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portant U.S. initiatives to reduce the threat of further
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Following discussions with other exporters of nuclear
equipment and technology, the United Stutes will now follow a
comprehensive set of principles governing nuclear exports.
These are intended to serve as a further barrier to nuclear
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meet the world's energy needs. These rules involve more
widespread application of International Atomic Energy Agency
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Emphasizing that our intention is not to promote reprocessing,
Dr. Ikle reported on IAEA and U.S. studies which have been
initiated to find practical, economic alternatives to such
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! Mr., Chairman, and members of the Committee, I greatly
appreciate this opportunity to appear before you.

This morning I would like to comment on two kinds of
initiatives undertaken by the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and the Executive Branch to deal with nuclear pro-
liferation.

The first concerns nuclear exports, the second, multi-
national fuel centers.

The United States over the years has sought to work with
other countries to insure that civil nuclear exports would be
used only for peaceful purposes. We have recently had a
number of bilateral and multilateral discussions with nuclear
exporters to develop common rules on safeguards and export
controls. As a result, the United States together with other
exporters has decided to apply certain principles to our future
nuclear exports. Most of these are consistent with current
U.S. practice; some are new, All are designed to inhibit the
spread of nuclear weapons while permitting nuclear exports of
equipment to meet the world's growing energy needs. These
principles include the following:

-- The requirement that recipients must apply international
(IAEA) safeguards on all nuclear imports,

-- The requirement that the importer give assurances not to
use these imports to make nuclear explosives for any pur-
pose -- whether called 'peaceful" or not.

-- The requirement that the importer have adequate physical
security for these nuclear facilities and materials to

prevent theft and sabotage.,

-- The requirement for assurances that the importers will de-
mand the same conditions on any re-transfer of these
materials or types of equipment to third countries.
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Now, on the question of more sensitive exports -- those
which involve fuel enrichment, spent fuel reprocessing, and
heavy water. We intend to use restraint in supply of these
exports, particularly when we think they could add to the
risk of proliferation,

In addition, in cases where we do export sensitive tech-
nology, we require that the importers obtain our consent
before they re-transfer any sensitive nuclear technology to a
third country.

These are the minimum standards the US will apply to its
nuclear exports. We are prepared to be more stringent when
appropriate.

Together with other leading exporters of nuclear tech-
nology, we are also committed to follow-up efforts along
three lines.

1. To promote international cooperation in exchanging
information on physical security, on measures of
protection of nuclear material in transit, and on
measures for recovery of stolen nuclear material

and equipment;

2. To improve the effectiveness of IAEA safeguards
through special efforts that support that organiza-
tion, and

3., To encourage the designers and makers of sensitive
equipment to construct it in a way that will aid
safeguards,

Mr. Chairman, the second kind of initiatives we are under-
taking have to do with multinational fuel-cycle centers.. The
idea for such centers was promoted in the final declaration of
the Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty held in
Geneva last year. At the United Nations General Assembly last
autumn, Secretary Kissinger stressed the grave danger of
national reprocessing plants to nuclear proliferation and thus
to world security, and proposed establishment of multinational
fuel-cycle centers as a safer alternative to national control
of reprocessing facilities.

The International Atomic Energy Agency has now begun a
major study of the regional multinational center concept; the
United States actively supports it, and I expect it will be
completed sometime next year, Preliminary results suggest that
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large scale centers could bring significant economies of scale
compared with smaller national reprocessing plants, But more
important from my perspective -- these centers may be an at-
tractive alternative to national reprocessing plants,
particularly for countries with more limited nuclear capac1ty
This alternative then may encourage countries to forego
national reprocessing facilities and work together. This
would make safeguards -- and the protection of dangerous
nuclear materials more effective, In short, if the concept
proves successful, multinational centers should reduce the
dangers of further nuclear proliferation and of nuclear

terrorism.

"The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has strongly
supported the TAEA study by supplying experts and consultants.,
We have also begun our own study on a broad range of related
questions. One such question is whether new approaches to
storing spent fuel could forestall premature national reproc-
essing; another is how to better manage transportation of
nuclear materials. We are also beginning a preliminary study
of the practical steps the U.S. -- both government and
industry -- might take to advance the concept of multinational

centers abroad,

I was asked recently why ACDA wishes to build reprocessing
plants, The question indicates a misunderstanding of our ob-
jectives, Our efforts for multinational approaches should not
be misunderstood: we do not wish to promote the reprocessing
of Plutonium. On the contrary, Our hope, in all these efforts,
is to investigate practical, economic alternatives to national
reprocessing, and thereby reduce the growing dangers of nuclear

proliferation,

Mr. Chairman, this completes my initial remarks, I would
be pleased to answer your questions concerning these
initiatives or any other aspects of our non-proliferation ef-
forts, past or present,
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NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION: FU-
TURE U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IM-
PLICATIONS

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the con-
current resolution (H, Con. Res. 5700
with respect to certain arms control and
disarmament negotiations, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Cox. REs. 570

Whereas the operation of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons was
reviewed in May 1975, by a special conference
which included parties to such treaty;

Whereas such conference confirmed the
fact that States with nuclear weapons capa-
bility have made only limited progress in
pursuing “negotiations in good faith on ef-
fective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nu-
clear disarmament” as called for by such
treaty;

Whereas a significant number of nonnu-
clear weapons states have not acceded to
such treaty;

Whereas a sufficiently strong United States
strategic force may provide reassurance to
allies who might, in its absence, wish to
acquire nuclear weapons; and

‘Whereas it is important that further efforts
be undertaken on an urgent basis to limit the
dangers involved In peaceful and military
nuclear developments and that the position
of the United States Congress be under-
stood with respect to its willingness to give
full effect to the terms of the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
and to take further steps to limit nuclear
dangers: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That (a) the Con-
gress of the United States, noting the positive
steps embodied in the Vladivostok accord of
November 24, 1974, urges their prompt em-
bodiment, with clarification of ambiguities,
in a treaty or in an agreement approved by
law. The Congress further urges immediate
negotiations to achieve agreements, which
would be mutual and verifiable on (1) a sub-
stantial initial reduction in the number of
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and the
number ol strategic missile launchers
equipped with multiple independently tar-
getable reentry vehicles, and (2) the achieve-
ment of approximate equality in total stra-
tegic nuclear destructive capability as
measured by the number, yleld, throw-
welght, and accuracy of nuclear weapons.

(b) The Congress of the United States
urges a comprehensive agreement ending
underground nuclear explosions under ade-
quate verification.

(e¢) The Congress of the United States, in
order to reinforce international actions to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons
and other nuclear explosive devices, urges
a halt on further transfers of nuclear fuel,
technology, and equipment to any country
which has not either (1) accepted on all its
nuclear programs the safeguards recognized
by the International Atomic Energy Agency,
or (2) become a party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, if
other major nuclear suppliers agree to a sim-
{lar halt on such transfers.

Sec, 2. The President is respectfully re-
quested to inform the appropriate foreign
countries of the declarations by the Congress
of the United States with respect to arms
control and disarmament negotiations and
the proliferation of nuclear weapons ma-
terials which are contained in this concur-
rent resolutlon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sec-
ond demanded?

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand
o second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, a second will be considered as
ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. ZABLOCKI)

and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
FinpLEy) will be recognized for 20 min-
utes each.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. ZABLOCKI) .

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. ZABLOCKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of House Concurrent Reso-
lution 570, legislation with respect to the
problem of nuclear proliferation. This
resolution is an expression in support of
a saner and more peaceful world—one
free of the threat of nuclear prolifera-
tion and the scourge of possible nuclear
war.

Why is this resolution important
enough to merit support? Why, in other
words, should Members of Congress be
concerned about proliferation?

To some, proliferation is a seemingly
distant issue, scientifically and tech-
nologically complex. By contract, the
nations of the world are plagued with
crises of food and starvation, fuels and
energy, warfare, and internal unrest.
Such problems have an immediate
urgency. In comparison with these press-
ing issues, why should we in Congress
turn our attention to the spread of nu-
clear technology and weapons?

The reason is stark and simple. All
of the other world problems—serious as
they are—will become moot if many
more nations acquire nuclear weapons.
Given the flood tide of spreading nu-
clear technology, the prospect of other
nations soon having nuclear weapons is
a real and current threat.

Evidence pointing to the seriousness
of the danger is irrefutable. For example,
nuclear materials, from which nuclear
explosives could ultimately be made, now
exist in approximately 30 countries. It
is estimated that by 1985 nearly 50 coun-
tries will have at least one nuclear
power plant that can produce enough
plutonium each year for at least several
dozen nuclear explosives. By the year
2000 the annual rate of plutonium pro-
duction worldwide will be nearly 1 mil-
lion kilograms—enough to make 100,000
nuclear explosive devices.

In the light of that mounting crisis,
the issue is whether we should stand by,
ignore the threat and permit the spread
of nuclear power to go on pell mell or
do we attempt to seek reasonable controls
while there is still time. This may be
the last chance we have to answer that
question rationally.

Preventing the epidemic of nuclear
proliferation and possible nuclear dis-
aster is, I submit, the real purpose of
House Concurrent Resolution 570.

At this moment, the major powers are
continuing to develop and test new and
improved nuclear weapons. Continued
testing can generate improvements that
could upset the balance of the present
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nuclear armories and thereby destabilize
relations between the world nuclear
glants.

In terms of nuclear technology dis-
persal, the problem is seriously com-
pounded. The six leading nuclear sup-
plier states promote the international
sale of their products to nations turning
toward uranium as a fuel substitute for
expensive and perhaps unreliable cil im-
ports. These supplier nations offer nu-
clear powerplants produced by the United
States, Great Britain, France, or Canada.

In addition, the Soviet Union has: be-
gun to supply nuclear powerplants to
some of its satellites. Japan is expected to
enter the world nuclear market soon as
will many European nations.

Some nuclear suppliers seek to sweeten
their deals by offering equipment and
technology so that their customer na-
tions can produce their own enriched
uranium and plutonium. These tie-in
sales signal a big and dangerous jump
toward proliferation.

This alarming problem of escalation
will continue unless the United States
and other level-headed suppliers can per-
suade all of the supplier nations not to
export such sensitive and dangerous nu-
clear technology.

This escalation will continue unless the
customer nations can be urged to ratify
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,
NPT, or be required to place all of their
nuclear activities under the safeguards
of the Intermational Atomic Energy
Agency providing for effective and fre-
quent inspection by the International
Atomic Energy Agency, IAEA.

Unless the United States, through the
type of foreign policy initiatives urged by
House Concurrent Resolution 570, can
slow down or halt the further spread of
nuclear weapons, the world will soon face
the possibility of surprise nuclear attacks
by unidentified nations.

Worse still are prospects that a lack
of adequate protection and control might
make it possible for terrorist groups to
steal nuclear explosive materials with-
out detection and so be able to make
blackmail demands or take terrorist ac-
tions.

Those, in short, are the reasons Con-
gress should be concerned about nuclear
proliferation. Those are also the prob-
lems to which House Concurrent Reso-
Iution 570 is addressed as a solution.

House Concurrent Resolution 570 sig-
nals an important start for Congress
both to encourage and to support the
executive branch in shaping foreign pol-
icy initiatives designed to slow down the
further development of new or improved
nuclear weapons. It also signals the pos-
sibility of slowing down or, preferably,
halting the further wanton spread of nu-
clear weapons and explosives heyond the
six nations known to possess them.

That is why this resolution and its
purpose is important. That is why it mer-
its our support. I urge the passage of
House Concurrent Resolution 570.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. FINDLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Concurrent Resolution
570. This bill emerged from the Subcom-
mittee on International Security and Sci-
entific Affairs under the able leadership
of the subcommittee’s chairman, CLEm-
ENT ZaBLocKI. There, we have under-
taken a series of exceptionally thorough
and well-structured hearings during
which testimony was taken from repre-
sentatives of ACDA, the State Depart-
ment, the .atomic energy Industry, the
regulatory agencies, the Export-Import
Bank, and private experts. These hear-
ings provided the focus for the legislation
before us today. In addition, they laid
the groundwork for possibly broader and
more binding regulative proposals for
the future. :

No longer can theré be any doubt about
the perils that lie immanent in the in-
discriminate spread of nuclear technol-
ogy and materials, Our own national pol-
icy, grounded on a misguided and un-
critical altruism, has itself helped to
stimulate this deadly spread. Failing to
balance risk against genuine need, we
provide nueclear powerplants to nations
whose economies are insufficiently devel-
oped to accommodate them. Often we
have skewed the caleculus further
through massive export subsidies.

Meanwhile spent fuel continues to ac-
cumulate and with it an alarming ac-
cumulation of separable plutonium—the
key ingredient for a nuclear explosive.
As the technoogy of reprocessing be-
comes more widely available, these coun-
their own deeply strained regional con-
flicts and antagonisms, will be only
months away from a nuclear bomb ca-
pability—separated only by the thin
membrane of political restraint or nego-
tiated agreement.

This legislation is bound around the
simple mnotion that nuclear supplier
countries should draw the line for ex-
ports at those countries who have either
become a party to the NPT regime, or
else have placed full fuel cycle safe-
guards on all of their facilities. This
alone will not comprehensively resolve

our problem. But it is an important first-

step.

Second, this resolution motes that
some nations may prefer the security of
alliance relationships and nuclear guar-
antees to the instabilities of independent
nuclear forces. Hence, the preservation
of these important security arrange-
ments is directly contingent on the via-
bility and resilence of our strategic
forces. This fact is the basis of the reso-
lution’s fourth whereas clause. Yet an-
other strain of this concern can be found
in the first resolved clause, where future
arms reductions are tied explicitly to a
reduction in the existing imbalance in
missile throw-weight between the United
States and the Soviet Union. This is the
first time to my knowledge that the Con-
gress has expressed itself formally on
this important point.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. LoNg).

(Mr. LONG of Maryland asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. LONG of Maryland., Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 570, regarding nuclear pro-
liferation. I commend the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Za-
BLOCKI), and the members of the Sub-
committee on International Security
and Scientific Affairs for their substan-
tial efforts in this ¢ritical area. The com-
mittee has made an important first step
toward developing a rational U.S. policy
on nuclear proliferation and nuclear ex-
ports policy.

Senator Rieicorr has stated that by
1990, reactors in the developing world
alone will be generating 30,000 pounds of
plutonium annually—the equivalent of
3,000 atomic bombs.

Providing a country with nuclear pow-
er gives it not only plutonium but also
the scientific-engineering complex need-
ed to make the short step to producing
nuclear weapons. The committee report
states that “prospects for diversion will
clearly increase if and when plutonium
comes into general use as a nuclear fuel.”
Terrorists or unfriendly nations could
threaten, blackmail, or launch a surprise
attack on the United States.

Our nuclear arsenal would he useless
as a deterrent because we might not
know the identity of our attacker and
would not know at whom to strike back.
Or we might strike back at an innocent
country. Indeed, to provoke us into
striking back at the wrong country might
even be the purpose of the anonymous at-
tack.

Irresponsible nuclear suppliers—nota-
bly France and Germany—which are li-
censed by U.S. firms for nuclear tech-
nology and which depend largely on the
United States to fuel their own power
reactors, are exporting nuclear weapons
potential. Time is running out for the
United States to use its leverage to curb
nuclear proliferation because Europeans
will soon have their own nuclear fuel fa-
cilities.

I heartily concur with the resolution’s
call for a halt on nuclear exports to any
country that does not at least place all
its nuelear facilities under international
safeguards. I hope that the administra-
tion will strongly urge France, West
Germany, and other nuclear suppliers to
accept this principle.

This concurrent resolution embodies
one of the crucial issues which led me to
introduce House Resolution 951—which
now has 113 cosponsors—to establish a
House select committee to explore in
depth U.S. nuclear exports policy and
the worldwide problem of nuclear pro-
liferation. I strongly urge the Congress
to take an important first step in com-~
bating proliferation by passing House
Concurrent Resolution 570.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
135 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OTTINGER).

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to join in congratulating my
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin,
on the excellent start he has made in the
proper direction of obtaining control
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over both nuclear materials and nuclear
weapons.

I had the privilege to sit in on his
subcommittee consideration of this res-
olution.

As he knows, I would go considerably
further, particularly in the nuclear
weapons field. I am sponsor of a res-
olution which had some 93 cosponsors,
calling for a policy of renunciation of
first use of nuclear weapons. But I
wholeheartedly am in acord with him
that we should make far greater efforts
toward achieving mutual agreements
with the Soviet Union and with other
nueclear weapons countries in mutually
reducing the number of strategic weap-
ons and obtaining strict international
control of nuclear materials.

I must, however, register my strong
disagreement with paragraph (a) (2) of
the resolution. There is no basis for
seeking “approximate equality in total
strategic nuclear destructive capability”
with the Russians. This concept of keep-
ing up with the Russians and the Rus-
sians keeping up with us is what has
fueled a senseless arms race and sapped
billions of dollars for needless weaponry.
The accent instead should be on assuring
that we have sufficient—not equal—
strategic nuclear weaponry to make sui-
cidal any first strike against us by the
Soviet Union. The concept of “equality”
should be dropped and replaced with the
concept of “sufficiency.”

I would support this resolution’s pro-
posals for a complete test ban treaty and
for nonproliferation.

The problem of proliferation today is
truly frightening. The fact that India
exploded a bomb with materials ob-
tained from a Canadian-supplied nuclear
powerplant is a matter to give us serious
concern.

I am proud to be cosponsor with my
friend, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. Loxg) in trying to obtain control
over the proliferation of nuclear ma-
terials. I led in intervening before the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission to urge
full hearings on its proposal to export
40,000 pounds of enriched uranium to
India because it had not signed the non-
proliferation treaty and all its facilities
are not subject to TAEC controls. I am
glad to see these proposed requirements
in this bill.

I think nuclear technology is a subject
which the American people have not
faced. The prospects of nuclear warfare
and the misuse of nuclear materials just
seem to be beyond the comprehension of
the average citizen, and while he is ner-
vous about it, he does not really under-
stand and he does not know what to do.

I think we have a tremendous responsi-
bility here in Congress. There is mno
greater threat to the existence of modern
civilization than exists with the possi-
bility of abuse of nuclear weapons or the
making of weapons from nuclear mate-
rials, either by irresponsible governments
or by terrorists who might steal or sabo-
tage nuclear facilities. The possibility
that some terrorist group will get hold
of nuclear materials and make nuclear
weapons from them is real.
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Therefore, I think this resolution on
balance is a good start in the right direc-
tion. I support the resolution and salute
the gentleman from Wisconsin for push-
ing forward on this subject.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I support
this resolution since it outlines the sig-
nificant next steps which must be taken
in order to begin controlling the nuclear
arms danger.

Unfortunately, the nuclear arms dis-
cussion today seems dominated more by
Presidential politics than by rational in-
quiry. Last week, President Ford re-
quested over $300,000,000 to continue
production of the Minuteman IIT missile,
But on January 27, Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld reported to Congress that
additional deployments of the Minute-
man III beyond current levels “would
not add significantly to the U.S. military
capability”—page 63. Clearly, arms pro-
ducers face a booming business as long
as the Republican primaries continue.

Against this background of election
hysteria, Congress has a responsibility
to state its views on arms control. This
resolution is a valuable statement of pol-
icy for moving ahead with arms limita-
tion and arms reduction and for restrict-
ing the proliferation of nuclear materials
without adequate safeguards.

However, I am concerned that these
objectives in the abstract may be accept-
able to Congress but that during this
session Congress has been approving
specific weapons systems which directly
contradict both the letter and the spirit
of this important resolution.

The particular weapons system I have
in mind is the strategic-range sea-
lavunched cruise missile—SLCM—au-
thorized to receive $100,000,000 for re-
search, development, and testing in fiscal
vear 1977. I raised the SLCM issue dur-
ing the military procurement and R. & D.
debate, along with my colleague from
Ohio (Mr. Se1serLING) . I feel the respon-
sibility to raise it again today by com-
paring how the SLCM directly contra-
venes the policy objectives of this reso-
lution—indeed, how it would put them
out of reach,

“Substantial” reduction in the number
of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles is
a primary goal of the resolution. The
report aceompanying the resolution in-
dicates that “substantial’’ means a mag-
nitude of at least 20 percent mutual
reduction. Yet the long-range SLCM now
being developed by the Navy could be
launched not only from strategic subma-
rines but from attack submarines and
specially outfitted surface ships as well.
This would turn every vessel in the U.S.
Navy into a potential strategic nuclear
delivery vehicle against the Soviet Union.

Instead of leading to a “substantial”
reduction, the long-range sea-launched
cruise missile would cause a ‘“substan-
tial” increase in the numbers of potential
strategic delivery vehicles.

The resolution naturally envisions that
future arms agreements should be accu-
rately and effectively verifiable. Verifia-
bility makes arms limitation agreements
enforceable. However, the SLCM would
present nearly insurmountable obstacles
to effective verification. The basic verifi-
cation prineiple for SALT has been to
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limit arms by controlling launchers of
nuclear weapons. But, since the tactical
and strategic versions of the SLCM
would have identical appearances, it
would be impossible for arms controllers
to know which ships had been turned
into strategic launching platforms. Once
testing ends and production begins, em-
placement of strategic SLCM’s cannot
be detected. Neither side would know
how many SILCM's the other side had
deployed or produced.

Simply stated, the SLCM is one of
the most “arms control incompatible”
weapons system currently being tested.
Full scale production and deployment of
the SLCM would be a serious drawback

to the kind of arms limitation agree-

ments envisioned by this resolution,

Proliferation of nuclear weapons and
of nuclear materials is another major
concern of the resolution. Yet the SLCM
could lead to a doubling of strategic nu-
clear weapons in the U.S. arsenal and
could raise new dangers of spreading a
nuclear delivery capability to the small
nations possessing nuclear potential.
Compared to nuclear submarines or in-
tercontinental bombers, the SLCM and
its counterpart, the Air Launched Cruise
Missile, are relatively cheap long-range
delivery systems. If a small country ever
found the means to capture or duplicate
¢ruise missile technology, it too could be-
come a nuclear power able to threaten
its neighbors and raise the level of inter-
national tensions. The cruise missile is a
danger to controlling proliferation be-
cause it represents a technological break-
through in delivery vehicle guidance,
thus adding a new unknown factor to the
proliferation equation.

These are some of the dangers of the
Sea Launched Cruise Missile. If produc-
tion is allowed to begin after the testing
program, it is clear to me that the stra-
tegic SLCM could become a permanent
barrier to progress on arms control as
envisioned by this resolution. A mora-
torium on long-range SLCM testing of
the SLCM would not involve any milifary
risk to the United States whatsoever
since we are so far ahead of the Soviet
Union in cruise missile technology. Ac-
cording to Secretary Rumsfeld’s posture
statement, “there is no evidence as yet
that the Soviets possess the technology
to pursue over the near term a strategic
cruise missile development''—page 56.

However, a moratorium on testing
would keep open the option of eventually
reaching an agreement on cruise missiles
because it would give the negotiators
additional time and let policy instead of
technology defermine our nuclear arms
position, I hope my colleagues will give
consideration to such a testing mora-
torium during the appropriations debate
and, in so deing, utilize this resolution
as not only a statement of general policy
aims but as a yardstick to measure the
desirability of specific weapons systems
as well

Mr, BINGHAM, Mr. Speaker, I rise In
support of House Concurrent Resolution
570, a resolution which is the product of
the considerable labors of Congressman
ZapLockr's Subcommittee on Interna-
tional Security and Scientific Affairs, of
which T am a member, The committee
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conducted exhaustive hearings on nu-
clear proliferation last fall, and pro-
duced a hearing record which was as
fascinating as it was chilling. The testi-
mony of the experts was unanimous: It
is becoming easier and easier for coun-
tries to produce plutonium, the major
element of the atomic bomb. With the
present, accelerating international trans-
fer of nuclear power facilities, it is only
a matter of a few wvears until at least a
score of nations will be capable, if they
so choose, of developing nuclear weapons.

Nuclear power has become a techno-
logical status symbol, and its potential
adaptability to military uses makes it
doubly attractive to dozens of countries
which are not now members of the nu-
clear club. Some of these couniries are
responding to the acquisition of a nu-
clear capability by a neighboring coun-
try, starting a chain reaction of deci-
sions to go nuclear which is too often
aided and abetted by the current mem-
bers of the nuclear club. India may well
have used her nuclear power plants and
experimental reactors to develop the
ability to set off a nuclear explosion as a
deterrent aginst China, which exploded
its first nuclear device some years ago.
India's off-and-on enemy on the Asian
continent, Pakistan, must now feel pres-
sure to develop its own nuclear capabil-
ity. And so it goes. As each country adds
to its prestige, the world edges closer to
the possibility of nuclear holocaust.

The Unifed States must do everything
in its power to reverse this trend. In 10
vears it will almost certainly be too
late; in 5 years it may well be beyond
our reach. The resolution before us to-
day is designed to put the Congress on
record as supporting urgent efforts to
come to grips with this problem.

Subsection 1(c) wurges the United
States to halt further transfers of nu-
clear fuel, technology or equipment to
any country which has not demonstrated
its commitment to use them only for
peaceful purposes. The resolution sug-
gests that acceptance of International
Atomic Energy Agency recognized safe-
guards or ratification of the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap-
ons would be evidence of such a commit-
ment. The subcommittee assumes that
the United States would only undertake
such a policy if other major nuclear sup-
pliers agree to it as well, but it is to be
hoped that the United States will actively
seek their argreement.

Subsection 1(b) urges a comprehen-
sive agreement ending underground nu-
clear explosions with adequate verifica-
tion. This subsection is self-explanatory,
although it should be added that veri-
fication, which used to be a stumbling
block in all Soviet-American negotia-
tions in the early 1960’s, no longer pre-
sents great obstacles to a test ban agree-
ment. Current technology makes it pos-
sible to identify underground nuclear
explosions as small as 5 kilotons, and
even smaller tests can often be detected.
Recently the United Stafes and the
U.S.5.R. have come closer to agreement
on the implementation of the Threshold
Test Ban Treaty of 1974, This treaty
is inadequate, and I hope it is only the
forerunner of a more comprehensive
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agreement. Both the U.S.S.R. and the
United States have developed their nu-
clear warhead technology to levels where
underground testing is no longer neces-
sary, and it is incumbent on the two
sunerpowers to lead the way to a world-
wide ban.

Subsection 1(a) urges the prompt em-
bodiment of the Vladivostok accord in
a treaty or-an agreement approved by
law. The present negotiations seem to
have reached an impasse, even though
the Vladivostok accords established
ceilings on the number of nuclear de-
livery vehicles far above the present
levels on either side. The resolution is
intended to underscore the importance
the Congress attaches to reaching a final
agreement on the prineciples embodied in
the Vladiovostok accord. Furthermore,
the Congress is eager to move to the next
stage in the strategic arms limitation
talks, which this subsection indicates
should both a substantial reduction in
the number of strategic nuclear weapons
on each side and the achievement of ap-
proximate equality in total nuclear de-
structive capability. That capability is
measured by the number, yield, throw-
weight and accuracy of the nuclear wea-
pons each side possesses. It is quite pos-
sible for the United States to be ahead
of the USSR. in some of these and
behind in others, so long as our total de-
structive capabilities are roughly equal.
This formulation would allow each side
some flexibility fo determine on which
of these characteristics of its strategic
forces it desires to concentrate, so lorc
as that concentration does not result ir
the development of a superior destruc-
tive capability. Such an agreement
would be designed to prevent an unend-
ing series of new ventures in the arms
race which could oceur even with a re-
duction in the numhbers of missiles
allowed on each side. The Soviets could
seek to make their missiles larger and
larger while the United States could seek
technological improvements which
would greatly incerase accuracy and ex-
plosive yeild, thus merely prolonging the
arms race by rechanneling it away from
numbers of weapons and into size and
quality.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is an im-
portant and necessary resolution and it
is the product of a bipartisan effort of
the Members of the International Secur-
ity and Scientific Affairs Subcommittee.
I urge the House to accept it.

Mr. ANDERSON of California, Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of House Con-
current Resolution 570 which expresses
strengthening of international safe-
guards against the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons.

Ninety-seven nations have ratified the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu-
clear Weapons, and 13 other nations have
signed, but not yet ratified the treaty.
This treaty urges the nuclear weapons
states to pursue “negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relating to
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and to nuclear disarmament.”

At the present time, the United States,
the Boviet Union, the United Kingdom,
France, and the People’s Republic of
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China have all exploded nuclear weap-
ons. India has tested nuclear devices. Mr.
Speaker, the faect that several of the
world’s strongest and most stable na-
tions now possess nuclear weapons is
Ifrightening enough. But we now know
that nuclear materials which may be
used for the production of nuclear weap-
ons exist in approximately 30 nations.
I find the prospect of nuclear prolifera-
tion to many small and unstable nations
to be absolutely abhorrent. The threat
of terrorist blackmail, and even all-out
nuclear war, will become more and more
ominous if such proliferation is not
halted now.

The intent of this resolution is to urge
the prompt embodiment in an agreement
of the understandings contained in the
Viadivostok Accord, to urge a verifiable
agreement ending underground nuclear
explosions, and to urge a halt on further
transfers of nuclear fuel, technology, and
eguipment.

The time for rationally dealing with
nuclear proliferation is rapidly drawing
to a close. I urge adoption of this resolu-
tion. >

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 570, arms control and dis-
armament negotiations. The resolution
adopts a responsible, balanced approach
to the problem of nuclear proliferation.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
International Security and Scientific Af-
fairs that held 6 days of hearings on this
subject, I urge its passage.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Za-
BLOCKI) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution
House Congressional Resolution 570, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
concurrent resolution just agreed to,
House Congressional Resolution 570.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection fo the reguest of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection,

NATURAL: GAS PIPELINE SAFETY
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1976

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 12168) to amend the National Gas
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 1977, as
smended.

The clerk read as follows:

May 5, 1976

HR. 12168

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Natural Gas Pipe-
line Safety Act Amendments of 1976,

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. 2. Section 15 of the Natural Gas Pipe-
line Safety Act of 1968 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out
“and"” after “June 30, 1975, and by insert-
ing “$500,000 for the period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, and
$4,664,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1977,"; and

(2) In subsection (b), by striking out
“and"” after “June 30, 1975, and by insert-
ing “, and $2,500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1977" after “June 30,
1976".

OTHER AMENDMENTS TO THE NATURAL GAS

PIFELINE SAFETY ACT OF 1968

SEC. 3. (a) SBectlon 2 of the Natural Gas
Plpeline Safety Act of 1968 Is amended—

(1) by striking out *; and” at the end of
paragraph (8) and ineerting in lieu thereof
*, except that it shall not Include any pipe-
line facilities within a State which transport
gas from an interstate gas pipeline to a direct
sales customer within such State purchasing
‘gas for its own consumption;”, and

(2) by redesignating paragraph (9) as
(10), and inserting after paragraph (8) the
following new paragraph:

“{9) ‘intrastate pipeline transportation’
means pipeline facilitles and transportation
of gas within a State which are not subject
to the jurisdiction of the Federal Power Com-
mission under the Natural Gas Act, except
that 1t shall include pipeline facilitles within
& State which transport gas from an. inter-
state gas pipeline to a direct sales customer
within such State purchasing gas for 1ts own
consumptlon; and".

(b) Bection 3(a) of such Act is amended by
striking out “minimum” from the first and
last sentences.

(c) Section 3(b) of such Act Is amended

"by striking out “minimum” from the first

sentence, and by amending the last sentence
to read as follows: “Any State agency may
adopt additional or more stringent stand-
ards for intrastate pipeline transportation
which are compatible with the Federal stand-
ards, but may not adopt or continue in force
after the Federal standards have become ef-
fective any standards anplicable to interstate
transmission facilities.”.

(d) Section 5(a) of such Act is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out
“pipeline facilitles and the transportation of
gas (not subject to the jurisdiction of the
Federal Power Commission under the Nat-
ural Gas Act) within a State” and inserting
in lleu thereof “intrastate pipeline trans-
portation”;

(2) In clause (1), by striking out “pipeline
facilitles and transportation of gas” and in-
serting in lleu thereof “transportation; and

(3) by striking out "(2) has adopted each
Federal safety standard applicable to such
pipeline facilities and transportation of gas
established under this Act as of the date of
the certification;” and inserting in Illeun
thereof " (2) has adopted, as of the date of
the certification, each Federal safety stand-
ard established under this Aet which is ap-
plicable to such transportation or, with re-
spect to each such Federal safety standard
established within one hundred and twentiy
days before the date of the certification, is
taking steps pursuant to State law to adopt
such standard;".

(e) Section 5(b) of such Act is aménded
by striking out “With respect to” and all that
follows down through *actions to—" and
by inserting In lleu thereof the following:,
“With respect to any intrastate pipeline



THE SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

January 15, 1976

Dear Senator Mondale:

I am writing with reference to Senate Resolution
221 which was passed by the Senate on December 12,
1975. As we indicated in our November 4 report on
the Resolution, the Department of State fully supports
the objective of the Resolution, and especially welcomes
the strong Congressional support of our current efforts
to strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency in
its safeguard responsibilities. This Congressional
endorsement will also be particularly useful in our
consultations with other supplier nations as we seek
common policies with respect to the transfer of nuclear
equipment and technology.

We will, of course, keep the Congress fully informed
as to the progress we make in these consultations, and
trust that the spirit of partnership between the Executive
Branch and the Congress, exemplified by this Resolution,
will continue to characterize all our efforts in this most
important field.

Best regards,

Henry A. K;ssinger

The Honorable
Walter F. Mondale,
United States Senate.
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Honorable Henry A. Kissinger
Secretary

Department of State

2201 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We appreciated receiving your message regarding S. Res. 221, the
resolution we introduced which was adopted by the Senate last December
12th. As you know, the intent of this measure was to emphasize the
strong concern of the Senate about the sale of uranium enrichment and
reprocessing facilities to non-nuclear weapons countries and to urge the
highest level effort by the United States to prevent proliferation
resulting from the spread of sensitive nuclear equipment and technology.

We note with wholehearted approval the success of the Administration
in pursuading South Korea to forego the purchase of a plutonium reproces-
sing plant and would urge that maximum effort now be devoted to the
transaction between West Germany and Brazil and other sales that are
currently under discussion. Through such action, we would hope that a
climate could be created wherein countries -- particularly supplier
nations -- could reach agreement on the controls needed to protect
against nuclear proliferation.

As you know, experts have recently come before the Congress to
recommend a complete moratorium on the export of nueclear materials,
equipment and technology. While we sympathize with the desire to demon-
strate the gravity of this issue and the urgency of the need to reduce
the risk of proliferation, we are concerned that certain actions could
prove counterproductive. A total ban on exports could, for example,
merely increase the credibility of those who argue the United States is
not a reliable supplier of reactor fuel, and therefore that each nation
must develop its own productive capability. A unilateral moratorium
might similarly encourage countries to deal with other suppliers that
have traditionally shown less restraint than the United States. Finally,
we are worried that blanket criticisms of the International Atomic
Energy Agency, however constructively they might be intended, may be
misinterpreted abroad and that certain countries might question the
value of subseribing to the I.A.E.A.'s safeguards program.
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We firmly believe that the danger of proliferation deserves the E
highest level consideration by our govermment and by other nuclear
supplying nations. It is our judgment that negotiation offers the only
real hope of a solution to this problem. While only a short time has
elapsed since the passage of S. Res. 221, we would like you to know of
our concern that rapid progress may be the only way to forestall pres-
sures that could undermine the hope of a negotiated solution. More
specifically, we would hope that both President Ford and you, personally,
might publicly express the priority attached by the United States to
this problem, and reiterate this concern in private discussions with
foreign leaders.

We would be grateful for your attention to this matter.

With best wishes,

John Pastore Walter F. Mondale




TALKING POINTS
RESOLUTION ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROLIFERATION

Last Friday, the Senate passed a resolution which you
~introduced with Senator Pastore dealing with the problem of
-nuclear weapons proliferation. :

Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, strict international
safeguards have been applied to the sale of nuclear reactors
to non-nuclear weapons countries.

However, countries are now attempting to buy mot only
reactors, but plants that enrich uranium and -cparate plutonium
from the spent fuel of nuclear reactors.

It is much more difficult to safecguard cnrichmcnt and plu-
tonium separation plants than nuclear (-acifors, These sensitive
facilities produce weapons grade materials that could easily be
stolen or diverted for military purposes.

Until this year, nuclear suppliers had never agreed to
fully provide enrichment and reprocessing technology to non-
nuclear weapons countries. The US still maintains a moratorium
on such sales because fully adequate international safeguards have

not been developed.

B il‘!—‘b el"
technology available to Brazil, and France came to a similar
agreement with South Korea.

How this pusl Spring, West Ccrmany agreed to make this

What is behind these transactions?

It would take a $500 million chemical separation plant
serving 30 giant reactors to make plutonium separation commercially

feasible.

Right now, South Korea does mot have a single power reactor in
operation., Brazil will have only two functioning reactors by the
end of the decade.

The most plausible explanation for the recent sales is a desiic
on the part of Brazil and South Korea to open the door toward
nuclear weapons status. Brazil, in this context, has not yet
ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The resolution adopted by the Senate -- S. Res. 221 ~--
wouid urge the President to seek urgent agreement among nuclear
supplying countries for a strengthening and broadening of inter-
national safeguards over sensitive nuclear equipment and technology.
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In the interim, it would urge agreement among nuclear
suppliers to exercise the utmost restraint over the transfer of
enrichment and reprocessing equipment and technology until
adequate safeguards can be achieved.

I am pleased that the Senate adopt~d this resolution, and
hopeful that it will hclp add momentum to t'.: drive for more
control over what t~chnology is transferred aad.under what

circumstances.

No mation, especially the US, can afford the chaos and
instability that would result if countries the world over decided

to develop an independent nuclear weapons capability.
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MR. MONDALE
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» The Senate is today :considering S.°Res. 221, a wesolution

Mr. President:

which Senator Pastore and I introduced concerning the threat of
nuclear weapons proliferation as a result of the international
transfer of nuclear fuel cycle facilities,

This resolution was unanimously approved by the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations last week. I am gratified Ly
the Committece's action because I believe it shows the growing
Congressional and public concern about a problem that has sur-
faced only in the past year, one that is somewhat technical in
nature, but of endfmous importance in its implications for world
peace and security. The prohlem at issue is the possibility
of nuclear prrliferation as a result of the international sale of
uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing technology.

Nuclear supplying nations have for many years sold tradition-
al nuclear reactors, provided recipient nations have agreed to
abide by the safeguards enforced by the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). Nevertheless, nuclear suppliers had never
agreed to fully provide for construction of enrichment and re-
provossing plants of a complete fuel cycle facility. Agreements
. negotiated this past spring between West Germany and Brazil, and
between France and South Korea have now shattered this precedent
and raised doubt about the I.A.E.A.'s ability tu prevent future

proliferation of nuclear weapons states.



L

To understand this problem, it is necessary to take a brief
- Jook+at the fuel .cycle and the kind of facilities.and materials
involved.’ -A.standard lightwater reactor will "burm" muranium and
leave behind waste products including plutonium mixed with other
highly radioactive materials. The fuel for reactors is produced
by enrichment plants which concentrate the fissionable material
contained in natural uranium. Reprocessing plants can be used to
separate plutonium from the spent fuel of nuclear reactors. This
plutonium can then be mixed with enriched uranium for rc-use in 4
reactor.

Lightwater reactors are subject to strict controls over the
supply of enriched uranium. Because the waste products of these
plants are so higﬁly radioactive, there is little danger of theft
or diversion of this material to mukitary purposes. Nevertheless,
if countries have the technology and the facilities to produce en-
riched uranium or to reprocess plutonium, the danger of prolifera-
tion, or of terrorism and nuclear blackmail are magnified a
thousand times over. A quantity of plutonium the size of a
grapefruit would Be enough to build a bomb of enormous destructive
potential. Once countries can manufacture this material, even in
modest quantities, they can, without much difficulty, take the
added step of manufacturing an explosive device. Unless strict
physical security is maintained, small quantities could be stolen
that would enable a dedicated group of criminals or ‘_rrorists to

hold major cities hostage to their demands.

4
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Because .of these dangers, plutonium reprocessing:technology
has essentially been confined to research and to weapons pro-
duction. The United States does not have a single plant licensed
to reprocess plutonium for commercial use. Nor does it make sense
from an economic standpoint for all but a handful of countries to
develop a complete fuel cycle facility. Only a few nations have a

#clear industyy that is sufficiently sdvanced ©o <ipport an
enrichment and reprocessing center. According to the New York Times
"jit would take a $500 million chemical reprocessing plant serving
thirty giant nuclear-powered reactors to achieve the economies of
scale that would make plutonium recycling.éommercially feasible."

Brazil will have one, perhaps two, functioning nuclear reactors
by the end of this decade. South Korea has no power reactors ia
operation at the present time. Why do these countires want to
assume the risks and the substantial costs involved in building
enrichment and reprocessing plants? If there is no valid economic
reaéon for their decisions, what other motivation is involved? The
only answer may be the perceived advantages of becoming a nuclear
power or at least gaining the technology and training to exercise
that option at some point . the future. Brazil's failure to
ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty is extremely disturbing in
this context, and perhaps evci more alarming is the possibhility of
weapons produciion in a potential irouble spot like South Korea.

If Brazil and South Kofea were the only countries likely to

purchase sensitive equipment and technology, there would be grounds
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~for serious concern. But many other countries have expressed an
~interest ‘in purchasing similar facilitdies, including Pakistan,
~Taiwan, Argentina and. countries in the Middle East. i

Should even a few of these countries obtain enrichment and
plutonium separation plants, there would be an enormous temptation
to build a bomb in case a rival nation were doing the same.

What checks exist to prevent such action? Many Lrles,
like Brazil, have yet to ratify the Non-FProliferation Treaty.

For such kions, there are no constraints other than the limita-
tions imposed on suppliers on available technology and the
effectiveness of safeguards required by suppliers including those
enforced by the International Atomic Energy Agency -- TAEA.

The TAEA is now rushing to develop a program that can precvent
diversion of fissionable materials from uranium enrichment and
plutonium reprocessing plants. But the effectiveness of these
safeguards.has never been fully tested. I think a number of
leading experts are right in asking whether this sensitive
technology should be transferred to non-nuclear weapons countries
under any circumstances. At a minimum, transfer of this technology
should bé confined to regional, rather than small, uneconomic,
national centers. Such regional plants would be muliinationally
owned and subject to strict international contro!,

Earlier this ycar, the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review
Conference recommended a study of regional fuel cycle centers.

Since that session, the United States has been meeting with other
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nuclear suppliers to try to:strengthen.the controls over dis;
semination of sensitive equipment -and technology. While there
has been some progress in the discussions, added public pressure
is needed to ensure that this issue receives the high level
attention it deserves.

The purpose of the resolutioq_ﬂe are considering today is

BT i
to help focus US and worl ! attention on this critical problem.

It would put the full weight of the Senate behind the effort

to broaden and strengthen the TAEA's safeguards program and,

in the interim, to secure restraint in the transfer of sensitive

equipment and technology. It is meant to teIl all suppliers,

i}lcm_rance and West Germany, that they should aveid any
transfer of this equipment and technology to non-nuclear weapons
coung&b@s unless it is to plants that are regionally located and
under multinational management,

The present international regime to prevent nuclear weapons
proliferation is far from totally satisfactory, but it has taken
more than a decade of cooperative eliuvrt to reach this point.
These efforts have been fully justified, for no country can afford

~chass and instability that would follow if every nation decided
to develnp its own nuclear weapons capability #c have now reached
a turning point: wc can either build on past progicus vr we allow
the means for nncliear weapons production to be scattered worldwide
without adequate forethought, and with no convincing means of

control,



I'vthink the choice is clear, and I am hopefnl that the full

. ..Senatewill .vote.to approve.unanimously the pending resolutdon.
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COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

September 19, 1975

Honorable John Sparkman

Chairman

Senate Foreign Relations Committee
Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear John:

As you may know, on July 26th, Senator Pastore and I introduced
S. Res. 221 concerning the international sale of plutonium separation and
uranium enrichment equipment. This resolution was motivated by the recent
agreement between West Germany and Brazil which could permit a country that
has refused to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty to obtain the means to
produce atomic weapons.

In June, the Committee on Foreign Relations held two days of hearings
on the Brazil-West German transaction. Ample evidence was presented at that
hearing of the strong concern within both the Congress and the Administration
about the implications of this and future sales. That concern is prompted by
the lack of any economic justification for Brazil, Argentina, South Korea,
Pakistan and other countries that are reportedly interested in this technology
to develop' their own fuel reprocessing plants and by the inadequacy of
existing, indeed perhaps any, international safeguards to assure that special
nuclear materials from fuel cycle facilities are not used to build explosive
devices.

Although it is too late to stop the West German-Brazilian agreement,
it is not too late to ensure that enrichment and reprocessing equipment, if it
is transferred to non-nuclear weapon states, would be subject to more stringent
international safeguards, including a requirement for regional rather than
national fuel cycle facilities.

The thrust of the Pastore-Mondale resolution would be to put the Senate
clearly on record in favor of a top-level effort by our negotiators to achieve
improved international safeguards to govern these sales, and to urge restraint
on the part of supplier nations until effective controls are in place.
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In my judgment, this is not a controversial measure. It is one I would
hope the Administration could support. However, there is a danger should we
fail to act that our silence following the agreement between West Germany and
Brazil could be interpreted as acquiescence in the spread of this equipment
without effective international control.

I would hope that the Committee might review S. Res. 221 at the earliest
possible opportunity. Given the record that has already been established on
this issue, it might be approved with little or no opposition. More than 30
Senators from both parties have cosponsored S. Res. 199, an earlier version of
this measure.

Thank you in advance for your consideration. Please let me know if you
would like additional information, or if there is anything I can do to help.

Warmest personal regards.
Sincerely,

\ & MQ

Walter F. Mondale
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