not under
multinational control or IAEA safeguards.

Restrictions could be waived “3 the President

in individual cases upon specific findings --

-1f the waiver is not then overriden by Congress

within 30 days.

The ERDA 1977 Authorization bill includes an amendment
(still subject tc final wordiny in conference after.
July recess) regquiring Congressional approval of the
first exports of nuclear fuel or eguipment to any
country that has not signed the NPT or is not

covered by a Congressionally-approved agreement

for cooperation. - '

.The House International Relations Comhittee is expected
~£0 report-an-amendment-+0 thé Export- Aamlnlstratlon;'

Act which would require prohibitions against
reprocessing of fuel exported by U.S. or burned
in U.S.-supplied reactors, unless the Secretary
of State certifies that there would be at least
a %0-day wearning before material could be used
in a nuclc T dCVJc

Thc-S nete Governmant O“ﬁ tions mittee rnvdﬁLeq
a bill (S. 1439) on iiay 4 :
Glﬁrn Ribicoff and Peroy, wh RIS
dditionzl) executive hranch J;CION“ CuMOri
respon31011¢ty to Staote Deperumaont K
independent Naclear Regulatory Commiscion from
ERDA and Comrorece Doparvtment and (b)) zoles the
Congrass tho rafcree in diepaios )
and NRC ovar the grventing ol oo
'j’h:i.“ bill wos weferyed to the Wi oy FOredo
Relations Lon €0 duyro, which p-nd noew Do

extended through the ond of Auvsust.  Scoveral

oo

D=4

-
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OT!’"iiJ)C““(”' have testified agoinst
Secretary wissinger was cv"rc*ﬂd to
testify -on Junc 29 but his testinmony has been
delayed. Thz JCAL is prassing the Ad mJ“J°+*aL10
for altcrna_~"e pJOﬁosal

’J‘

On June 25,‘Congressman John Andercon publicly
blasted “"the VWhite Housc" for not moving fast

enough to resolve problers relating to reprocessing,

n

nuclear exports and proliferation. (This occurrcd
despite our attempts to keep his staff thorcughly

informed of AdmlnxstLaL1P1 cLLov S.)

Congressman Znderson has since written to

JCAE Chairman Pastore urging extensive hearings
over the next two months -- with the obleclee
of’ presslng the Administiration for answers on
repLoce351ng, nuclear exports and proliferation

issues. {[We have been advised informally by .

Anderson s.staff that he probably would agree
to urge Senator Pastore tO delay hearings

Af the Administration plans to come fo*zurd

with new proposals. )

P

Senator Ribicoff has beep a persistent critic

for the past tvo years of what he believes-is

. inadequate executive branch action on reprocessing,
nuclear exports and prolifcratiOn. Over the pas

t

four 'weeks he has been pressing particularly hard

with respect to U.S. -supplied materials (heavy
water) in the Indian reactor used to produce

material for the device cuploded by India in 1974.

He will almost certainly use the State Depar;nen
responses“LG press ‘hi's ‘Gase ‘even mo*e., ser e

«--* . o' . .-

NULLEAR --\EGULATO‘\Y COM_’-‘EISSIO". The NRC now plays a

t .

major role in .nuclear exports and will decide whether,
when, and under what conditions reprocessing will be
permitted in the U.S. The IEC role has bhecone partlcul“"ly
important because: '

A.

Inadvertently, the £i

nucloah cHpores was allceoed to he vestfi in the
independent KiC vather than the exccu iye branch
This resulted from the Scptember 1974 1“” vhich
created ERDA and WRC.

The RRC has juslt announced decisions on liconses
o

to ecxport a veuctor te &rain and an interim  sup
of jucl fior Lho Yarapor rcaector in India. Yhe »
decisicns, ircloding thoe stroeng disseont of one

Cormmisaionar have heen male po TR, &}":‘u
to bo agrceemont within Lhoe NRC

.

ry

nal responsibility for approving



- viability of the liquid metal fast

-3

controls are needed but there is zhavn diunnte as

to wihiother adlitional controls —- Leyorns +hose in
existirng agroizoonts - - ﬂhﬁ“?d Lo e Lupoucd as

a comditicon of licenscs igsued vnrier cxisting
a«r:a“;nts. Thoe view ol the Gisnenting Cornissioner
ig guetting support in the press 4 from sonme
memboers of Conyress. .

The MRC is now working on an ervirommentol inpact
statement necessary to its decision —-— expected in

early 1977 -~ as to whether to pevrmit

use of plutonium as reactor fuel. Thi
decisicns on the licensing of revioces
will have a major impact on the desi:e
feasibility and econcmics of nulccar

(The decision will also have an ;mprc

]

92
n o=

(LMFBR) which would be fucled wiih P
is a major factor in the economic just
reprocessing of spent fuel elCMCuL~ to

R‘G(') rf"}h

'and unuoed u*anlum )

wide scale

S and subseqguent

sing facilities
JJLLY
uel reprocessing.
on the
zedar reactor
tonium and which

ification for
recover plutonium
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SEAMAYS LETPER TO T, PRESIDENY
PROVIDED EARLIER. IT'S CLASSTPIED

“CONFIDENTIAL



UNITED STATES 0OROT.
,ENEP.GY RESEARCH AND DEVELOFMENT /‘.DP».-?”\“STRATIUN

\v‘/»’«SlH.’iGTUN, D.C. 20545

COJUN 8 urs QLF
. DECLASSIFIED
- S '..omuAc 9EC. 3.6

"The President , , ‘ RS ', ~ : :
The White House | "wum ?[‘J[oo
Dear Mr. President: B T SRR

I believe there is an opportunity and ga need for the United
. States to take a major initiative to resolve uncertainties
that now exist in the nuclear fuel Cycle and to reduce the
risk of international proliferation of special nuclcar
materials. This opportunity, if successfully pursued, would
complete your evolving nuclear policy and could be the central

feature of a major Presidential Message.

Background:

Until recently, Federal nuclear policy: (1) stressed Government
funding of enrichment Plants; (2) assumed that reprocessing of
Spent nuclear fuel and recycling of Plutonium and uranium would

be accomplished in the private sector without Government Support;
and (3) placed less stress on safeguards against theft or diver-
sion of nuclear material than now seeps Wise,

Your initiatives in the past two years have substantially re-
formed this policy. Specifically You have: :

- Limited the Federal role in enrichment by Supporting
Private entry as the best means for assuring addi-
tional enrichment Capacity;

«  Increased Government'rescarch in reprocessing and
. recycling so that safe and secure private facilities
could be demonstrated; : '

- Sponsored g major Govcrnmont-program to demonstrate
the safe lanagement and disposal of nuclear waste;
and .

+ Increased stress on materials and pPhysical safequards
at both Government-ownod and private lacilities
licensod by the Nuclaar Regulatory Commission.

ey 2 conocn e
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These measures will greatly strengthen the nuclear fucl

. €ycle and our controls over the handling and utilization of

plutoaium in this country. Yet, despite substantial progress,

a final and crucial issue remains unresolved -- the nced to
control carefully the world's supply of plutonium. Among
the factors bearing on this issuc are: .

. A recent court decision most likely will prevent the
- Nuclear Regulatory Commission from licensing private
reprocessing facilities that would produce plutonium

- . for recycled use until approval of the generic

environmental statement on mixcd oxide fuels, probably
years from now, ’ ,

. Uncertainty is growing among other nations about the
United States as a reliable supplier of reactors and
fuel because of (1) final decisions on export licenses
‘now rest with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and
(2) recent amendments to nuclear legislation indicating
firm Congressional intent to review individual nuclear
‘initiatives with the private sector. ' -

. Other supplier nations are developing national re-

" processing and recycling capabilities, and some are
under pressure commercially to sell plants to other
countries desiring to build an integrated indigenous

nuclear power capability, for example, Iran and Brazil.

This trend could multiply the chances of theft or _
diversion of plutonium and could lead to a dramatic
increase in the number of nations with nuclear weapons.

- -Multinational regional reprocessing centers have been

suggested as a means for rinimizing this proliferation. .

However, the technical, logistical and political
feasibility of the idea has yet to be demonstrated.

A

. -

Recommendation: : o IR .

I believe the time is at hand for the United States to address
this basic issue with a major initiative. Such an Initiative

wight have the following featurcs:

Se he v e smras . T
m
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« An offer to supplier and consumer states. to join
with the United States to demonstrate the viability
of a multinational reprocessing approach using the
United States as the demonstration site. The question
of excess plutonium and disposal of nuclcar waste
resulting from the reprocessing requires further
exploration to optimize the attractiveness to both
.the host and participating nations. o '

+ A call upon supplier nations to suspend temporarily
the export of reprocessing technology until the
fmultinational centers or other cifective controls
have been agreed to.. I have already suggested this
to the Secretary of State in a letter dated May 13,
1976. o - :

... A commitment to employ in the multinational centers

and to make available advanced United States safe-
guards and security.technology. .

The key to the initiative is a willingness of the United States
to offer reprocessing. and recycling services to other nations
and to open our facilities to international inspection, The .
facility could well be a new plant or a partially completed
private plant at Barnwell, South Carolina that was financed

by a consortium composed of Allied Chemical, Gulf 0il Corpora-
tion and. Royal Dutch Shell. Arrangements for serving foreign
needs from this facility would, of course, have to be worked
‘out, however, it is anticipated that the consortium will have
an ‘interest in a governmentally-encouraged demonstration.

In any event, the United States could provide some funding and-
appropriate technical assistance and suarantees for the
establishment of an international reprocessing facility ‘in

the United States and invite those nations which would utilize
the services of such a facility to provids a pro rata share

of opevating cxpenses. Of course, a successful international |
demonstration, under ths auspices of the United States, would.
also materially assist in the development of our domestic
reprocessing capability over the long run as increasing nuclear
power production results in nceded new reprocessing facilitics.




e
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Such an initiative could beccome the ccnterplccc of a truly
comprehensive Presidential policy on nuclear power and non-
proliferation.

.

Decision:

If you approve, I will pursuc and intensify work with appro-
priate dcpartmcvts and agencies to devclop a rccommended
nuclear reprocessing initiative to be available to you as
soon as possible.

Respectfully yours,

% S - S
Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
Administrator

cc: Elliott Richardson
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Honorablec Robert C. Seamans,

Administrator

Jr..

Energy Rescarch and Devnlopmﬂnt
Administration
D. C. 20545

Washington,

o

Dear Bob:

.
[ T T S PP \\»\allb&u.t. JLD‘I\}!

to letter of Junc 9, 1976 [
Robert C. Scamans, Jr.)

g0 803

I agree in principle with the concepts. outlined in your letter

to me of June 9, 1976, and direct you to procead on an acceleratcd

ba31s and in coordination with the Encrgy Resources Council to

review and develop in further detail the pollcy initiatives that

I should undertake with respect to nuclear rep;ocessxng and related

non—prollferatlon'matters.

In fhis-régard, ygu_should include in your analyses (1) a re-

examination of the valldlty, nece551ty, and de51rab111Qy of

rcproce551ng spent nuclear fuel;

a - nmultination

.(2) further definiticn of how

al reprocessing_demonstration,center-in~the'United

States would be established and operated, including the role of

IAEA; and (3) optimum means for handling cxcess plutonium

resulting from the reprocess

in addition, it would bhe well to
b

1]
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as waste

could provide

Lo b2

adopt
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management which,

the (ramcewo X

and enunciated

for

in

address other nuclear probleaus
alongwith reprocessing initiatives,
a coaprehensive clear policy

2-3 nontxs.
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Please strive to complete this revicw and forvard your
recommendations to ne by August 15, 1976,

SinCCrely,

—

The President
Cc: Elliott Richardson ' |
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P POLTS

A

Curr

oni Proklems

1.

3

Growing Congressional, press, and puplic .concern

about nucliear weszpons prolife Jatlon.

‘Concern is focused grzlarll3 upon the greater

avallablllty of plutonium which is exntracted from

"spent" fuel elements removed from nuclear power
reactors (i.e., referred to as repfo”oqawng) '
Concern has continued to grow since Indla exploded.
a nuclear device in 1874.

Growing- Cﬁncerﬁ thzt current U.S. activities to
safeqguard agalinst ¢iversion of plutonium 0¥ weapons
purpoavu is not adaJuate.

Attentlon is now fccused on exports of nuclear

materials and equ1oweht. Some feel that existing
controls (detailed below) have been barely adeguate
for safeguarding reactors and are simply not ugbquaﬁ

~to guard against divarsion of ;ona:atcd pluteonium,

. . enrichment capac1ty, ‘(b) -'growing strength of:-
.forclgn competition for nucleax equlﬁ?ﬁn+ and .

particularly if it is accumulated in excess amo“nts.

The U.S. position in the foreign market for nuclear
eguipnent and materials is weakening.

This is resulting from (a) the lack of uraniunm

fuels, ’ (c) uncertainty as to U.S. peolicy cn nuclear
erxports due to our Cevlqivc internal debate, and
(a) potentially, delays resulting from Ruclear
Regulatory Comnmisslion (MRC) control cf export
liconses and growing ongrevﬁlonal review
1T Lhe UGS, losog f'gn orders

the U.S.

11().

Ovorall, -ovy contvols genorally are more ricg

.- ~rnyem Y 4 - . O P SN T o s
than thooo applica by wmost ounul suppliold
P . S 3 - I o - B 2y AN 3
‘Li:-ﬁs) s RS h(—'l}-'l'w in the cuslont doebale. Pm,
Canada's 2 oseont colion dn oubiling ol Fonasloar
T T Do vt . . .~y ey €3 i ey g
YCLaUIOnNona o Wawil TNl and 35000 GULON




safeguard controls in conntction with its exports
: 3 nGard ol comparison.

Lxvort Pol:

e

cy

t

1. NPT

Approximately 100 nations have signed the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) foreswearing activities
leading to the proliferation of weapons. Several
impor tant nations have not sigrned, 1acluding
France, India, Pakistan, Israel, South Afric

and Brazil.

2.. Bilateral "Agreements for Coopera‘lon between

the U.S. and about 30 other nations importing
nuclear eguinment and materials LrOﬂ the U.S.
These agreements specify safeguards that are to
. be maintained. : : -
3. IAEA
International Atomic Energy Agency establishes
safeguards standards erd has scme inspecticn
capability. : ' o
4. Supplier Discussions
State Department is leading negotiations with
other supplier nations, seeking agreement to
impose more rigid safeguards. There has bgen
..Some - sucgeess- achleved Jbut noragreement.to;. ¢ I .. .c o

defer the export ¢of reprocessing. facilities. St
until more eifective contirols are Qeveloped.

5. New International Convention

. The U.S. is e\)loxlng a new international nuclear
pnvovﬂ*l scouriiy conventicn and other sters to
uparade physical security stunﬁarﬁs worldwide.

G. Procouvre on Cuntoney hatlors

[}

The U.%. bproughlt pressure cn the Governmwent of .
South Lo te cencel dts order vikh the ;rg;ch
for a ing plant is avplying sigilar
pres:ut intan to evnisition eof a

roprod inh, bun TCCTSE.

L
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jte

Congressional and press criticism cf export

pol :::'.-3:-:. Q:’? West Comeany end rrance continaes
strong coven thouoh both countvies claim they
are confoVang to guidclines recently developed
jointly by supplicr natiorns. Germany still has

& commitment to suwply cnrichment and reprocessing
technology to Brazil and Trance is comwmitted to
supply a reprocessing plant to Pakistan. Nature
of commitments to others, such as .South Africa,
are uncleax.

tte

nistration Response Thus Far

The Executive Branch has responded to the above

in several ways, but the actions (a) have been
piccemeal and largely defensive, and (b) appear -
inadequate in the face of current Congressional

and public attitudes. Responses include:

-1,

Posei

C‘\~1

AN

JL‘

oV

Secretary Kissinger summarized U.S. non-
proliferation efforts in testimony in :
opposition to the Glenn-Percy Nuclear Export
Reorganization Bill (S. 1439) before the

Senate Government Operations Committee. ERDA,

ACDA, and other Administration witnesses gave
supporting testimony. Administration witnessses
have also testified before JCAE, except for
Secretary Kissinger who is expected to appear
soon.

vInformal attempts are being made by State, ERDA,

and others to limit the scope of restrictions and

" of- Corgreg51onal review .réquirements -in-pending’

bills (e.g., Military Aid and ERDA Authorlzatlon).

An Executive Order was recently issued setting up
procedures for getting a coordinated Executive
Branch position ($tate, ERDA, DOD, ACDA, angd
Commerce} on nuclear export licenses pending
before the NRC. (State Dopartmoent notifies

3

RRC of the coordinuated Lxecutive Branch position.)

ble AAdd

Besnonses
R 1y

. S AN s P RPN « f
umal itdcas have sar!
: 3

3 ),\..‘ (.“,'~ ,‘.

-4

'.J
e';.‘.l:: tic:

Yozsible aceticns

posslble alternative
wiion.,  Fach involvos
dovelc lfxcvit ans

cod for decicion.
5 Lo include:

titicant
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1. attitude on nuclear
il ore erriorts are
views on this. Some

o

ue thet paet and current controls
be achieved and/or that tougher
?un unilaterally will not be

.S. positions ta
effective reco gnlz ing that the reguirements we
av

-impose are already toughcr than those of most
other suppliers \1Lk whom the U.S. competes
for nuclear markets. thers will argue that
anvthing the U.S. can do unllatorallv or in
cooperation with others that will help reduce
the opportunity for proliferation is worth
doing, recognizing the threat. Steps that ,
-might be considered to achieve a harder and -
. consistent policy include:

a. Strong public message -- to supplement
dlplOﬂgtJC channel efforts now underway --
to other supplier nations {(France and
Germany) emphasizing the need to curb
proliferation and urging them to: (1) stop
supplyinyg reprocessing or envichment techno]ogy
to other natlouy,-gud (£) adopting more rigorcus
safeguards regquirements. R ‘

b. Head of State mcetlngs to carry ocut a, above.

c. hove to renegotiate safeguards conLrols

‘ under existing egreements for cooonratlon
as a condition for further exports, .. | el
particularly -giving the U.'S.'a’veto .onm - Derd

= _whebher .arnd where any fuel irradiated in -
U.S. reactors is reprocessed.

d. In addition to other ctiono, bqt not a sub—
_ stitute for, appoint p anel oI experts not now
- involved in ULS. nuv] ar export activities
to revjcv ast azd cu;rant practicas and
submit 3 Qe 35 o you for i

(W]

or improvonents.




a.

"As a means to discou

. opprosch were o be taken,
Licn would have to be given wo:

1

Zxpanding storayge for "spent" fuel elewents,
possibly making storage available Lo other
cocuntries. '

"Buy back" of spent fuel elements from other
countries. - , S ! .

v

Finding ways to replace the energy value of
the plutcnivn and unused uranium in the spent
fuel elements (which is in the range of 10-30%
of the total energy value if reprocessing and
recycle of plutOﬁlhﬂ was permitted).

Other Jﬁcenulves to dlscou rage the separatlon
of plutcnium thrcugh reprocessing.

- cent

g spread of reprocessing
r s

€rs, provide U.S. $sing services to

o e
o =
eproce

forclgn count.ries.

This
the

depends on ce«elo>nen; of reprocessin ng in
U.S. since we currently hawe no cow“sr:ﬁal

reprocessing in operation.

a.

‘Assist U.S. industry in demonﬁbratlng

- reprocessing and related technology

'Ulge or requvre U S fllﬂq p]annlng LO

(plutonium conversion, waste handling,
safegua .ds), as q;scassea in II, below.

provide reprocessing servicdes to ‘dedicate’

a portion of their capacity to serve .
foreign needs, thereby ﬁotontially
satisfying foreign needs for many yeuru

“without the construction of reprocessing

YALA

[ODNOISERES

th“F

plants obroad.

Go beyond #2
CEher aLverniiants
operativn of il

pla a .
ac i

~ 4 . . P
o AR o] Pt ¢ crbonivan.
Iy = -~ . Ve ) K3 EAR S S 1 oy e 3 1. - .- Y Nl
ez suacheraiy o oncabiiins, oG Eories vYor
. . . N3 - i’- 5*‘, C(\”a ..’: .\..-L\-r\,\:-u
bk
I LS. - .
CoNE,  thal

nat.ic

inosuch repoziboyion
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5. Intene v offoyfg t fErongthen 1AY safeoguiards.
&. Mare availlable advanced U.S. safeguards
technocloyy to other notions and the IAEA.

b. Consider further strengthening of IAEA
safeguaxds, expanding the proposal for
a:$5 million - 5 year voluntary U.S.
contribution announced by the President
Oon February 26, 1976.

iI. NUCLEAR PUEL REPROCLESSING

-
A. Background :
¥. The principal driving forces behind the desire
to establish an industry to reprocess "spent”
fuel elements from commercial pover reactors
are to: - :
&. recover and reuse the plutonim and unused
~ wranium from elements (with energy value of
. 80-30% of initial fuel input}. - t
b. provide plutonium to fuel ligquid metal fast
breeder (LMFBR) reactors once the are used
commercially. . ..
¢+ "reduce irradiated ruel ang associated waste
. ‘products tp'wost,mqnageable#iorms,#.u'~q,v;‘%~,
: " e . B S LT S R EC TeEt deset -.".‘.-” e,

o 2. - Techholdgy 'for reprocessing ‘has' been- demonstrated "
in AEC (now ERDA) operations.
3. Consistent policy fcllowed that the reprocessing
' step in the nuclear fuel cycle is the responsibility
" of industry. Government_sponsqrs R&D. :

B. Current Probleus

—— e .

1. Dceronstratine Yechrology in Commercial Operations

.
There is not now any. comercizl reprocessing
capacity in the U8
(o] Oro olage:
Servicons) in Woolev
't
1

and probah:

(Mezlear ruel

is cloved douwn

© A $70 million plant built as Morris, Illianois



2.

.with;an NRCAdec1sion in nid- 1877.

~deal’ m1;h alternutlves to reprocessing, some of whicn

-7 -

by G is nnm'r expeetnl O operate due to
Liohnouloygloal problaac.

o A 8200 nillion plant, including only initial
storave and separations stagces of weprosessing,
has been built in South Carolina by Allicd
Chemical -and General ~tomics (AGKESY. Its
actual cpcration dpends upon:

- obtaining an NRC license; . - .

~ either (a) storage of separated plubo rivm
in liguid form, or (b) construction of
conversion facility; for which Governmaent
ass¢SLance may be hee} a;
ste packaging facilities;
- resolutlon of questlo and providing
facilities for long-term storage of wastes.”

B

Licensing
—————— e et

Licensing of reprocessing facility depends upon

resoluticn of a number of issues now pending’

before the KRC in one major and several other
issues. The prjncipal'issue is whether to allow

widespread recycling of plutonium. This

depends upon resolving safegy, environmental
conondec, and safeguards issues —- shich 61°

being covered in a Generic Eavironmental Impact
Statement which should be completed by eurl) 1977,

8
b=

"Alternatives ‘ - e

. The..RRE statement -almest: certainly . willrhave:to - -

P}

{such s indefinite sLoraﬂﬂ of irradiated fuvel)

-have not been fully studied. Also, the econonmics

of reprocessfnﬂ epﬂnd upon the likelihood and
timing of commercial breeder reactors -- when
construction of the first demonstration reacior
at Clinch Dwvex, Tennesgsez, haEs hrqun, is behind

schodule and is growing in cost.  Zsswaing
reproceczing and wecycle is pevmitied, NRC will
slex saieity, cenvironmental ond
doxds and guidelincst A tholv:;d
se Lactors has not heen coupnleted.

revnooes s 0 whial Lnw

. 2 SRR
mada v v sty to beild . . 34
facilivizs, or () additionnl storage facil.atices
4 v
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L.:,Lﬁ K )\—LAI«
Bhe abncoo

1,3 Ly end

Wi and in

Luilding the Barnswz2ll facili
is experiencing fin nancial problews duc tO
cosL< 1;6 uncextv nLJ aloat the fnture

} of the cper

1.

- C. Actions Taeken orx Underwvay

ERDA. ; v
o 1977 Budcet. The President's 1977 Budget
included funds for additional RED necded
for reprocessing. It also coud aplated _
ance

a supplemantal to fund some kind of assi
program t0 encourage onatru"-zon of remn
cessing ;1c131t1es, orce the right courcs
of action was decided upon.

o Program Develooment. In
. solicited expressions of s :
" on plans for providing reprocsssing and cn the
types of assistance that mighi be necessary
or appropriate (with cmphasis on a rainimem
Federal role). Over 30 responies were
received and ERDA is now considezring tho
in the development cof its pgo>0°oa pro«ran.

R e R
industry

U‘

b}

NRC is proceeding with hea rings on the compls
portions of the plutoniux 1 s
statement and is completing -
all headed toward a decicion

ACDA '
cond
and
4.0.«.
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B. corillo Lllitlongd hetiono

1.

P 2'. '

> the doevelopuant, analysis, and
v r

£ B TP =0 I I PR, NPy -
CL the follouing as soun asn

.
) ' . & . o~ - 3 2.7,
The need for, the timing of ang +he
. . : -
alternatives to reproceosine. Tirls should

for exécutive,branch:(non—_
ions as to whether and

(94

-~

provide a basis

s
regulatory) dec

s
when reprecessing should be encouraged.
(Rote that a Gecision to defor reprocessing
might influence other countries to do. the

same. )

Alternative ways for the Government to
work with industry to provide reprocessing
capacity, asswaing that we will proceed
domestically with reprocessing.

. ) [ od ) . * ~
Explore the potential for various . iorms of
foreign involvement in domestic. reprocessing

- facilities -- as outlined in I(D) (3) (pg. 5).

ITI. NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT

A.

.

- Background _ u oL

"Government policy has regarded the handling'and

storage of lower
industry task,
regulation.
these probably
- arrangements.’ R o T S PR

Government policy with respecst
wastes has been based on

Lt e ’

level radioactive wastes as
subject to Federal or State
Some problems have emerged but
can be resclved within existing

an

- . . . . o’
., . t c2 . . . e
W e e ..
. . N [N . . o .
. . . -
. . :

to high level
the concept of

industry responsibility (subject to regulation)

for handling
delivering them in a. prescribed form

and packaging. of wastes and

repository for long~-term storage.

Approaches to lons-term

storage have hoen
considored and thoen reject A storanz in the
salt mince in Kanses and a Lowporary nicar

surface storace facility.
developing acceplahle approsches
a permanant ropository

relatvive?

general
to poermid =

18

place and

for
providin
had

The projran

a}u:g

herctofore N
fy low pricrity.
orecmenc that tecomology is available

afe Jong-term clioYag there
way to before o wepository is in
ready to receive wistes.

bt
a oo,

GO

to a Federal



: ~10-

Governnant

;) for

jo Dt

8% and it is not cl:c“ that

current plans -- which involve at least five
Federal agencics -- will result in achieving
this objective.

Lo\

2. Finding a lozation for a repository acceptzble
.to residents of the region selected will be
a dliflcult taun.

3. Related problems involve sorting out the .
roles and responsibilities of the several
agencies involved; parthL»“rly, ERDA,

NRC, EPA, and CGeclogical Survey, ard
providing sorie conulnulng necds for inter-
agency cooraln“+1on; ’

4. The absence of conv1n01nc pilans to have a

' high-level repository in place for con-
tributing to: (a) the efforts by nuclear
‘power opponaents to slow down nuclear powver,
and (b) questions by utilities and utility
commissions as to the desirability of
committingvto more nuclear plants.

C. Act:ons Taken or Underway
GLeERDAC L TR0 e st LT

5 hisds of qo)lxulc

the country in ordex’
ilocaticn for o pilot
aﬁi operaticnzl repositories.

o 1977 Budget. The President's 1977 Budget
- includes $65 million in outlays (compared
to $12 millio: °Y 1976) to proceed with
a waste mana prourari. A 1a1ge share
- of thesz fu he vsed for exploraiory

cnmelhtal

Cenevic Bnvioo
s e tishod an
Jocunes i and
the
ooenent
iva of :
and a ¥
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L
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~functions betwee:

L B o, Y .
. .\f.,'x{-(_i.i. _3.1.‘,1'4\,L

completing work

OLi~lead nleragenay
scheaules and the
arrong the five agencies
HRC, BPL, Geolcgica
] ; . work has_already
identified potentis bstacles that would prevent
having a repository ava 1lable when needed. The
problens include: (a) sequencing of each
agency's activities so that information will be
available to others when needed, (b) overlapping

»t

HRC and EPA, and (c) continuing
interagency coord nation. : -

Possible Additional Actions

1.

.5} Offer io mahe waste handl*ng Qna storagc

Develop a firm plan setting out all major
actions which must be taken over the next
ten years and when they will occur --
covering all forms of nuclear wast

Develop a clear statement of roles and
responsibilities (including solution of

“overlap in EPA and NRC functions), apd develop

arrangements for continuing inter agenc
cooxdination. :

Consider the extension of our domestic waste
management plans and solutions 1n;ernatlonally,

pelhapo through one or more of the Lollo ’ing:

Ce..

Lechnology ‘available .to other nations.

b. Offer to 1nveot10"“e internaticnal waste
ulsposal 51teo, either lndcpendcxt of or
in conjunction with rGDrOCCb ing arrangements.

This will *o ulre consideration of cogtfove* ial

S oo N -~y - - .-r -~ £
ssues such as the storage in one counltry of

wastaes resuliing {rom nuclear cnergy used in
another country. ¢ ‘

[re












THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

10 July 1976

NOTE FOR JIM CONNOR

Jim:

I discussed with Brent the question of who, at
the White House, ought to take the primary
responsibility for guiding and overseeing the
preparation of the message and its component
parts. I indicated that the current thinking
was that Lynn (Mitchell) would do it. Brent
feels fairly strongly that instead he and Cannon
ought to take the responsibility jointly, I
understand from Glenn that Cannon agrees.

RE.

David Elliott



THE WHITE HOUSE DECISION

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

BRENT SCOWCROFT

JIM CANNOIN,}time
JIM ZANN

SUBJECT: - NUCLEAR POLICY - ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

This

REQUIRING ATTENTION AND POTENTIAL
POLICY STATEMENT

memorandum:

Identifies nuclear export and weapons proliferation,
reprocessing and waste management problems requiring
early attention.

Summarizes growing Congressional, public and media
concern about these problems, including restrictive
legislation now moving through the Congress, criticism
of the Administration and the potential for more of
both in the months ahead.

Suggests the need for a major effort over the next

six weeks to develop and evaluate several potential
policy and program actions, followed by a Presidential
statement on nuclear policy by mid-September.

_ISSUES

The principal issues presented for your consideration are:

Whether you wish to direct that the necessary effort
be undertaken over the next six weeks to develop and
evaluate proposals and present them for your con-’
sideration;

Whether you wish to approve, tentatively, the concept
of a major nuclear policy statement in September; and

If so, where to assign responsibility for assuring that
all necessary work is carried out and issues and a draft
statement are presented for your consideration.
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BAbKGROUND AND STATUS - NUCLEAR POLICY

The acceptability of commercial nuclear power passed a major
test with the defeat of Proposition 15 in California. Also,
we expect that your uranium enrichmeént proposal will soon

be approved by the Congress,; paving the way for expansion

of capacity and thus resolving the principal remaining un-
certainty at the "front end" of the commercial nuclear power
cycle. Some questions continue to be raised about the
adequacy of uranium supply, mining and milling capacity

and nuclear safety, but these appear to be manageable
problems -- with primary responsibility in industry and

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). However, these
front-end problems are aggravated by the uncertainties
associated with nuclear fuel reprocessing and waste handling
and storage as described below. The development of advanced
nuclear technologies (e.g., breeder) is adequately funded in
your budget proposals.

However, several major interrelated nuclear power and pro-
liferation issues are now facing us and these are drawing
increased attention in the Congress, public and media. These
involve:

- U.S. policy on nuclear exports and safeguards to reduce
the potential for weapons proliferation.

- U.S. policy with respect to reprocessing of spent fuel
from commercial power plants to recover plutonium and
unused uranium, and the commercial demonstration of
technology.

- The adequacy of U.S. plans for the safe handling and
. storage of nuclear wastes, particularly assurances
that repositories will be available for long-term
storage of long—-lived and high-level wastes.

The potential solutions for these problems are intertwined;
e.g., we cannot resolve policy on reprocessing by other
nations until we know how we are going to handle the problem
in the U.S. The issues involve both domestic and national
security considerations and they affect both the continued
acceptability of nuclear power in the U.S. and our position
as a major free-world supplier of nuclear equipment and fuel
for peaceful purposes. Maintaining our strong position as
a free-world supplier is one of our best means of controlling
proliferation. '
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PUBLIC, PRESS AND CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS AND OUTLOOK

‘While the California Proposition failed, other referenda
involving restrictions on commercial nuclear power have
‘qualified for November ballots in Washington, Oregon, and
Colorado. These referenda together with three restrictive
laws passed in California prior to the moratorium vote, will
keep attention focused on unresolved reprocessing, waste
management and proliferation issues.

Concern about proliferation has lead to a number of restric-
tive provisions in bills now moving through the Congress --
most of which require additional Congressional review of
nuclear exports. These requirements will introduce more
uncertainty and delay, give potential foreign customers new
doubts about the reliability of the U.S. as a supplier of
nuclear equipment and materials, and thus hamper U.S. efforts
to impose rigid safeguards against proliferation.

Congressional developments, including recent-strong criticism
from Congressman John Anderson is summarized at Tab A.

The number of press articles is increasing and the tone is
~growing more critical. Press attention focused particularly
on the recent actions by the NRC on export licenses involving
Spain and India. (The role and activities of the NRC is also
summarized at Tab A.)

NATURE OF THE EFFORT NEEDED

ERDA Administrator Seamans has recommended (letter at Tab B)
undertaking a major program to provide nuclear fuel repro-
cessing in the U.S., permitting foreign participation in
this activity, and using this program as the centerpiece of
. a major Presidential statement on non-proliferation.

We agree that actions on reprocessing should be considered
but we believe that a more comprehensive approach should

be taken when developing proposals and a draft statement
for your consideration. The paper at Tab C outlines in
more detail the scope of the problems requiring considera-
tion and identifies a number of possible actions, all of
which require further development and evaluation before
they are presented to you for consideration. We also
believe that an effort should be undertaken immediately,
particularly in view of the growing concern in the Congress.

In view of the complex nature of the issues involved, a
number of agencies will need to be involved and will need
to devote resources to the effort. These include: ERDA,
State, ACDA, NRC and, to a lesser extent, Interior, EPA,
Commerce, FEA and CEQ.



RECOMMENDATIONS

l-

That you direct that work begin immediately to develop
and evaluate the potential initiatives described
briefly in Tab C (and others subsequently identified),
with decision papers presented to you by August 30.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

That you tentatively decide to issue a major statement
on nuclear policy or send a message to Congress in
mid-September.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

That you assign responsibility jointly to us (Brent
Scowcroft, Jim Cannon, and Jim Lynn) to develop and

carry out a plan to accomplish the necessary work

in cooperation with all the agencies concerned.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE







PRINCIPAL CONGRESSIONAL AND NUCLEAR.
REGULATORY COMMISSIONS (NRC) ACTIONS RELATING
TO NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND REPROCESSING

CONGRESSIONAL. Principal Congressional actions --
including legislation passed and pending and a sampling
of recent criticism -- are as follows:

A. A 1974 law requires all bilateral "agreements for
cooperation" involving significant nuclear exports
be submitted to Congress for a 60-day period of
review. This was stimulated by concern over Israeli
and Egyptian nuclear accords.

'B. The Military Aid Bill includes a prohibition (the
Symington Amendment) against military assistance
to countries which furnish or receive nuclear
reprocessing or enrichment facilities not under
multinational control or IAEA safeguards.
Restrictions could be waived by the President
in individual cases upon specific findings --
subject to disapproval by a joint resolution of
the Congress within 30 days. '

‘C. The ERDA 1977 Authorization bill includes an amend-
ment (still subject to final wording in conference
after July recess) requiring Congressional approval
of the first exports of nuclear fuel or equipment
to any country that has not signed the NPT or is
not covered by a Congressionally-approved agreement
for cooperation.

D. The House International Relations Committee is
expected to report an amendment to the Export
Administration Act which would require prohibi-
tions against reprocessing of fuel exported by
U.S. or burned in U.S.-supplied reactors, unless
the Secretary of State certifies that there would
be at least a 90-day warning before material could
be used in a nuclear device.

E. The Senate Government Operations Committee reported
a bill (S. 1439) on May 14 sponsored by Senators
Glenn, Ribicoff and Percy, which (a) shifts addi-
tional executive branch nuclear export responsibility
to State Department and the independent Nuclear
Regulatory Commission from ERDA and Commerce
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Department and (b) makes the Congress the referee
in disputes between State and NRC over the granting
of export licenses. This bill was referred to the
JCAE and Foreign Relations for 60 days, which
period has now been extended through the end of
August. Several Administration witnesses have
testified against the bill and Secretary Kissinger
was expected to testify on June 29 but his testi-
mony has been delayed. The JCAE is pressing the
Administration for alternative proposals.

F. On June 25, Congressman John Anderson publicly
blasted "the White House" for not moving fast enough
to resolve problems relating to reprocessing, nuclear
exports and proliferation. (This occurred despite
our attempts to keep his staff thoroughly informed
of Administration efforts.)

G. Congressman Anderson has since written to JCAE
Chairman Pastore urging extensive hearings over
the next two months -- with the objective of
pressing the Administration for answers on re-
processing, nuclear exports and proliferation
issues. (We have been advised informally by
Anderson's staff that he probably would agree
to urge Senator Pastore to delay hearings if

. the Administration plans to come forward w1th
new proposals.) ”

H. Senator Ribicoff has been a persistent critic for
the past two years of what he believes is inadequate
executive branch action on reprocessing, nuclear
exports and prollferatlon. Over the past four weeks
he has been pressing particularly hard with respect
to U.S.-supplied materials (heavy water) in the
Indian reactor used to produce material for the
device exploded by India in 1974. He will almost
certainly use the State Department responses to
press his case even more.

II. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION. The NRC now plays a
major role in nuclear exports and will decide whether,
when, and under what conditions reprocessing will be
permitted in the U.S. The NRC role has become particu-
larly important because:
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Inadvertently, the final responsibility for approving
nuclear exports was allowed to be vested in the
independent NRC rathér than the executive branch.
This resulted from the September 1974 law which
created ERDA and NRC.

The NRC has just announced decisions on licenses

to export a reactor to Spain and an interim supply
of fuel for the Tarapur reactor in India. The

NRC decisions, including the strong dissent of one
Commissioner have been made public. There appears
to be agreement within the NRC that additional
controls are needed but there is sharp dispute as

to whether additional controls -- beyond those in
existing agreements -- should now be imposed as

a condition of licenses issued under existing
agreements. The view of the dissenting Commissioner
is getting support in the press and from some members

.0of Congress.

The NRC is now working on an environmental impact
statement necessary to its decision -- expected in
early 1977 -- as to whether to permit wide scale
use of plutonium as reactor fuel. This and sub-
sequent decisions on the licensing of reprocessing
facilities will have a major impact on the desir-

‘ability, feasibility and economics of nuclear fuel

reprocessing. (The decision will also have an
impact on the viability of the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor (LMFBR) which would be fueled with
plutonium and which is a major factor in the
economic justification for reprocessing of spent
fuel elements to recover plutonium and unused
uranium.)
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UNITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

June 9,’1976

The President
The White House

Dear Mr. President:

I believe there is an opportunity and a need for the United
States to take a major initiative to resolve uncertainties
that now exist in the nuclear fuel cycle and to reduce the
risk of international proliferation of special nuclear
materials. This opportunity, if successfully pursued, would
complete your evolving nuclear policy and could be the central
feature of a major Presidential Message.

Background:

Until recently, Federal nuclear policy: (1) stressed Government
funding of enrichment plants; (2) assumed that reprocessing of
spent nuclear fuel and recycling of plutonium and uranium would
be accomplished in the private sector without Government support;

and (3) placed less stress on safeguards against theft or diver-
sion of nuclear material than now seems wise.

Your initiatives in the past two years have substantially re-
- formed this policy. Specifically you have:

Limited the Federal role in enrichment by supporting

private entry as the best means for assuring addi-
. tional enrichment capacity;

ry
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Increased Government research in reprocessing and

recycling so that safe and secure private facilities
could be demonstrated;

. Sponsored a major Government program to demonstrate

the safe management and disposal of nuclear waste;
and
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Increased stress on materials and physical safeguards
at both Government-owned and private facilities
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
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‘These measures will greatly strengthen the nuclear fuel

cycle and our controls over the handling and utilization of
plutonium in this country. Yet, despite substantial progress,
a final and crucial issue remains unresolved -- the need to
control carefully the world's supply of plutonium. Among

the factors bearing on this issue are:

. A recent court decision most likely will prevent the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission from licensing private
reprocessing facilities that would produce plutonium
for recycled use until approval of the generic
environmental statement on mixed oxide fuels, probably
years from now.

. Uncertainty is growing among other nations about the
United States as a reliable supplier of reactors and
fuel because of (1) final decisions on export licenses
now rest with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and
(2) recent amendments to nuclear legislation indicating
firm Congressional intent to review individual nuclear
initiatives with the private sector.

. Other supplier nations are developing national re-
processing and recycling capabilities, and some are
under pressure commercially to sell plants to other
countries desiring to build an integrated indigenous
nuclear power capability, for example, Iran and Brazil.
This trend could multiply the chances of theft or
diversion of plutonium and could lead to a dramatic
increase in the number of nations with nuclear weapons.

. Multinational regional reprocessing centers have been
suggested as a means for minimizing this proliferation.
However, the technical, logistical and political
feasibility of the idea has yet to be demonstrated.

Recommendation:

I believe the time is at hand for the United States to address
this basic issue with a major initiative. Such an initiative
might have the following features:
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. An offer to supplier.and consumer states to join
with the United States to demonstrate the viability
of a multinational reprocessing approach using the
United States as the demonstration site. The question
of excess plutonium and disposal of nuclear waste
resulting from the reprocessing requires further
exploration to optimize the attractiveness to both
the host and participating nations.

. A call upon supplier nations to suspend temporarily
the export of reprocessing technology until the
multinational centers or other effective controls
have been agreed to. I have already suggested this
to the Secretary of State in a letter dated May 13,
1976.

. A commitment to employ in the multinational centers
and to make available advanced United States safe-
guards and security technology.

The key to the initiative is a willingness of the United States
to offer reprocessing and recycling services to other nations
and to open our facilities to international inspection. The
facility could well be a new plant or a partially completed
private plant at Barnwell, South Carolina that was financed

by a consortium composed of Allied Chemical, Gulf 0il Corpora-
tion and Royal Dutch Shell. Arrangements for serving foreign

. needs from this facility would, of course, have to be worked
out, however, it is anticipated that the consortium will have
an interest in a governmentally-encouraged demonstration.

In any event, the United States could provide some funding and
appropriate technical assistance and guarantees for the
establishment of an international reprocessing facility in

the United States and invite those nations which would utilize
the services of such a facility to provide a pro rata share

of operating expenses. Of course, a successful international
demonstration, under the auspices of the United States, would
also materially assist in the development of our domestic
reprocessing capability over the long run as increasing nuclear
power production results in needed new reprocessing facilities.




Such an initiative could becpme the centerpiece of a truly
comprehensive Presidential policy on nuclear power and non-
proliferation. ’

Decision:
If you approve, I will pursue and intensify work with appro-
priate departments and agencies to develop a recommended
nuclear reprocessing initiative to be available to you as
soon as possible.

Respectfully yours,

(———It;a'E <§E§;~<L—..c- <

Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
Administrator -

cc: Elliott Richardson
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SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL NUCLEAR PROBLEMS

AND POSSIBLE RESPONSES: NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND

PROLIFERATION, REPROCESSING AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

I. NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND PROLIFERATION

A. Current Probléms

1.

Growing Congressional, press, and public concern
about nuclear weapons proliferation.

Concern is focused primarily upon the greater
availability of plutonium which is extracted
from "spent" fuel elements (i.e., the process
referred to as "reprocessing"). Once separated
plutonium is available, very little time --
hours to days -- is needed to make a nuclear
weapon. Concern has continued to grow since
India exploded a nuclear device in 1974.

Growing concern that current U.S. activities to
safeguard against diversion of plutonium for
weapons purposes 1s not adedquate.

Attention is now focused on exports of nuclear
materials and equipment. Some feel that existing
controls (detailed below) have been barely ade-
quate for safequarding reactors and are simply

‘not adequate to guard against diversion of

separated plutonium, particularly if it is
accumulated in excess amounts.

The U.S. position in the foreign market for nuclear
equipment and materials is weakening.

This 1is resulting from (a) the lack of uranium
enrichment capacity, (b) growing strength of
foreign competition for nuclear equipment and
fuels, (c) uncertainty as to U.S. policy on
nuclear exports due to our divisive internal
debate, and (d) potentially, delays resulting
from Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) control
of export licenses and growing Congressional
review requirements. As the U.S. loses foreign
orders to other suppliers, the U.S. also loses
its leverage to obtain rigid safeqguards agreements.
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4., Perception in the media that the Administration is
complacent about potential diversion of plutonium
from commercial nuclear power plants abroad.

Overall, our controls generally are more rigorous
than those applied by most other suppliers, but
this has not helped in the current debate. Also,
Canada's recent action in cutting off nuclear
relationships with India and imposing strong
safeguard controls in connection with its exports
has set a tough standard of comparison.

Principal Existing Measures Affecting Export Policy
and the Control of Proliferation.

l. NPT

Approximately 100 nations have signed the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) foreswearing activities
leading to the proliferation of weapons. Several
important nations have not signed, including
France, India, Pakistan, Israel, South Africa

and Brazil. '

2. Bilateral "Agreements for Cooperation" between
the U.S. and about 30 other nations importing
nuclear equipment and materials from the U.S.

These agreements specify safeguards that are to
be maintained.

3. IAEA

International Atomic Energy Agency establishes
safeguards standards and has some inspection
capability.

4, Supplier Discussions

State Department is leading negotiations with
other supplier nations, seeking agreement to
impose more rigid safeguards. There has been
some success achieved, but no agreement to
defer the export of reprocessing facilities
until more effective controls are developed.

5. New International Convention

The U.S. is exploring a new international nuclear
physical security convention and other steps to
upgrade physical security standards worldwide.
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Pressure on Customer Nations

The U.S. brought pressure on the Government of
South Korea to cancel its order with the French
for a reprocessing plant and is applying similar
pressure on Pakistan to forego acquisition of a
reprocessing plant, but with less success.

Congressional and press criticism of export
policies of West Germany and France continues
strong even though both countries claim they

are conforming to guidelines recently developed
jointly by supplier nations. Germany still has

a commitment to supply enrichment and reprocessing
technology to Brazil and France is committed to
supply a reprocessing plant to Pakistan. Nature
of commitments to others, such as South Africa,
are unclear. .

Administration Response Thus Far

The Executive Branch has responded to the above in
several ways, but the actions (a) have been piece-
meal and largely defensive, and (b) appear inadequate
in the face of current Congressional and public
attitudes. Responses include:

1.

Secretary Kissinger summarized U.S. non-
proliferation efforts in testimony in opposi-
tion to the Glenn-Percy Nuclear Export
Reorganization Bill (S. 1432) before the Senate
Government Operations Committee. ERDA, ACDA,
and other Administration witnesses gave sup-
porting testimony. Administration witnesses
have also testified before JCAE, except for
Secretary Kissinger who is expected to appear
soon.

- Informal attempts are being made by State, ERDA,

and others to limit the scope of restrictions
and of Congressional review requirements in
pending bills (e.g., Military Aid and ERDA
Authorization).

An Executive Order was recently issued setting

up procedures for getting a coordinated Executive
Branch position (State, ERDA, DOD, ACDA, and
Commerce) on nuclear export licenses pending
before the NRC. (State Department notifies

NRC of the coordinated Executive Branch position.)
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Additional Actions for Development and Evaluation

Several ideas have surfaced for possible alternative
responses to the current situation. Each involves
significant issues that require development and
evaluation before being presented for decision.
Possible actions identified thus far include:

l.

Significant hardening of U.S. attitude on nuclear
exports safeguards required before exports are
permitted.

There appears to be divided views on this. Some
probably will argue that past and current controls
are as good as can be achieved and/or that tougher
U.S. positions, taken unilaterally will not be
effective recognizing that the requirements we
impose are already tougher than those of most
other suppliers with whom the U.S. competes for
nuclear markets. Others will argue that anything
the U.S. can do unilaterally or in cooperation
with others that will help reduce the opportunity
for proliferation is worth doing, recognizing the
threat. Steps that might be considered to achieve
a harder and consistent policy include:

a. Strong public message -- to supplement
diplomatic channel efforts now underway =--
to other supplier nations (France and
Germany) emphasizing the need to curb

" proliferation and urging them to: (1)
stop supplying reprocessing or enrichment
technology to other nations, and (2)
adopting more rigorous safeguards
.requirements.

b. Head of State meetings to carry out (a),
above.

c. Move to renegotiate safeguards controls '
under existing agreements for cooperation
as a condition for further exports, par-
ticularly giving the U.S. a veto on whether
and where any fuel irradiated in U.S.
reactors is reprocessed.
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d. In addition to other®actions, but not a
substitute for, appoint a panel of experts
not now involved in U.S. nuclear export
activities to review past and current
practices and submit recommendations to
you for improvements.

Intensify efforts to discourage reprocessing

(in the U.S. and abroad) until better controls
(technological and institutional) can be worked
out. (This needs to be considered in connection
with domestic reprocessing issues, discussed in
II, below.)

If this policy approach were to be taken,
consideration would have to be given to:

a. Expanding storage for "spent" fuel elements,
possibly making storage available to other
countries.

b. "Buy back" of spent fuel elements.

c. Finding ways to replace the energy value of

the plutonium and unused uranium in the spent
fuel elements (which is in the range of 10-30%
of the total energy value if reprocessing and
recycle of plutonium was permitted).

d. Other incentives to discourage the separation
of plutonium through reprocessing.

As a means to discourage the spread of reprocessing
centers, provide U.S. reprocessing services to
foreign countries.

This depends on development of reprocessing in
the U.S. since we currently have no commercial
reprocessing in operation.

a. Assist U.S. industry in demonstrating
reprocessing and related technology
(plutonium conversion, waste handling,
safeguards), as discussed in II, below.
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b. Urge or require U.S. firms planning to
provide reprocessing services to dedicate
a portion of their capacity to serve
foreign needs, thereby potentially
satisfying foreign needs for many years
without the construction of reprocessing
plants abroad.

c. Go beyond #2 above by offering to allow
other governments to participate in the
operation of the first expected reprocessing
plant (Barnwell, South Carolina) as a demon-
stration of the concept of a multi-national
reprocessing center.

d. Determine alternatives to returning plutonium

' to foreign reprocessing customers -- such as
substituting energy equivalent of reprocessed
fuel in the form of enriched uranium.

4. Propose international storage for excess plutonium.

IAEA has authority to establish repositories for
excess nuclear materials. The U.S. could propose
that this authority be implemented, that all
nations store excess plutonium in such repositories
and indicate that the U.S. would participate with
the deposit of its excess plutonium.

5. Intensify efforts to strengthen IAEA safeguards.

"a. Make available advanced U.S. safeguards
technology to other nations and the IAEA.

b. Consider further strengthening of IAEA
safeguards, expanding the proposal for
a $5 million - 5 year voluntary U.S.
contribution announced by the President
on February 26, 1976.

II. NUCLEAR FUEL REPROCESSING AND SPREAD OF REPROCESSING
TECHNOLOGY

A. Background

1. The principal driving forces behind the desire
to establish a U.S. industry to reprocess "spent"
fuel elements from commercial power reactors
are to:
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a. recover and reuse the‘plutonium and unused
uranium from elements (with energy value of
10-30% of initial fuel input).

b. provide plutonium to fuel liquid metal fast
breeder (LMFBR) reactors once they are used
commercially.

¢. reduce irradiated fuel and associated waste
products to most manageable forms.

Technology for reprocessing has been demonstrated
in AEC (now ERDA) operations.

Consistent policy followed that the reprocessing
step in the nuclear fuel cycle is the responsi-
bility of industry. Government sponsors R&D.

The principal driving forces behind the spread of
reprocessing technology and equipment worldwide
are:

a. Competition among the suppliers of nuclear
energy reactors for sales in third countries;

b. Desire on the part of recipients of the
technology and equipment to place as large
a part of the nuclear fuel cycle as possible
under their own national control;

c. desire by some for a nuclear %eapons
capability.

Current Problems

l.

Demonstrating Technology in Commercial Operations

There is not now any commercial reprocessing
capacity in the U.S.:

a. One plant that was operational (Nuclear Fuel
Services) in Western, N.Y., is closed down
and probably will not reopen.

b. A $70 million plant built at Morris, Illinois
by GE is never expected to operate due to
technological problems.
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c. A $260 million plant, including only initial

storage and separations stages” of reprocessing,

has been built in South Carolina by Allied
Chemical and General Atomics (AGNES). 1Its
actual operation depends upon:

~ obtaining an NRC license;

-~ either (a) storage of separated plutonium
in liquid form, or (b) construction of a
$150 million conversion facility, for
which Government assistance may be needed;

- construction of a $350 million waste
solidification and packaging facility.

Licensing

Licensing of reprocessing facility depends upon.
resolution of a number of issues now pending
before the NRC in one major and several other
issues. The principal issue is whether to allow
widespread recycling of plutonium. This depends
upon resolving safety, environmental, economic,
and safeguards issues -- which are being covered
in a Generic Environmental Impact Statement which
should be completed by early 1977, with an NRC
decision in mid-~1977.

Alternatives

The NRC statement almost certainly will have to
deal with alternatives to reprocessing, some of
which (such as indefinite storage of irradiated
fuel)-have not been fully studied. Also, the
extent of the economic advantages of reprocessing
depend upon the likelihood and timing of com-
mercial breeder reactors. (The construction of
the first demonstration reactor at Clinch River,
Tennessee, has not begun, is behind schedule and
is growing in cost.) Assuming reprocessing and
recycle is permitted, NRC will have to issue
complex safety, environmental and safeguards
standards and guidelines. A thorough assessment
of these factors has not been completed.
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4, Decisions needed

Decisions are needed on whether and when to
reprocess so that investment decisions can be

made by industry to build either: (a) reprocessing
facilities, or (b) additional storage facilities
for spent fuel elements. One or the other and
maybe both are needed to handle spent fuel from
plants already in operation. The absence of

firm plans is a factor in utility and utility
commission decisions on nuclear power and in
‘nuclear moratoria referenda.

5. Barnwell Facility

The consortium building the Barnwell reprocessing
facility is experiencing financial problems due
to higher costs and uncertainty about the future
of reprocessing. Abandonment of the operation

is conceivable.

c. Actions Taken or Underway

1. ERDA

a. 1977 Budget. The President's 1977 Budget
included funds for additional R&D needed
for reprocessing. It also contemplated a
supplemental to fund some kind of assistance
program to encourage construction of repro-
cessing facilities, once the right course
of action was decided upon. (In practice,
it may not be possible to implement a program
until NRC decides on recycling of plutonium.)

b. Program Development. In February, ERDA
solicited expressions of interest from
industry on plans for providing reprocessing
and on the types of assistance that might be
necessary or appropriate (with emphasis on a
minimum Federal role). Over 30 reponses
were received and ERDA is now considering
those in the development of its proposed
program.

2. NRC is proceeding with hearings on the completed
portions of the plutonium recycle generic impact
statement and is completing the remaining
portions -- all headed toward a decision in
mid-1977.
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3. ACDA, ERDA, and State are working to define the
concept of a multinational reprocessing center
and considering the possibility of some kind of
foreign participation in the Barnwell facility.
The desire for non-proliferation benefits has
already attracted some Congressional support
for assisting Barnwell to serve foreign users.

D. Additional Actions for Development and Evaluation.
Resolution of questions about domestic reprocessing
is key to any major nuclear policy announcements.
A major effort will be needed to sort out reprocessing
issues.

1. TImmediate action to complete the development,
analysis, and evaluation of the following:

a. The need for, timing of, and alternatives
to reprocessing. This should provide a
basis for executive branch (non-regulatory)
decisions as to whether and when reprocessing
should be encouraged. (Note that a decision
to defer reprocessing might influence other
countries to do the same.)

b. Alternative ways for the Government to work
with industry to provide reprocessing
capacity, assuming that we will proceed
domestically with reprocessing.

2, Explore the potential for various forms of
‘ foreign involvement in domestic reprocessing.
facilities =~ as outlined in I(D) (3) (pg. 5).

III. NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT

A. Background

l. Government policy has, since early 1970's, been
that the Federal Government would take responsi-
bility for long-term storage of high level wastes.
Private industry is responsible (subject to
regulation) for handling and packaging of wastes
and delivering them in a prescribed form to a
Federal repository for long-term storage.
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Government policy has regarded the handling and
storage of lower level radioactive wastes as an
industry task, subject to Federal or State
regulation. Some problems have emerged but
these probably can be resolved within existing
arrangements.

Approaches to long-term storage have been
considered and then rejected: storage in the
salt mine in Kansas and a temporary near
surface storage facility. The program for
developing acceptable approaches and providing
a permanent repository heretofore has had
relatively low priority.

There seems to be general agreement that
technology is available to permit safe long-
term storage, but there is a long way to go
before a respository is in place .and ready
to receive wastes.

International plans and standards for disposal
of nuclear wastes have not been adequately
addressed.

Current Problems

l.

The major task facing the Federal Government
is finding an acceptable location(s). for a

repository, constructing it, and opening it
to receive wastes. Current assessments sug-

~gest that such a repository should be in place

by 1985 and it is not clear that current plans --
which involve at least five Federal agencies --
will result in achieving this objective.

Finding a location for a repository acceptable
to residents of the region selected will be
a difficult task.

Related problems involve sorting out the roles
and responsibilities of the several agencies
involved; particularly, ERDA, NRC, EPA, and
Geological Survey, and providing some continuing
needs for inter-agency coordination.
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The absence of convincing plans to have a _
high-level repository in place are contributing
to: (a) the efforts by nuclear power opponents
to slow down nuclear power, and (b) questions
by utilities and utility commissions as to the
desirability of comnitting to more nuclear
plants.

Expected increase in nuclear wastes worldwide
between now and 1990 will require development
of international plans standards.,

Actions Taken or Underway

l.

ERDA

a. 1977 Budget. The President's 1977 Budget
includes $65 million in outlays (compared
to $12 million in FY 1976) to proceed with
a waste management program. A large share
of these funds will be used for exploratory
drilling of various kinds of geologic forma-
tions around the country in order to find a
suitable location for a pilot repository
and operational repositories.

b. Technical Alternatives and Generic Environmental
Impact Statement. ERDA has published an
extensive technical alternatives document and
is proceeding with development of the necessary
generic environmental impact statement covering
waste management with the objective of issuing
a draft statement early in 1977 and a final
statement late in 1977.

NRC is working on waste handling, packaging,
transportation, and storage regulations and
an associated environmental impact statement
with the objective of completing work in 1978,

Interagency Task Force. An OMB-lead interagency
task force is evaluating the schedules and the
interagency relationships among the five agencies
principally involved: ERDA, NRC, EPA, Geological
Survey, and CEQ. This group's work has already
identified potential obstacles that would prevent
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having a repository available when needed. The
problems include: (a) sequencing of each agency's
activities so that information will be available
to others when needed, (b) overlapping functions
between NRC and EPA, and (c) continuing intexr-
agency coordination.

Additional Actions for Development and Evaluation

1. Develop a firm plan setting out all major
actions which must be taken over the next
ten years and when they will occur -- covering
all forms of nuclear waste.

2. Develop a clear statement of roles and
responsibilities (including solution of
overlap in EPA and NRC functions), and
develop arrangements for continuing inter-
agency coordination. ‘

3. Consider the extension of our domestic waste
management plans and solutions internationally,
perhaps through one or more of the following:

a. Offer to make waste handling and storage
technology available to other nations.

b. Offer to investigate international waste
disposal sites, either independent of or
in conjunction with reprocessing arrangements.

"This will require consideration of controversial
issues such as the storage in one country of
wastes resulting from nuclear energy used in
another country.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

l.

That you direct that work begin immediately to develop
and evaluate the poterntial initiatives described
briefly in Tab C (and others subsequently identified),
with decision papers presented to you by August 30.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

That you tentatively decide to issue a major statement
on nuclear policy or send a message to Congress in
mid-September.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

That you assign responsibility jointly to us (Brent
Scowcroft, Jim Cannon, and Jim Lynn) t6 develop and

-carry out a plan to accomplish the necessary work

in cooperation with all the agencies concerned.

APPROVE ~  DISAPPROVE

Croalmesl ) o






EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CONNOR
FROM: gim gynn

SUBJECT: Draft Cannon/Scowcroft Memorandum on
L Possible Presidential Statement on
Nuclear Proliferation

I think the draft memorandum is extremely helpful in

broadening the issues that the President must address
on the proliferation question. Piecemeal approaches

such as establishing a single center in Barnwell must
be considered as part of a broader strategy.

I would like to raise some questions as to whether the
scope suggested in the memorandum is broad enough and
some. additional questions about staffing resources. I
think both of these areas would be best covered in a
meeting with you, Brent, Jim Cannon, Glenn Schleede,

Jim Mitchell and anyone else you might think appropriate.
I would hope that the meeting could be held as promptly
as possible.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 23, 1976

Jim -

Summary of what happened on Staffing of
Dr. Seamans letter of 6/9/76 re:
Nuclear Materials

Marsh --- approve sending letter drafted by
Dr, Seaman

Hartmann -- made some changes in letter
(editorial)

Seidman - commented: ' This ought to be assigned
to the Energy Resources Council - other
agencies besides ERDA are involved. Should
be credited to President before it leaks as an
agency position. "

Scowcroft & Cannon - now have come in with a
/ combined memo ~-- which is a decision memo.

although Glen Schleede
-= about what NSC & DC
still working on their

No response from
said he talked to them
were doing --«-  they arad
comments (I checked JixQ/

urafgain today and he
will get back to me). v j Ml
X RV
e

ince the subject is one you are so very interested
in - believe you will want to review at this stage.

—

- Trudy
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CODE/EXT. |
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with LY
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RECEIVED BY TIME
STANDARD FORM 63 OFO 11000—048—16—80341~1 339389 -108

REVISED AUGUST 1967
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.6



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM, CANNON

FROM: SCHLEEDE

SUBJECT: JIM CONNOR'S 3:30 MEETING ON NUCLEAR
MATTERS.

I understand that the 3:30 meeting in Connor's office is
to discuss:

. (a) the memoito the President that you and Brent Scowcroft
‘signed (TAB A) -- which has not gone to the President

. (b) Bob Seaman's letter which is attached to your memo at
TAB A, and

. (c) a memo from Jim Lynn which apparently suggests that
the memo from you and Brent Scowcroft not go to the .
President until there is a plan developed and resources
committed and carried out.

In view of the events in the past ten days, I do not believe
the memo you signed should go forward. The events are listed
on the next page.

Instead, I squest that the meeting focus on the following
questions:

1. Is a major, integrated effort needed to address current
nuclear issues, including nuclear export, proliferation
and reprocessing?

2. If so, what should be the scope?

3. Should the effort be one dealing with matters requiring
Presidential consideration and action?

4. If so, should we be working towards a Presidential
statement or message to Congress? If so, what should
be the scope? .
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5. Recognizing that the issues involved cut across domestic
and international policy, where should the responsibility
be assigned for getting the issues developed, evaluated and
presented in decision papers? Who, specifically, should
be charged with developing and executing the plan for
getting the work accomplished?

6. Is this a critical area for attention now? If so, what
should be the target for getting work done? :

Development Over The Past Ten Days

The following has occurred since the completion of the memo Which
you and Scowcroft signed:

. The JCAE has held one set of hearings on the Glenn-Percy
- Nuclear Export Reorganization Act (S.1439). Secretary
Kissinger was scheduled to testify today but this has
been postponed. Meanwhile, the ERDA General Counsel has
been asked by the JCAE Staff Director (on behalf of Chair-
man Pastore) to develop an alternative bill. The ERDA
General Counsel is desperately seeking guidance.

. The July 13 deadline for JCAE action on S.1439 is drawing
near.

. The Anderson amendment tO the ERDA Authorization Bill
has been accepted by the Senate. This means that the
first nuclear export to any country that has not signed the
NPT or is not covered by a Congressionally approved agree-—
ment for cooperation must be submitted to the Congress for
approval.

. John Anderson has publicly blasted the "White House" for
not moving on nuclear exports (despite my efforts to keep
Dave Swanson informed of our concerns about the matter).

. The NRC decision to approve the export of a reactor to
Spain has become public. The strong dissent by Commissioner
Gilinsky has drawn considerable attention.

. Senator Ribicoff has published an article in Foreign Affairs
advocating international nuclear market sharing and
proceeding with a multi-national reprocessing facility.

. Agreements for cooperation with Egypt and Israel are ready
for submission for Congressional approval -- if the timing
is right.
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THE WHITE HOUSE ACTION

WASHINGTON

June 22, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: BRENT SCO CROFT@
JIM CANNO
SUBJECT: POSSIBLE PRESIDENTIAL STATEMENT AND NEW

U.S. INITIATIVES TO REDUCE PROLIFERATION
DUE TO COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER ACTIVITIES

ERDA Administrator Seamans has recommended (letter at Tab A)
undertaking a major program to provide nuclear fuel reprocessing
in the U.S., permitting foreign participation in this activity,
and using this program as the centerpiece of a major
Presidential statement on non-proliferation.

The problem of weapons proliferation -- because of greater
availability of plutonium from commercial nuclear power

plants -- is gaining steadily increasing attention in the
Congress, the media, and in the public. There are growing
concerns that current U.S. activities to safeguard against
diversion of materials from U.S. exports are inadequate.
Additional attention will be focused on potential proliferation
problems when controversy within the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission over exports to Spain and India becomes public

next week.

We agree that the time has come for considering new
initiatives and, probably, for a major Presidential
statement on nuclear export policy and perhaps on nuclear
energy. However, we also believe that other aspects of the
problem leading to Dr. Seamans' letter need to be considered
and that other proposals should also be evaluated as part of
a complete response to the current situation.

Tab B provides a broader treatment of the matters raised by
Dr. Seamans. It summarizes:

- The current problems;

- Existing measures and activities to control
proliferation;

- Recent and upcoming events suggesting the need
for action;

- Administration response thus far;

- Possible additional responses.



Tab C is a preliminary outline of the content of a possible
Presidential statement.

In view of the complex nature of the issues invoféd, covering
both domestic and foreign policy interests, a number of
agencies will need to be involved in developing and evaluating
possible initiatives and in drafting a proposed statement.
These include: ERDA, State, Defense, NRC, OMB, Commerce,

and possibly some other members of the Energy Resources
Council.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That you direct that work begin immediately to develop
and evaluate the potential initiatives described briefly
in Tab B, with decision papers presented to you by
mid-July.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

2. .That you tentatively decide to issue a statement or
send a message to Congress in late July or early
August on nuclear matters. Depending on the evaluation
of possible initiatives, it could be limited to nuclear
exports and non-proliferation or a more general nuclear
statement.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE

3. That you assign responsibility jointly to us (Brent
Scowcroft and Jim Cannon) to develop and carry out
a plan to accomplish the necessary work, in cooperation
with OMB, the ERC, and all of the agencies concerned.

APPROVE DISAPPROVE
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UNITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
' WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

June 9, 1976

The President
The White House

Dear Mr. President:

I believe there is an opportunity and a need for the United
States to take a major initiative to resolve uncertainties

..that now exist in the nuclear -fuel cycle and to reduce the
risk of international proliferation of special nuclear
materials. This opportunity, if successfully pursued, would
complete your evolving nuclear policy and could be the central
feature of a major Presidential Message.

Background:

Until recently, Federal nuclear policy: (1) stressed Government
funding of enrichment plants; (2) assumed that reprocessing of
spent nuclear fuel and recycling of plutonium and uranium would

be accomplished in the private sector without Government support;

and (3) placed less stress on safeguards against theft or diver-
sion of nuclear material than now seems wise.

Your initiatives in the past two years have substantially re-
formed this policy. Specifically you have: )

- Limited the Federal role in enrichment by supporting
private entry as the best means for assuring addi-
tional enrichment capacity;

- Increased Government research in reprocessing and
recycling so that safe and secure private facilities
could be demonstrated;

. Sponsored a major Government program to demonstrate
the safe management and disposal of nuclear waste;
and :

. Increased stress on materials and physical safeguards
at both Government-owned and private facilities
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
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These measures will greatly strengthen the nuclear fuel

cycle and our controls over the handling and utilization of
plutonium in this country. Yet, despite substantial progress,
a final and crucial issue remains unresolved -- the need to
control carefully the world's supply of plutonium. Among

the factors bearing on this issue are: :

. A recent court decision most likely will prevent the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission from licensing private
reprocessing facilities that would produce plutonium
for recycled use until approval of the generic

LY . S e W
o ..

“Yedrs ‘from now.
.-*.Uncertainty is - -growing-among othér nations about the
United States as a reliable supplier of reactors and
fuel because of (1) final decisions on export licenses
now rest with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and
(2) recent amendments to nuclear legislation indicating
firm Congressional intent to review individual nuclear
initiatives with the private sector.

. Other supplier nations are developing national re-
processing and recycling capabilities, and some are
under pressure commercially to sell plants to other
countries desiring to build an integrated indigenous
nuclear power capability, for example, Iran and Brazil.
This trend could multiply the chances of theft or
diversion of plutonium and could lead to a dramatic
increase in the number of nations with nuclear weapons.

. Multinational regional reprocessing centers have been
suggested as a means for minimizing this proliferation.
However, the technical; logistical and pélitical '
feasibility of the idea has yet to be demonstrated.

Recommendation:

I believe the time is at hand for the United States to address
this basic issue with a major initiative. Such an initiative
might have the following features:

environmental statement on mixed oxide-fuels,,probably,. ...
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An offer to supplier and consumer states to join

‘'with the United States to demonstrate the viability

of a multinational reprocessing approach using the
United States as the demonstration site. The question
of excess plutonium and disposal of nuclear waste
resulting from the reprocessing requires further
exploration to optimize the attractiveness to both

the host and participating nations.

.. A call upon supplier nationsvto suspend temporarily
the export of reprocessing technology until the

<.~ .multinational.centers..ar.:other effeetive .. Controls. = wo s wniiiia e

have been agreed to. I have already suggested this
. to the Secretary of State in_a letter dated May 13,.

1976,

. A commitment to employ in the multinational centers
and to make available advanced United States safe-
guards and-security technology. )

The key to the initiative is a willingness of the United States
to offer reprocessing and recycling services to other nations
and to open our facilities to international inspection. The
facility could well be a new plant or a partially completed
private plant at Barnwell, South Carolina that was financed

by a consortium composed of Allied Chemical, Gulf 0il Corpora-
tion and Royal Dutch Shell. Arrangements for serving foreign
needs from this facility would, of course, have to be worked
out, however, it is anticipated that the consortium will have
an interest in a governmentally-encouraged demonstration.

In any event, the United States could provide some funding and
.appropriate technical assistance and guarantees for the

“"éstablishment of an international reprocessing fac¢ility in

the United States and invite those nations which would utilize
the services of such a facility to provide a pro rata share

of operating expenses. Of course, a successful international
demonstration, under the auspices of the United States, would
also materially assist in the development of our domestic
reprocessing capability over the long run as increasing nuclear
power production results in needed new reprocessing facilities.



Such an initiative could become the centerpiece of a truly
comprehensive Presidential policy on nuclear power and non-
proliferation.

Decision:

If you approve, I will pursue and intensify work with appro-
priate departments and agencies to develop a recommended
nuclear reprocessing initiative to be available to you as
soon as possible.

Yooetene Lalerte s A 80 hay Vet Tty RPN
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Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
Administrator

cc: -Eliiott Richardson
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(Suggested Pre 51dent1a1 response
to letter of June 9, 1976 from
Robert C. Secamans, Ir.)

Honorable Robert C. Seamans, Jr.

Administrator

Energy Research and Development
Administration

Washington, D. C. 20545

Dear Bob:

Y ' . - T
S wes e

-l AgLee. in. pripciple with the concepts: oirtlined {1 Yot Tetfer™ "
to me of June 9, 1976 and direct you te proceed .on an accelerated
ba51s and in coordlnatlon w1th the Energy Resources Council to
review and develop in further detail the policy initiatives that

I should undertake with respect to nuclear reprocessing and related

non-proliferation matters.

In this regard, you should include in your analyses (1) a re-
examination of the validity, necessity, and desirability of
reprocessing spent nuclear fuel; (2) further definition of how
a multinational reprocessing demonstration center in the United
"S§a;¢s.Would be established énd operated, -including .the role  of
IAEA; and (3) optimum means for handling excess plutonium

resulting from the reprocessing.

In addition, it would be well to address other nuclear problems
such as waste management which, alongwith reprocessing initiatives,
could provide the framework for a comprehensive nuclear policy

to be adopted and enunciated in 2-3 months.
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Please strive to complete this review and forward your

recommendations to me by August 15, 1976.

Sincerely,

The President

cc: Elliott Richardson
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TAB B




(Suggested Presidential response
to letter of June 9, 1976 from
Robert C Seamans, Jr )

!

Honorable Robert C. Seamans, Jr.

Administrator

Energy Research and Development
Administration

Washington, D. C. 20545

Dear Bob:

. @g;qem;g7p£incipleﬁwith¢themeencepﬁ&=GUfIiné&:iﬁ”yﬁur'Iefféf“"““:"f&%
to me of June 9, 1976, and dlrect .you to-proceed: on an accelerated -
'ba51s>ﬁﬂﬁf1n coordination w1th the Energy Resources Counc11)

review and develop in further detail the. ‘policy initiatives fﬁéfzé{
;f'shoul%Aundertakéyalth respect to nuclear reprocessing and related

non-proliferation matters.

In this regard, you should include in your analyses (1) a re-
examination of the validity, necessity, and desirability of
reprocessing spent nuclear fuel;»(Z) further definition of how
a multinational reprocessing demonstration center in the United
States ﬁ%;&g~be'established and.operated,.including-the role of
IAEA; and (3) optimum means for handling excess plutonium

resulting from the reprocessing.

In addition, F—woutdbeweti—to—adirese o her nuclear problems
WLL(‘CLW %# MW

such as waste manageﬂ wh&ehv—aleﬂgwééhwreprocess1ng initiatites, S

could provide the framework for a comprehensive nuclear policy

doare ov Hovice
to be adopted and enunciated in %:5 months.
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Acompletg this review and forward your

recommendations to me by August 15, 1976.

Sincerely,

The President
cc: Elliott Richardson
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NEED FOR A PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE ON NUCLEAR

EXPORT POLICY OR NUCLEAR ENERGY IN GENERAL

I. CURRENT PROBLEMS

A.

Growing Congressional, press, and public concern
about nuclear weapons proliferation.

Concern is focused primarily upon the greater
availability of plutonium which is extracted from
"spent" fuel elements removed from nuclear power
reactors (i.e., referred to as reprocessing).
Concern has continued to grow since India exploded
a nuclear device in 1974.

Growing concern that current U.S. activities to
safeguard against diversion of plutonium for weapons
purposes is not adequate.

Attention is now focused on exports of nuclear
materials and equipment. Some feel that existing
controls (detailed below) have been barely adequate
for safeguarding reactors and are simply not adequate
to guard against diversion of separated plutonium.

The U.S. position in the foreign market for nuclear
equipment and materials is weakening.

This is resulting from (a) the lack of uranium
enrichment capacity, (b) growing strength of

foreign competition for nuclear equipment and

fuels, (c) uncertainty as to U.S. policy on

nuclear exports, and (d) potentially, delays
resulting from Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
control of export licenses and growing Congressional
review requirements. As the U.S. loses foreign
orders to other suppliers, the U.S. also loses its
leverage to obtain rigid safeguards agreements.

Perception in the media that the Administration is
complacent about potential diversion of plutonium
from commercial nuclear power plants abroad.

By contract, Canada recently cut off nuclear
relationships with India and appears to be imposing
strong safequards controls in connection with its
exports.

Events immediately ahead will exacerbate the above
problems, involving NRC and Congress —-- particularly
with respect to exports to Spain and India. (detailed
below.)
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EXISTING MEASURES AND ACTIVITIES TO CONTROL PROLIFERATION

A. NPT

Approximately 100 nations have signed the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) foreswearing
activities leading to the proliferation of
weapons. Several important nations have not
signed, including France and India.

B. Bilateral "Agreements for Cooperation" between
the U.S. and about 30 other nations importing
nuclear equipment and materials from the U.S.

These agreements specify safeguards that are
to be maintained.

C. IAEA

International Atomic Energy Agency establishes
safequards standards and has some inspection
. capability.

D. Supplier Discussions

State Department is leading negotiations with

other supplier nations, seeking agreement to

impose more rigid safeguards. There has been some
success achieved, but no agreement from other suppliers
to restrict their export of reprocessing facilities.

E. New International Convention

The U.S. is leading an attempt to gain agreement
on a new international nuclear physical security
convention.

F. Pressure on Customer Nations

The U.S. brought pressure on the Government of
South Korea to cancel its order with the French
for a reprocessing plant and is applying similar
pressure on Pakistan to forego acquisition of a
reprocessing plant.

RECENT AND UPCOMING EVENTS SUGGESTING THE NEED FOR ACTION

A. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

The independent NRC now plays a major role in
nuclear exports and will attract considerable
attention to the international safeguards issue
soon.
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‘Inadvertently, the final responsibility for approving

nuclear exports was allowed to be vested in the
independent NRC rather than the Executive Branch.
This resulted from the September 1974 law which
created ERDA and NRC. ~

The NRC now has before it for approval proposed
licenses to export additional fuel for reactors

in Spain and India. There appears to be agreement
within NRC that additional controls are needed, but
there is sharp dispute as to whether additional
controls -- beyond those in existing agreements --
should not be imposed as a condition of the exports.
The Commission decision apparently will be accompanied
by written opinion, making public the strong

views of one Commissioner that safeguards in

some agreements for cooperation and U.S. vigilance
have not been adequate.

Congressional

The Congress is asking more questions and
tightening controls which will introduce
delays and uncertainties. Examples include:

1.

In 1974, a law was enacted requiring that
all future bilateral "agreements for
cooperation" involving significant nuclear
exports be submitted to the Congress for a
60-day period of review.

Senate Government Operations Committee
recently reported a bill (S. 1439) which
(a) shifts additional Executive Branch
nuclear export responsibility to State
Department and the independent Nuclear
Regulatory Commission from ERDA and
Commerce Department, and (b) makes the
Congress the referee in disputes between
State and NRC. Bill referred to JCAE
and Foreign Relations for 60 days. It
could come to a vote this session.

The Senate version of the Military Aid

Bill includes a prohibition (the "Symington
Amendment") against military assistance

to countries which furnish or receive

nuclear reprocessing or enrichment facilities

not under multinational control and which

do not have IAEA safequards on all nuclear
facilities. House-Senate Conferees agreed

on June 16 to accept the Symington Amendment

with a proviso that restrictions could be waived
in specific cases upon a finding by the President
of overriding national interest, but Congress would
then have an opportunity to disapprove.
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4. The ERDA 1977 Authorization Bill was amended
on the House floor to provide for Congressional
review of the first export to any nation that
is neither a signer of the NPT nor covered
by any agreement for cooperation approved by
the Congress under the provisions of the 1974
law listed above.

5. A House International Relations Subcommittee
(Zablocki) held hearings on June 10 on an
amendment to the Export Administration Act
designed to prohibit nuclear exports unless
safeguards are tightened.

6. Senator Ribicoff is asking hard questions
of the State Department as to whether (a) any
U.S. materials were used by India in producing
the plutonium used in the device exploded in
1974, and (b) why the U.S. did not respond
more vigorously to that event. This whole
issue will get even more attention as NRC
considers pending export license for India
(mentioned in II(a) (1) above).

C. Executive Branch

Dr. Fred Ikle, Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (ACDA), recently gave a speech
revealing his concerns about the adequacy of
safeguards to prevent the diversion of plutonium.

D. Other
Presidential Candidate Carter outlined his
concerns about nuclear exports and proliferation

at the same forum in which Ikle's speech was
delivered.

ADMINISTRATION RESPONSE THUS FAR

A. The Executive Branch has responded to the above
in several ways, but the actions (a) have been
piecemeal and largely defensive, and (b) appear
inadequate in the face of current Congressional
and public attitudes. Responses include:

1. Secretary Kissinger summarized U.S. non-
proliferation efforts in testimony in
opposition to the Glenn-Percy Bill before
the Senate Government Operations Committee.
ERDA, ACDA, and other Administration witnesses
gave supporting testimony.
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2. Informal attempts are being made by State, ERDA,
and others to limit the scope of restrictions and
of Congressional review requirements in pending
bills (e.g., Military Aid and ERDA Authorization).

3. An Executive Order was recently issued setting up -
procedures for getting a coordinated Executive
Branch position (State, ERDA, DOD, ACDA, and
Commerce) on nuclear export licenses pending before
the NRC. (State Department notifies NRC of the
corrdinated Executive Branch position.)

POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL RESPONSES

Several ideas have surfaced for possible additional
responses to the current situation. Each involves
significant issues that require evaluation and decision.
Possible actions include:

A. Significant hardening of U.S. attitude on nuclear
exports safeguards required before exports are permitted.

There appears to be divided views on this.

Some probably will argue that past and current

controls are as good as can be achieved and/or

that tougher U.S. positions, taken unilaterally

will not be effective. Others will argue that

anything the U.S. can do unilaterally or in

cooperation with others that will help reduce the
opportunity for proliferation is worth doing,

recognizing the threat. Steps that might be considered to
achieve a harder and consistent policy include:

1. Strong public message to other supplier nations
(France and Germany) emphasizing the need to
curb proliferation and urging them to (a) stop
supplying reprocessing or enrichment technology
to other nations, and (b) adopting more rigorous
safeguards requirements.

2. Move to renegotiate safeguards controls under
existing agreements for cooperation as a
condition for further exports, particularly
giving the U.S. a veto on whether and where
U.S.-supplied fuel is reprocessed and
resulting plutonium retained.

3. Appoint a panel of experts not now involved
in U.S. nuclear export activities to review
past and current practices and submit recom-
mendations to you for improvements.



-6-

Discourage reprocessing (in the U.S. and abroad) until
better controls (technological and institutional) can
be worked out.

If this policy approach were to be taken, consideration
would have to be given to:

1. Expanding storage for "spent" fuel elements,
possibly making storage available to other
countries.

2. "Buy back" of spent fuel elements from other
countries. -

3. Finding ways to replace the energy value of the
plutonium and unused uranium in the spent fuel
elements (which is in the range of 10-30% of the
total energy value if reprocessing and recycle
of plutonium was permitted).

4. Other incentives to discourage the separation
of plutonium through reprocessing.

As a means to discourage the spread of reprocessing
centers, provide U.S., reprocessing services to foreign
countries.

No U.S. capacity in operation now.

1. Assist U.S. industry in demonstrating
reprocessing and related technology
(plutonium conversion, waste handling,
safeguards). Such a program is con-
templated in the President's 1977 Budget
for coverage in a 1977 Supplemental
Request.

2. Urge or require U.S. firms planning to
provide reprocessing services to dedicate
a portion of their capacity to serve
foreign needs, thereby potentially
satisfying foreign needs for many years
without the construction of reprocessing
plants abroad.

3. Go beyond #2 above by offering to allow
other governments to participate in the
operation of the first expected reprocessing
plant (Barnswell, South Carolina) as a
demonstration of the concept of a multi-
national reprocessing center.
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Propose international storage for excess plutonium

IAEA has authority to establish repositories for
excess nuclear materials. The U.S. could propose
that this authority be implemented, that all
nations store excess plutonium in such repositories
and indicate that the U.S. would participate with

a deposit of its excess plutonium.

Strengthen IAEA Safeguards

1. Make available advanced U.S. safeguards
technology to other nations and the IAEA.

2. Consider further strengthening of IAEA
safeguards, expanding the proposal for
a $5 million - 5 year voluntary U.S.
contribution announced by the President
on February 26, 1976.



TAB C




DRAFT OUTLINE FOR THE CONTENT OF A STATEMENT ON NUCLEAR

EXPORTS (WHICH COULD BE EXPANDED TO
A STATEMENT ON NUCLEAR ENERGY)

BASIC OBJECTIVES

l.

2.

Prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Make nuclear energy available for peaceful uses
particularly to reduce the current excessive,
reliance on petroleum.

POLICIES WE HAVE FOLLOWED

l.

2.

4.

Promote signing of the NPT.

Require safeguards in agreements for copperation
with countries seeking nuclear equipment and
materials from the U.S.

Serve as a reliable and competitive supplier
of nuclear reactors and fuel, which provides
leverage for imposing rigid safeguards
requirements.

Urge other supplier nations to impose rigid
safeguards as conditions of export.

STEPS NOW BEING TAKEN

1.

Urging other supplier nations to withdraw
from any plans to provide enrichment or
reprocessing plants or technology to
other countries.

Urging nations that have ordered or are
seeking to order reprocessing plants to
discontinue such activities.

Promoting the concept of a "multinational
reprocessing center" in a effort to forestall
the spread of reprocessing plants, particularly
in non-nuclear weapons nations.

Ask Congress to approve a $5 million contribution
to IAEA over the next 5 years to strengthen
safeqguards.




RECENT ADVANCES

1.

4.

Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act, providing framework
for expansion of uranium enrichment capacity
in the United States (assuming the bill passes).

Agreements by other supplier nations to tighten
safeguards.

South Korean cancellation of order for a
reprocessing plant.

Japanese signing of NPT.

POSSIBLE NEW INITIATIVES

(Outline in more detail on pages 5 to 7 of the paper
describing the need for a Presidential message.)

1.

Significant hardening of U.S. attitude on nuclear
export safeguards, with a clear statement of U.S.
policy.

°® Strong message to other supplier nations
urging (a) moratorium on reprocessing and
enrichment technology exports and (b) more
rigorous safeguards.

° Negotiate tighter safeguard controls over
existing agreements for cooperation.

° Appoint a panel of experts to review U.S.
nuclear export policy.

Discourage reprocessing (in the U.S. and abroad)
until better controls (technological and institutional)
can be worked out.

° Expand storage for spent fuel elements.
Buy back of spent fuel elements from other countries.

Replace energy value of plutonium and uranium
in spent fuel.

As a means to discourage the spread of reprocessing
centers, provide U.S. reprocessing services to
foreign countries.

° Assist U.S. industry in demonstrating reprocessing.

° Urge or require U.S. reprocessing firms to serve
foreign needs.



° Offer to allow other Governments to participate
in the operation of U.S. reprocessing facility --
as a multinational reprocessing center.

4. Propose international storage for excess plutonium.
5. Strengthen IAEA safegquards.

° Make available advanced U.S. safeguards technology.

°® Further strengthening of IAEA safeguards resources.
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(Suggested Presidential response
to letter of June 9, 1976 from
Robert C. Seamans, Jr.)

Honorable Robert C. Seamans, Jr.

Administrator

Energy Research and Development
Administration

Washington, D. C. 20545

Dear Bob:

I agree in principle with the concepts outlined in your letter

to me of June 9, 1976, and direct you to proceed on an accelerated
basis and in coordination with the Energy Resources Council to
review and develop in further detail the policy initiatives that

I should undertake with respect to nuclear reprocessing and related

non-proliferation matters.

In this regard, you should include in your analyses (1) a re-
examination of the validity, necessity, and desirability of
reprocessing spent nuclear fuel; (2) further definition of how
a multinational reprocessing demonstration center in the United
States would be established and operated, including the role of
TAEA; and (3) optimum means for handling excess plutonium

resulting from the reprocessing.

In addition, it would be well to address other nuclear problems
such as waste management which, alongwith reprocessing initiatives,
could provide the framework for a comprehensive nuclear policy

to be adopted and enunciated in 2-3 months.
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Please strive to complete this review and forward your
recommendations to me by August 15, 1976.

Sincerely,

The President

cc: Elliott Richardson






THE WHITE HOUSE _
ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOC NO.:

Date: June 10, 1976 Time:

FOR ACTICN: : » cc (for information):

JIM CANNON JACK MARSH

JIM LYNN DORF M . ‘
BRENT SCOWCROFT BOB HARTMANN

BILL SEIDMAN
FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: Wednesday, June 16, 1976 Time: 12:00 noon

SUBJECT:

Letter to the President from Robert Seamans, Administrator,
ERDA, recommending accelerated effort on reprocessing
and other initiatives concerning special nuclear materials
with suggested response to Seamans from the President.

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Necessary Action X__For Your Recommendations
’ Prepare Agenda and Brief ——— Draft Reply
X Fc;r Your Commez{ts‘ ~—— Draft Remarks
REMARKS:

(FYI: Seamans reports that Secretary' Richardson has seen this
letter and generally concurs with it along with the suggested
Presidential response to Seamans)

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a
delay in submitting the required material, please James E. Connor
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. For the President



UNITED STATES
- ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

June 9, 1976

The President
The White House

Dear Mr. President:

I believe there is an opportunity and a need for the United
States to take a major initiative to resolve uncertainties

. that now exist .in the.nuclear fuel eycle:and ‘to- réduce the.

risk of international proliferation of special nuclear
materials. This opportunity, if successfully pursued, would
complete your evolving nuclear policy and could be the central
feature of a major Presidential Message.

Background:

Until recently, Federal nuclear policy: (1) stressed Government
funding of enrichment plants; (2) assumed that reprocessing of
spent nuclear fuel and recycling of plutonium and uranium would
be accomplished in the private sector without Government support;
and (3) placed less stress on safeguards against theft or dive§{
sion of nuclear material than now seems wise.

Your initiatives in the past two years have substantially re-
formed this policy. Specifically you have: )

N
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. Limited the Federal role in enrichment by supporting
private entry as the best means for assuring addi-
tional enrichment capacity;

Increased Government research in reprocessing and

recycling so that safe and secure private facilities
could be demonstrated;

2]02]28/8 31va ‘vHYN ‘Ep[ﬁl'

. Sponsored a major Government program to demonstrate

the safe management and disposal of nuclear waste;
and

. Increased stress on materials and physical safeguards
at both Government-owned and private facilities
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
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These measures will greatly strengthen the nuclear fuel

cycle and our controls over the handling and utilization of
plutonium in this country. Yet, despite substantial progress,
a final and crucial issue remains unresolved -- the need to
control carefully the world's supply of plutonium. Among

the factors bearing on this issue are: :

. A recent court decision most likely will prevent the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission from licensing private
reprocessing facilities that would produce plutonium
for recycled use until approval of the generic

. gnvironmental statement on mixed oxide.fuels, probably.. .. ...

2 - . I

"'years from now.

.- “Uncertainty 'is "growing-‘among othér nation$ about the = -
United States as a reliable supplier of reactors and
fuel because of (1) final decisions on export licenses
now rest with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and
(2) recent amendments to nuclear legislation indicating
firm Congressional intent to review individual nuclear
initiatives with the private sector.

Other supplier nations are developing national re-
processing and recycling capabilities, and some are
under pressure commercially to sell plants to other
countries desiring to build an integrated indigenous
nuclear power capability, for example, Iran and Brazil.
"This trend could multiply the chances of theft or
diversion of plutonium and could lead to a dramatic
increase in the number of nations with nuclear weapons.

- Multinational regional reprocessing centers have been
suggested as a means for minimizing this proliferation.

"- However,: the technical, logistical and political T
feasibility of the idea has yet to be demonstrated.

Recommendation:

I believe the time is at hand for the United States to address
this basic issue with a major initiative. Such an initiative
might have the following features:

e
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. An offer to supplier and consumer states to join
with the United States to demonstrate the viability
of a multinational reprocessing approach using the
United States as the demonstration site. The question
of excess plutonium and disposal of nuclear waste
resulting from the reprocessing requires further
exploration to optimize the attractiveness to both
the host and participating nations.

. A call upon supplier nations to suspend temporarily
the export of reprocessing technology until the

e v sl dbultinational-.centerssor.other. effectiver CONELOLS i mnrmvhliuipai,

have been agreed to. I have"aTready suggested this
. .. to the Secretary. of State.in .a Aletter dated May 13,
1976.

. A commitment to employ in the multinational centers
and to make available advanced United States safe-
guards and security technology.

The key to the initiative is a willingness of the United States
to offer reprocessing and recycling services to other nations
and to open our facilities to international inspection. The
facility could well be a new plant or a partially completed
private plant at Barnwell, South Carolina that was financed

by a consortium composed of Allied Chemical, Gulf 0il Corpora-
tion and Royal Dutch Shell. Arrangements for serving foreign
needs from this facility would, of course, have to be worked
out, however, it is anticipated that the consortium will have
an interest in a governmentally-encouraged demonstration.

In any event, the United States could provide some funding and
.appropriate. technlcal assistance and guarantees for the
establishment of an “international reprocessing facility in

the United States and invite those nations which would utilize
the services of such a facility to provide a pro rata share

of operating expenses. Of course, a successful international
demonstration, under the auspices of the United States, would
also materially assist in the development of our domestic
reprocessing capability over the long run as 1ncrea51ng nuclear
power production results in needed new reprocessing facilities.




Such an initiative could become the centerpiecé of a truly
comprehensive Presidential policy on nuclear power and non-
proliferation.

Decision:

If you approve, I will pursue and intensify work with appro-
priate departments and agencies to develop a recommended
nuclear reprocessing initiative to be available to.you as
soon as possible.
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Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
Administrator

ccf .Elliott Richardson




(Suggested Presidential response
to letter of June 9, 1976 from
Robert C. Seamans, Jr )

Honorable Robert C. Seamans, Jr.

Administrator

Energy Research and Development
Administration

Washington, D. C. 20545

Dear Bob:

;&;vag;ggwinﬁpxincipleiwithumhe«eoncepts*outlined”iﬁ”?ﬁﬁf”l%fﬁe?"““3‘"m‘
to me of June 9, 1976, and direct.you to. proceed -on ‘an accelerated

basis and in coordination with the Energy Resources Council to

review and develop in further detail the policy initiatives. that

I should undertake w1th respect to nuclear reprocessing and related

non-proliferation matters. /

In this regard, you should include in your analyses (1) a re-

examination of the validity, necessity, and desirability of

reprocessing spent nuclear fuel; (2) further definition of how

a multinational reproéessing demonstration center in the United
States Woyid be gstablishgd and operated, including the role of -

AfAEA; and (3) optimum means for handling excess plutonium

resulting from the reprocessing.

In addition, it would be well to address other nuclear problems
such as waste management which, alongwith reprocessing initiatives,
could provide the framework for a comprehensive nuclear policy

to be adopted and enunciated in 2-3 months.
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Please strive to complete this review and forward your

recommendations to me by August 15, 1976. |

Sincerely,

The President

cc: Elliott Richardson
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