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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 28, 1976
MEETING WITH BOB FRI AND HEADS OF AGENCIES
CONCERNED WITH NUCLEAR POLICY
Thursday, July 29, 1976
11:45 A.M. (20 minutes)
The Cabinet Room
From:
I.

Jim Cannon

PURPOSE
To formally advise the agency heads of your decision
to undertake a comprehensive review of nuclear policy,
to seek cooperation in the review, to introduce
Bob Fri as the review team leader and to make clear
the importance you ascribe to the review.

II.

BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLAN
A.

Background
On July 19, you approved recommendations (memo
at TAB A} from Brent Scowcroft, Jim Lynn, and
Jim Cannon that a concerted effort be undertaken
to review nuclear policy options.
Since your decision, Bob Seamans has agreed
to make Bob Fri available on a full-time basis
to lead the review effort. Bob Fri moved to
the Executive Office Building and began work
on the review last Thursday. He will briefly
outline the study following your remarks.
Questions have been raised by one or two agency
heads as to why the review is not being conducted
by an existing policy group (e.g., NSC, Domestic
Council, or ERC). Agencies have been told that the
policy issues cut across domestic and national
security areas and involve issues other than
energy, and~ therefore, the establishment of a
special, temporary review group is necessary.
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In a related development, the JCAE succeeded
yesterday in delaying the Nuclear Export
Reorganization Bill that is being pushed by
Ribicoff, Percy and Glenn.
In so doing, however,
Senator Pastore asked Administration witnesses
{ERDA, State, et. al.) to work with the JCAE and
Senate Government Operations Committee to come up
with an alternative bill.

III.

B.

Participants.

C.

Press Plan.

See TAB B.
White House Photographer.

TALKING POINTS
0

While we have made some good progress in the nuclear
area over the past two years, we are still faced
with several critical policy issues -- particularly
with respect to nuclear exports, proliferation,
reprocessing of nuclear fuel and management of
nuclear wastes.

0

Because these policy issues are so interrelated
and involve the interests of all your agencies,
I decided that it was time for a high-level,
comprehensive review.

0

Bob Fri has agreed to take on the important
assignment, for the next few weeks, of leading
the review.
I am sure that the selection of
someone at Bob's level and special competence
will give you some idea of the importance that
I attach to this study.

0

I place the highest priority on this review, and
I ask that all of you cooperate fully with Bob
and his team in this spirit. He will be asking
both for input and staff assistance, and he plans
to work closely with you so that everyone's views
will be taken into account.

0

I would like all possible initiatives considered
within the context of the review. Not all the
initiatives considered will be adopted and some
may turn out to be inappropriate for a public
message.

0

I understand that Senator Pastore asked yesterday
for help from several of your agencies in drafting
a bill dealing with nuclear exports. _ I think it
is important that we work with his committee.

,

-3However, Bob's effort should be the channel
for this cooperation, and I am asking him to
take on this responsibility in full coordination
with you.
0

I would like to have Bob outline for you his plan
for. proceeding with the review.

(A copy of your July 27 letter to John Anderson,
informing him of the review, is attached at TAB C.)

,
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DECISION

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

HE.NORANDUM FOR:

THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

BREN·T·

SCO~··'

JD~C
NNOl· , ·

OFT/.£5)

JIJYI

~

SUBJECT:

.

NUCLEAR POLICY - ISSUES A..l\JD PROBLEMS
REQUIRING ATTENTION AND POTENTIAL
POLICY STATEMENT

This memorandum:
Identifies nuclear export and w·eapons proliferation,
reprocessing and waste management problems requiri~g
early attention.

Summar~zes g~owing 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 rieedfor a major effort over the next
six weeks to develop ·a.nd evaluate sever(ll potential
policy and program actions,. followed by
Presidential
statement
nuclear poli~y. ~Y. I_ni.d~Septeinber.

-on

a

ISSUES
The principal issues. presented for·-y9Ul; 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 consideration;
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

lli~D

STATUS - NUCLEAR POLICY

The acceptability of co~~ercial nuclear power passed a major
test with the defeat of Proposition 15 in CaliJornia. 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 uncertainty at the 11 front end 11 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 -- \vith primary responsibility in industry and
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). However, these
front-end problems are aggravated by the uncertainties
associated \vith 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 proliferation 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 \vastes.
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

k~D

CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS AND OUTLOOK

Hhile the California Proposition failed, other referenda
involving restrictions on corrmercial nuclear power have
qualified for November ballots in ~vashington, Oregon, and
Colorado. These referenda together with three restrictive
la\vs 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 restrictive provisions in bills now moving through the Congress
most of which require additional Congressional revie'Vv 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 r~gid safeguards against proliferation.
Congressional developments, including recent strong criticism
from Co~gressman 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 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 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 be undertaken immediately,
particularly in view of the grmving concern in the Congress.
In view of the complex nature of the issues involved, a
number of agencies will need to be involved and -..-rill need
to devote resources to the effort. These include: ERDA,
State, ACDA, NRC and, to a lesser extent, Interior, EPA,
Commerce, FEA and CEQ.

'

4

RECONiYlENDATIONS
l.

That you direct that work begin iwmediately to develop
and evaluate the potential initiatives described
briefly in Tab C (and others subsequently identified),
'i.vi th decision papers presented to you by August 30.
APPROVE

2.

DISAPPROVE

-------------------

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

3.

--------------------

--------------------

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 'i.vith all the ~gencies concerned.
APPROVE __________________

DISAPPROVE

------------------

'

PRINCIPAL CONGRESSIONAL A.~D NUCLEAR
REGULATORY COfilHISSIONS (NRC) ACTIONS RELATING
TO NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND REPROCESSING
I.

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
revie1;v. This v1as 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 amendment {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
Aili~nistration 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 'l.vould
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, \vhich (a) shifts additional executive branch nuclear export responsibility
to State Department and the independent Nuclear
Regulatory Commission from EP~A and Comw.erce

'
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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
v1as 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 Wnite 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 reprocessing, 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 fonvard 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.

II. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMHISSION. 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 particularly important because:

'
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A.

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 197 4 la\v \vhich
created ERDA and NRC.

B.

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.

C.

The NRC is now working on an environmental impact
statement necessary to its decision -- expected in
early 1977 -- as to whether to permit \dde scale
use of plutonium as reactor fuel. This and subsequent decisions on the licensing of reprocessing
facilities will have a major impact on the desirability, 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 ele~ents to recover plutonium and unused
uranium.)

'

. SUm·lARY OF PRINCIPAL NUCLEAR Pm~ER PROBLEMS
AND POSSIBLE RESPONSES: NUCLEAR EXPORTS,
REPROCESSING AND WASTE HANAGEHENT

I.

II.

III.

Nuclear Exports and Proliferation

1

A.

Current Problems

1

B.

Principal Existing Measures Affecting
Nuclear Export Policy and Control of
Proliferation

2

c.

Administration Response Thus Far

3

D.

Additional Actions for Development
and Evaluation

4

Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing and Spread of
Reprocessing Technology

6

A.

Background

6

B.

Current Problems

7

C.

Actions Taken or Underway

9

D.

Additional Actions for Development
and Evaluation

10

Nuclear Waste Hanagement
A.

Background

10

B.

Current Problems

11

c.

Actions Taken or Underway

12

D.

Additional Actions for Development
and Evaluation

13

'

SUHMARY OF PRINCIPAL NUCLEAR PROBLEr-1S
AND POSSIBl.JE RESPONSES: NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND
PROLIFERI\TION, REPROCESSING AND ~·lASTE HANAGENENT
I.

NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND PROLIFERATION
A.

Current Problems

1.

Growing Congressional, press, and public concern
about nuclear weapons proliferation.
Concern is focused primarily upon the greater
availability of plutonium '"hich 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.

2.

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, particularly if it is
accumulated in excess amounts.

3.

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, qelays 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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4.

Percention in the media that the Administration is
co~~lacent about potential diversion of plutoniQ~
from commercial nuclear pm·Ter 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 \vi th its exports
has set a tough standard of comparison.

B.

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

NPT
Approximately 100 nations have signed the NonProliferation Treaty (NPT) foreswearing activities
leading to the proliferation of \veapons. Several
important nations have not signed, including
France, India, Pakistan, Israel, South Africa
and Brazil.

2.

Bilateral 11 Agreements for Cooperation" between
the U.S. and about 30 other nations importing
nuclear equipment and mater1als 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.

Ne\v 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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6.

Pressure on Customer Nations
The U.S. brought pressure on the ~overnment 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 Hest 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 co~~tment to supply enrichment and reprocessing
technology to Brazil and France is committed to
supply a reprocessing plant to Pakistan. Nature
of commitrr£nts to others, such as South Africa,
are unclear.

C.

A&~inistration

Response Thus Far

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 Slliumarized U.S. nonproliferation 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 witnesses
have also testified before JCAE, except for
Secretary Kissinger who is expected to appear
soon.

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 '\·las 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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D.

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:
1.

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 \vill not be
effective recognizing that the requirements we
impose are already tougher than those of most
other suppliers \vith 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, particularly giving the U.S. a veto on whether
and where any fuel irradiated in u.s.
reactors is reprocessed.

,

-------------------
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d.

2.

In addition to other actions, but not a
substitute for, appoint a panel of experts
not nmv 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 lnstitutional) can be '\vorked
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:

3.

a.

Expanding storage for "spent 11 fuel elements,
possibly making storage available to other
cour1tries.

b.

"Buy back" of spent fuel elements.

c.

Finding 'l.vays 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 comro~rcial
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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4.

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 demonstration 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

plutoniTh~.

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 plutoniQ~.
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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2.

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
conunercially.

c.

reduce irradiated fuel and associated v1aste
products to most manageable forms.

Technolo~J

in AEC (now

B.

for reprocessing has been demonstrated
EP~A) operations.

3.

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

4.

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

Competition a~ong 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

1.

Demonstrating Technology in Commercial Operations
There is not now any commercial reprocessing
capacity in the U~:
a.

b.

One plant that \'las operational (Nuclear Fuel
Services) in Western, N.Y., is closed down
and probably will not reopen.
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 stage~ 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 vmste
solidification and packaging facility.

2.

Licensing
Licensing of reprocessing facility depends upon
resolution of a number of issues nm·T pending
before the NRC in one major and several other
issues. The principal issue is \V'hether 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.

3.

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 commercial 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 whet~er 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.

2.

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 reprocessing 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.

NRC is proceeding \vi th 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.

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.

2.

III.

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~

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.

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

NUCLEAR
A.

~7ASTE

MANAGEMENT

Background
1.

Government policy has, since early 1970's, been
that the Federal Government would take responsibility for long-term storage of high level wastes.
Private industry is responsible (subject to
regulation) for handling and packaging of w·astes
and delivering them in a prescribed form to a
Federal repository for long-term storage.

'
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B.

2.

Government policy has regarded the handling and
storage of lmver 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.

3.

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.

4.

There seems to be general agreement that
technology is available to permit safe longterm storage, but there 1s a long way to go
before a respository is in place and ready
to receive wastes.

5.

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 acceptabl~ location(s) for a
repository, constructing it, and opening it
to receive wastes. Current assessments suggest 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.

2.

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

3.

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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C.

4.

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.
·

5.

Expected increase in nuclear t-Tastes worldwide
bet~veen now and 1990 will require development
of international plans standards.

Actions Taken or Undenvay
1.

ERDA
a.

b.

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 co~~try in order to find a
suitable location for a pilot repository
and operational repositories.
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.

2.

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

3.

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 \vhen needed. The
problems include:
(a) sequencing of each agency's
activities so that information will be available
to others when needed, (b) overlapping functions
bet-v1een NRC and EPA, and (c) continuing interagency coordination.
D.

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 interagency coordination.

3.

Consider the extension of our domestic \vaste
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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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 27, 1976
.

)

Dear John:
Recently, you have expressed your view that greater
attention is needed to a number of important nuclear
policy matters, including nuclear exports and fuel
reprocessing. You have also suggested the possibility
of using domestic reprocessing facilities to serve both
domestic and foreign needs and to further worldwide
efforts to control proliferation.
The matters you have identified are of continuing
importance to this Administration and we have taken a
number of steps to deal with them, all with the objective
of providing safe, clean, economic and properly safeguarded
nuclear power here and abroad. We are looking forward to
more progress. For example, the passage of the Nuclear
Fuel Assurance Act will be an important step toward the
expansion of capacity in the United States to produce
enriched uranium for nuclear power plants. This will help
us maintain the influence associated with the u.s. role
as a leading world supplier of nuclear fuel and equipment
for peaceful purposes and thus contribute substantially
to our non-proliferation objectives.
In addition, the departments and agencies have been
examining additional options within their areas of responsibility that might contribute further to the achievement
of our nuclear policy objectives. For example, we have
been working with foreign nuclear suppliers and customers
to strengthen controls against the diversion of nuclear
mater~als.
We are also proceeding with actions to resolve
remaining questions with respect to domestic reprocessing
and nuclear waste management.
Because nuclear policy issues are of such great importance,
I believe they should be treated comprehensively. Accordingly.
I have recently directed that a special concerted review be
undertaken of our various nuclear policy objectives and
options, particularly with respect to exports, reprocessing
and waste management. In view of your special interest, I

,

/

I

/

-

2 -

wanted you to know of this decision. The review will
involve both domestic and international aspects. All
Federal departments and agencies, as well as the policy
groups in the Executive Office, that have responsibilities
relating to nuclear policy will be involved in the review.

Mr. Robert w. Fri, who normally serves as De~uty Administrator of the Energy Research and Development Administration,
has agreed to accept the responsibility for full-time
leadership of the review effort. Mr. Fri's appointment to
this temporary duty reflects my intent-that special attention
be given to this comprehensive review of nuclear policy
issues.
I expect that the review group will complete the principal
part of its work by early fall.
If the group concludes
that additional actions are warranted, I will review those
recommendations carefully and, where appropriate, will
follow up with proposals to the _Congress.
I look forward to working with you as the review progresses.

7£4£,~

The Honorable John B. Anderson
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

u.s.
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PARTICIPANTS IN 11:45

~EETING

ON NUCLEAR POLICY

These papers are provided for ybur reference during the
meeting.
Please leave them on the table when the meeting is
over.
Thank you.
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BACKGI<.OUND POLICY - BACKGROUND PAPEES

TAB A

Background and Status - Nuclear Policy

TAB B

Principal Congressional and Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) Actions Relating to Nuclear
Exports and Reprocessing

TAB C -- Summary of Principal Nuclear Power Problems
and Possible Response: Nuclear Exports and
Proliferation, Reprocessing and Waste
Management

,

BACI\GROUND AND STATUS -

NUCLEJ,p POLICY

'rhe acceptability of con1...rnercial nuclear power passed a major
test with the defeat of Proposition 15 in California. Also,
we expect that your uranium enrichment proposal Hill soon
be approved by the Congress, paving the Hay for ezpansion
of capacity and thus resolving the principal remaining uncertainty at the "front end" of the commercial nuclear pmver
cycle. Some ques·tions 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 aggrava·ted by the uncertainties
associated \·lith 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 proliferation 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 cowmercial power plants to recover plutonium and
unused uranium, and the commercial demonstra·tion 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-tern1
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 \ve 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.
·

'

PRINCIPAL CONGRESSIONAL ~~D NUCLEAR
REGULATORY CO~~SSIONS (NRC) ACTIONS RELATING
TO NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND REPROCESSING
I.

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

A 1974 la\'1 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 amendment {stil~ 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 NP'l' 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 \'lOUld 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 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 additional executive branch nuclear export ~esponsibility
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 bet\veen 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 testimony 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
o f 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 reprocessing, 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 ~f
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
h e 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 parti c ularly important because:

'
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A.

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.

B.

The NRC has just announced decisions on licenses
to export a reactor to Spain and an interim supply
of fuel for the Ta~apur 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 memb~rs
of Congress.

C.

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 subsequent decisions on the licensing of reprocessing
facilities will have a major impact on the desirability, 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 ele~ents to recover plutonium and unused
uranium.)

'
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SUr.1HARY OF PRINCIPAL NUCLEAR PROBLEM;
AND POSSIBLE RESPONSES:
NUCLEAR E XPORTS AND
PROLIFERATION, REPROCESSING AND WASTE l'lANAGEMENT

I.

NUCLEAR EXPORTS AND PROLIFERATION

A.

Current Problems
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.

2.

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, particularly if it is
accumulated in excess amounts.

3.

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, Qelays resulting
from Nuclear Regulatory Commission (~RC) 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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4.

Perception in the media that the ~~~~istration is
complacent about potential diversLon of plutonium
from commercial nuclear pm..rer 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 ~ndia and imposing strong
safeguard controls in connection ,..,i th its exports
has set a tough standard of comparison.

B.

Principal Existing Measures Affecting Export Policy
and the Control of Proliferation.
1.

NPT
Approximately 100 natiops have signed the NonProliferation 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
t he U.S. and about 30 other nations importing
nuclear equipment and materials from the U.S .
These agreements specify safeguards that are to
b e 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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6.

Pressure on Customer Nations
The U.S. brought pressure on the GovernmPnt 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 sti_ll has
a commitment to supply enrichment and reprocessing
technology to Brazil and France is committed to
supply a reprocessing plant to Pakistan. Nature
o f commitments to others, such as South Africa,
are unclear.

C.

Administration Response Thus Far
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 Slli~arized U.S. nonproliferation 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 su~
porting testimony. Administration witnesses
have also testified before JCAE, except for
Secretary Kissinger who is expected to appear
soon .

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 coordinated Executive Branch position.)

'
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D.

Additional Actions for Development and

Evaluatio~

Several ideas have surfaced for possible alternative
responses to the current situation. Each involves
significant issues that require develop.ncnt and
evaluation before being presented for decision.
Possible actions identifi~d thus far include:
1.

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 c-urb
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, particularly giving the U.S. a veto on whether
and where any fuel irradiated in U.S .
reactors is reprocessed.

•

'

5

d.

2.

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 currenl
practices and submit recommendations to
you for improvements.

Intensify efforts tb discourage ~~processing
(in the U.S. and abroad) until better controls
(technological and 1nstitutional) can be \70rked
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:

3.

a.

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

b.

"Buy back" of spent fuel elements.

c.

Finding ~vays 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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4.

b.

Urge or require U.S. firms planning to
provide reprocessing services to iedicate
a portion of their c~pacity to s0~ve
foreign needs, thereby potenticlly
satisfying foreign neeos 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 demonstrat~on 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 re~rocessed
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.

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
arc to:

'
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B.

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.

2.

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

3.

Consistent policy followed that the reprocessing
s tep in the nuclear fuel cycle is the responsibility of industry . Government sponsors R&D.

4.

The principal driving forces behind the spread of
reprocessing technology and equipment worldwide
ar e :
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
1.

Demonstrating Technology in Commercial Operations
There is not now any commercial reprocessing
c apacity in the U. S . :
·
a.

b.

One p lant that was· operational (Nuclear Fuel
Services) in Western , N.Y., is closed down
and probably will not reopen .
A $7 0 million plant built at Mo~ris, Illinois
b y 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.

2.

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.

3.

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 commercial 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.

I

..,.
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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.

Barmvell Facility
The consortium building the Barnwell reprocessing
facility is experiencing financial problems due
to higher costs and uncertainty about the future
of reprocessing. Abandon~~nt of the operation
is conceivable.

C.

Actions Taken or Underway
1.

2.

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 reprocessing 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.

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.
,.
I
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3.

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.

2.

III.

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.

lrnmediate 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.

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

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
A.

Background
1.

Government policy has, since early 1970's, been
that the Federal Government would take responsibility 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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B.

2.

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.

3.

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.

4.

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

5.

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 acceptabl~ location(s) for a
repository, constructing it, and opening i t
to receive wastes . Current assessments suggest 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 .

2.

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

3.

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.

'

12

C.

4.

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 pmver·, and (b) questions
by utilities and utility commissions as to the
desirability of committing to more nuclear
plants.

5.

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 formations 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.

2.

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.

3.

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 interagency coordination.

D.

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 interagency 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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