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Mr. President:

The Senate Foreign Relations Comnmittee today approved S. Res. 221,

a resolution that was introduced by Senator Pastore and myself last July.
This measure is designed to express the very deep sense of concern in
the Senate and this country about the sale of nuclear enrichment and re-
processing facilities to non-nuclear weapons nations.

This past June, West Gemmany entered into an agreement with Brazil
which could result in the construction of a plutonium reprocessing plu
in Latin America. It was the first agreement to fully provide for cons-
truction of such a plant in a non-nuclear weapon coumtry. The agreement
was concluded despite the sericus objc;tions of the United States.

I believe our govermuent was rightly concerned about the con-equences
of this trancaction. Studies show that there is no cconomic justification
for Brazil, whose nuclear cnergy industry is in infuncykfo construct such
a plant. Even in the United States, with scores of reactors in operation,
we do not have a single plant licensed to reprocess plutonium for commercial
uses. |

There is a valid reason for delay in develeping a comnercial plotonium

reprocessing industry for there is substantial doubt about the thoroughness
of safeguards and physical security gEhisures that have hec proposed to
sovern these plants.

Why does Brazil want to assume the risks and the significant costs
involved in building such a plant? No adequate economic justification has
Leen provided and, siﬁce Brazil has never ratified the Non-Proliferation
-1 oy
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Treaty, there is canse to suspect dheir motives.’
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A second plutonium reprocessing transaction has now come to light,

-
Bl

This is the agrecment for transfer by France of a reprocessing facility
to South Korea. In this case, the potential military motivation of the
sale is even more obvious and more alamming. I hope that the leadership
in South Korea understands that the US would view as an extremnely serious
matter any attempt to use this technology for production of an explosive
device.

As a result of these iransactions, and others that = y folluw in- .-
volving the sale of similar equipment to Argentina, Pakistan or countries in
the Middle East, the effectiveness of the regime to control nuclear weapons
spread is now in question.

Once countries can manufacture plutenium in even modest quantities, they
can’withuut wuch difficulty take the added step of manufaciuwing an evplo: © s
device that is indistinguishable from a nuclecar bomb.

What checks exist to prevent such action? Many countries have yet to
ratily the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Tor such nations, there are no constraints
other than the limitations placed by suppliers-on available technology and the
effectiveness of safeguards required by suppliers including those enforced by
the International Atomic Fnergy Agency (IAEA).

The TAEA is now rushing to develop a program cspable of preventing
diversjon of special noclear materials (rom unranium earichnent and plutred o
reprocessing -wuiyﬁunf.' But the effectiveness of these safeanardes 7 L 1ot been
fully tested, Many experts question whether this sensitive technology should
be transferred to non-nuclear weapons countries under any circumstances. Others

o~ - 1.~
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bhelicve that a fully effective salcguards program cun be devised enly if these

facilities are developed as large, regional, rather than spaller hational plants,
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and placed under multinational control.

A study of regional fuel cycle centers was, in fact, one of the
recommendations of the NPT review conference carlier this year. Since that
session, the United States has been meeting with other countries that supply
nuclear equipinent and technology to strengthen the controls over dis-
semination of technology for production of special nuclear materials. While
some progress has not been made, this issue Las still not received the high
level attention it deserves among the nuclear suppliers, including the United
States. It was argued, for example, that the failure of President Ford and
Secretary Kissinger to mention the Brazilian sale when West Gemman President
Walter Scheel visited the United States last spring was interpreted by the
hat this was not an Fuewe of major Tmpouirs:de to the

(=)

lWest Gemmans as a signal t
United States.

The puipose of the resolution approved by the Foreign Relations Committee
today is to put the full weight of the Senate bchind the effort to strengthen

broaden
and i the TAEA safeguards program, and to urge the utmost restraint in the
transfer of sensitive equipment and teclinology, including enrichment and re-
processing facilities vntil a filly effective program can be achieved, it is
meent to tell all suppliers, including the French and West Cersnans, that wunicss
regionalization of plants is provided through multinstional centers, they shou!d
not provide reprocessing or enrichment equipment to any non-nuclear weapons
statle.

As unsatisfactory as the present international system to limit muclear

1

wedapons proliferation may be, it has token nore than a decade to reoach this

]

couards over the

< 5}11".:."!(_1 of

point. Efforts during this period to ¢ncure sa

aclear technology were made with one principle objective in mind, -- to
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prevent the chaos that would result if every nation decided to develop an
independent nuclear weapons capability. The transfer of plutonium reproces-
sing and uranium enrichment facilities to non-nuclear weapons states now
threatens to undermine all of the progress that has been made to this date.
The result would be a new and a much more dangerous cra for the United
States and for the world community.

We cannot allow that to happen. I am hopeful that this resolution will

therefore receive prompt and favorable consideration by the Senate.



Mr. President: ;

The Senate is today considering S, BRes. 221, a resolution that was
introduced by Senator Pastore and myself last July. This measure is de-
signed to express the very deep sense of concern in the Senate, and ¥3% this
country, about the sale of nuclear enrichment and reporcessing facilities
to non-nuclear weapons nations,

This past June, West Germany entered into an agreewment with Brazil
which could result in the construction of a plutenium reprocessing plant in
Latin America. It was the first agreement for construction of such a plant
in a non-nuclear weapons country. The agreement was concluded despite the

Y

strong obJections of the United States., I believe our government was
rightly concerned about the consequences of this transasetion. Studies show
that there is no economic justification for Brézil, whese nuclear energy in-
dustry is in inﬁﬁéky}to construet such a plant, Even in the United States,
with scores of reactors in operation, we have yet to license our first plant
to reprocess plutonium for ccmmercial uses, There is a valid reason for
delay in developing a commercial plutonium reprocessing industry, for there
is profound doubt about the adequacy of safeguards that have been proposed to
govern these plants. Why dces Brazil want to assume the risks and costs of
such a plant. DNo adegquate answer has been given, and siuece Brazil has never
ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty, there is every reason for suspicion.

A second plutonium reprocessing transaction has now come to light. This
is the sgreement for transfer by France of a reprocessing facility to South
Korea. In this case, the potential military motivation of the sale is even

more obvious and more alarming.



As a result of these transactions, and others that may follow in-
volving the sale of similar equipment to countries like Argentina,

Pzkistan and, most especially, the Middle East, the entire regime to control
nuclear weapons sprea& is now endangered.

Once ccountries can manufacture plutonium in even modest guantities,
they can without much difficultly take the added step of manufacturing an
explosive device that is indistinguishable from a nuclear bomb,

What kind of checks exist to prevent such sction? Many countries have
vet to ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty. For such nations, there are no
constraints other than the limitations on available technology and the
effectiveness of safeguards enforced by the Internaticnal Atomic Energy
Agency.

The T.A.E.A. is rushing to develop a program capable of preventing
diversion of special nuclear materials from uranium enrichment and plutonium
reporcessing eguipment, Bubt the effectiveness of these safeguards has not
been iested adequately, and many experts question whether a fully effective
program could be devised unless the plants themselves were regionalized and-
placed under multinational control.

Regional contrel was, in fact, one of the recommendations of the NPT
review conference earlier this year. 8ince that session, the United States,
together with other countries that supply nuclear equipment and technology,
have been meeting to attempt to strengthen the controls over dissemination
of technolegy for production of special nuclear materigls, While some pro-
gress has been made, in many countries, including the Untied States, this
issue has still not received the high level consideration it deserves,

The purpose of the resolution before the Senate today is to put the full

weight of the Senate behind the effort to strengthen the safeguard prograzm and



to urge the utmost restraint in +the transfer of advanced egquipment and
technology until a fully effective program has been achieved, It is meant
to tell the French and the West Germans that unless regionalization of
plants is provided with multilaterlal control, they should not provide
reprocessing equipment to Brazil and South Korea.

It has taken more than a decade to secure approval by a majority of
nations of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and to ensure that adequate
safeguards are applied to the transfer of nuclear reactors, These efforts
were made with cne principle objective in mind -= to prevent the chaos that
would result if every nation decided to develop an independent nuclear
weapons capability. In the absence of effective controls, the transfer of
plutonium separation and uranium enrichment facilities now threatens to under-
mine all of the progress that has been made to this point and to create a new
era of instability.

We cannot allow that to happen. I =m hopeful that this resolution will

therefore receive unanimous approval by the Senate.



SENATE RESOLUTION 199 -—SUBMIS-\

) ""‘"--SLQ‘I;LOF A RESOLUTION RELATIVE
TO NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROLIF-
ERATION - !

_ (Referred jointly to the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relatzons by unani-
mgqus consent.)

ir. MONDALE (for himself,
ABOUREZK, Mr. Leany, Mr. Moss,
CHURCH, Mr. Crarr, Mr, CULVER,
Casg, Mr. Buspick, Mr. HASKELL,
WILLIAMS, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. BAYH, Mr,
NerLsoN, Mr. Gresw, Mr. BipenN, "Mr.,
CRANSTON, Mr. HaTHaway, Mr. HuM-
PAREY, Mr. JacksoN, and Mr, RIBICOFF)
submitted the following resolution:”

Whereas the Senate of the Uniled States
ratified the Trealy on the Nonproliferation
of Nuclear Weapons (NFT) In recognition
of the devastation assoclated with a nuclear
war and of the need to make every efiort to
avert the dangers of such a war;

Whereas the parties to the Treaty expressed
a common bellef that the proliferation of
nuclear weapond would seriously increasé
the danger of nuclear war;

Whereas the United States and other par-
ties to the Treaty pledged to accept specified
safeguards rczarding the transfer to non-nu-
clear weapons States of special nuclear mate-
rials and facilities for the processing, use, or
production of such materials; )

Whereas the proposed sales of nuclear

“enrlchment and reprocessing plants to non-
nuclear weapons States, cast serious doubts
on the scope and comprehensiveness of ex-
isting safeguards over the proliferation of
nuclear weapons capability;

Whereas the Senate of the United States
is particularly concerned about the conse-
‘guences of transactions that could lead to
the production of plutonium and otlier spe-
cial materials by non-nuclear weapon States
in Latin America, in the Middle” East, and
in Asla; — -~

Whereas the Senate believes that improved
safeguards are urgently needed to prevent
ihe theft or diversion of plutonlum and
oiher special nuclear materials to weapons
manufacture: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved that the Senate of the United
States strongly requests and urges the Presi-
dent to seck through the highest level con-
sultations with other suppliers of nuclear
equipment and technology an immediate
suspension of the iransfer of nuclear en-
richiment and reprocessing farcilitles, and
technology to pernmit time for the negotla-
tion of an agreement regarding additional
safeguards to substentially reduce the risk
of diversion or theft of plutonivm and
other special nuclezr materials to miiltary

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
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or other uses that would jeopardize world
peace and securlty.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, T am
today submitting a revised version of a
resolution—Senate  Resolution  188—
which I submitted in the Senate a week
ago. This resolution expresses the opposi-
tion of the Senate to the proposed sales

of uranium enrichment and plutonium -

rebrocessing plants to nonnuc]ear weap-
ons countries. i

Since the resolution was first pro-
posed, 20 Members of the Senate have
joined as cosponsors of the modified
version, A number of other Senators,
while they have cliosen not to cospon-
sor, have made clear to me their strong
support for the ohjectives of this meas-
ure.

The reason t.hat. there is such deep
concern over the transfer of enrichment
and reprocessing equipment is that there
is no effective international system of
control over the spread of nuclear weap-
ons capabilily once couniries acquire

the means to produce plutonium. Fur-

thermore, there is no reason for the
sale of plutonium. separation plants

.- since they have not proven to be com-

mermal]y viable even in the Umted
States. .

David Lilienthal, in an 11:t:cle w}uch
appedared in the June 20 New York
Times warned: ¢

"The world should be made aware that
any nation that sets out to extract pluto-
nium from the ashes of an ostensibly inno-
cent electric atomie reﬂct.or Is on its way
t? making bombs.

West GeImany is currently ncuotmt-
ing with Brazil for the sale of enrich-
ment and reprocessing facilities. This
would be the first such sale ever o {ake
place. German officials contend that the
sale represents a major breakthrough to-
ward improved safeguards since it in-
cludes requirements that are- more re-
strictive than those currently imposed by
the International Atomic Energy Agency.

But despite these requirements, which
reportedly contain a provision that both

the plutonium separation plant and the.
technology supplied by West Germany .

will be subject to international safe-

guards, Brazil has not signed the Non-'

Froliferation Treaty which would insure
that “indigenously developed” technol-
ogy for plutonium production would not
be applied to weapons manufacture. And
after the Brazilian engineers are trained
in the design and operation of the Ger-
man facility, they would almiost certainly
be in a position to produce a plant of
their own.

That is why I had hoped that it might
be possible to bring my resolution to a
vote in the Senate before the West Ger-
man-Brazilian contract was signed. Time
pressures now make the chances of that
happening remote,

I have nevertheless been exlremely en-
couraged by the interest of both the
chairman, Senalor Pastore, and the
ranking minority member, Senator
Baxer, of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy in further action on this issue as
soon as possible.

As evidence of the need for such action
I ask unanimous consent that the article

“June 26, 1975

by David Lilienthal from the New York
Times be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rrcorp,
as follows: e

Ir THiS Co\.rmur,s THE Cot:ynoncu WL
INHERIT THE EARTH - ¥

i I(By David E. Lﬂlcnt.ha.l)

Afier dropping nuclear bombs on Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki almost thirty years 2go,
America has kept faith with her pledge to
seek a slowing up and eventually an end_
to the worldwide arms race. The Interna-
tionalization of the dangerous aspects of the
atom by the elimination of rivalry between
nations as proposed by this countiry In 19845
has certainly not been achleved, but a sur-
prisingly good start has been made.

Through American leadership—principally
that of Senator John O. Pastiore of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy—ean Interna-
tional safeguard agency was created, the
International Atomic Energy Agency, and for
years has functioned quite effectively. Agaln
through Amerlcan leadership, the monpro-
liferation treaty, limiting the number of
nations already produclng nuclear weapons,
has been adopted, and thus :l‘a.r lived up to
by many natlons. = -

In recent months, however, recognition of
the baleful consequences of intense commer-
cial rivalry in the sale of atomic plants
oslensibly purchased for electricity” produc-—
tion mekes 1t Imperative that Amreica now
step forward and sponsor a new initiative
and make a new a&nd equally bold proposal.

In recent years and months there has been
a widespread increase in the number of
plants built or under contract throughout
the world to produce atomic heat Lo be trans-
formed Into electric energy.

This could be all to the good: the world
neceds a new hazard-free source of energy.
1t is ofien stated that those electric-pro-
ducing atomic plants are virtually synony-
mous with plants to produce atomic bombs.
This is not true. On the contrary, these
plants can be so designed and so operated
that the atomic materials will be of question-
able value for an atomic explosion or bomb.

Indeed, the most economical design and
operation of a plant, whose primary end
product 1s electrielty, is one that automatl-
cally polsons or denatures the fuel, meking
it of 1tile value for a bomb. After the alomic
fuel has been squeezed of most of its useful-
ness for electrielly, it self-polsons itself; the
atomic chaln reactlon—the heat process—
would stop so that atomle ashes must then
be removed froin the reactor and fresh fuel
incserted.

That spent fuel (‘!shes] from an Innocent
electric plant is now the chief threat. It is
devillshly radioactive; It is an awesome mess
and no thief or terrorist can touch it and
live. But the wastes still contaln a certain
amount of plutonium, the essence of a
bomb, and uranium. No cne yet has come up
with a foolpreof, commerclally profitable and
workable means of processing the spent-
ashes of an electric-producing reactor. A
major American firm has just written off as
a failure such a multimillion-dellar plant.
A military plutontum plant for which I was
responsible as Atomile Energy Commlisslon
chairman, did work but for 2 military reactor
to make plutonium, expense 1s of no conse-
guence,

The world should be made P\\ are that any
nation that szets out to extraect plutoniuvm
from the ashes of "an ostensibly innocent
eleciric atomle reactor, Is on 1ts way to mak-
ing bomhs. No one should be deceived by
declarations that its plrposes are peaceful.

I suggest that the next step to enshle the
International Atomic Energy Agency o cope
with the dangers of a spread of milliary uses
of the atom Is that the agency be the sole
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processor of the spent fuel from the “safe"
atomic power plants. The agency should be
the operator of the separation plants, plants
that still lie in the future. Those wastes
" sre now belng stored but safely disposing
of them Is still an unsolved and neglected |
technical problem. The agency should also |
have an excluslve mandate over fabrication '
of plutonium. |
b It is definltely nut the atomic electrle
plant but the purification or recycling of
its ashes that constitutes the threat of a
further acceleration of the atomic weapons
race. And over these wastes and their proc-
essing the agency, at present, has no control.

The only sure way to provide such control
is to glve the agency a monopoly over the
extraction of these dangerous materials In
its own internationally manned plants in sev-
eral places In the world. A demonstrationl
plant near Vienna, the home of the agency,
might be a good place to start.

It was rivalry between nations that led
the United States, in the AcheSon-Lilienthal
report of 1946, to propose an international
agency to monopolize those aspects of the
atom described as dangerous. We then con-
cluded that inspection alone would not be
a sufficlent safeguard, for reasons agreed to
by distinguished scientists and englneers,

3 But now It 1s the rivalry and competition

- between salesmen or processing and recycl-

ing plants that iIs most dangerous and could

only be guarded against by an international
agency having a monopoly of that ;u ocessing
operation.

This bare outline of a proposal may prove
to be more acceptable as a basis for Interna-
tional action than was the nonproliferation
treaty, for example. The proposal is tlmely
since processing of this ghastly radioactive
waste materlal Is presently neither techni-
cally operable nor profitable, and is not likely
to be In the near future, =

These deadly wastes are sccumulating at
an alarming rate throughout the' United
States In overfifty atomic power plants, and
in many plants elsewhere in the world,

! The citizenry of all countries will not
indefinitely accept official assurances that
all Is well. Storing Is no longer sensible, tol-
erable, and In another five years will be an
international and national, secandal.

Mr. MANSFIEI_JD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that a resolution submitted by Senafor
Monpare and others, relative to interna-
tional nuclear safegu*vds, be referred
jointly to the Joint Commitiee on Atomic
Energy and the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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SBATEMENT BY

SENATOR STUART SYMINGTON (D-MO)

CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ARMS CONTROL,
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATICNS AND SECURITY
AGREEMENTS OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS

ON THE WESTINGHOUSE NUCLEAR INVOLVEMENT

ROOM 4221, DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE RUILDING
FRIDAY, JULY 18, 1975

WESTINGHOUSE NUCLEAR INVOLVEMENT

Mr. Chairman:

This morning the Subcommittee on Arms Control, Inter-
national Organizations and Security Agreements of the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations resumes its inquiry
into the problem of nuclear proliferation--a problem of
unparalleled importance for the future security of the
world, for if many more states and possibly even sub-
national groups gain nuclear weapons, there will be no
security for anyone, despite all efforts of the present
nuclear weapons states to curb their arms race.

Yet with the recent conclusion of an unprecedented,
multi-billion dollar nuclear deal between West Germany
and Brazil, efforts at curbing nuclear weapons proliferation
have definitely been set back.

This accord marks the first time that any nation
capable of supplying nuclear materials has agreed to provide
another nation with a complete fuel cycle--in other words,
with all the equipment, fuel and technology needed to
develop nuclear weapons -- and, moreover, the recipient
nation has refused to ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty;
and, what is more, possesses extensive uranium deposits.

By the terms of this agreement Brazil has consented
to inspection procedures in accordance with the provisions of
the International Atomic Energy Agency; but it is now
clearly apparent that if Brazil or any other nation which
possesses a complete nuclear fuel cycle should decide to
become a nuclear weapons power, there would be nothing the
Agency could do to prevent such a development. It has no

powers of either prevention or enforcement.

(MORE)



What this Subcommittee seeks to examine this morning
are certain background aspects of the German-Brazilian
accord, which as we understand, first involved negotiations
between Brazil and the Westinghouse Electric Corporation
and only later, companies in West Germany.

The Subcommittee also notes that last month the
Department of State testified that the United States had
tried to stop West Germany from concluding this potentially
dangerous accord with Brazil,but could not succeed; yet
later the same month, the Chancellor of West Germany
stated at a news conference in Bonn that the American
Government "has not expressed a word of criticism to us."

This morning's testimony should help us in under-
standing the position of the Westinghouse Corporation during
the early delicate negotiations relating to Brazil's achieve-
ment of a full nuclear fuel cycle. We shall also examine
developments in the nuclear field related to the Common
Market's reported turn to the Soviet Union for enriched
uranium which it has in the past purchased almost exclusively
from the United States.

Next week this Subcommittee will receive testimony
on these matters from Administration witnesses.

#o# # # # #
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To Fill a Need

U.S. Quietly Allows Uranium Shipments
To Soviet Union for Processing Into Fuel

By BARRY KRAMER
* Btc? Reporier of THE WaALL STRZI=ST JOTRNAL

WASHINGTON—The United States alone
i3 unable to meet the long-range needs of
foreign nations for nuclear fusl. For polid-
cal and commercial reasons, it has bowed to
the inevitable—and is quietly allowing the
shipment of American urarium to the Soviet
Union for processing into fuel for power sta-
tions in other countries. -

The cold war had prevented such ship-
ments since the dawn of the atomic age. But
the government recently decided that send-
ing American uranium to the Russians for
processing weuld “not be inimical to the
common defense and security”’ of the U.S.
and its allies.

So said a letter from the State Depart-
ment last week informing the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission that it could approve a

license sought by Edlow International Co..l

Washington, D.C., fo export 1.4 million
pounds of uranium oxide. or yellow cake,
milled from uranium ore dug irom mines in
Wyoming and New Mexico. The yellow cake
is to be transformed into uranium -hexa-
fluoride in the United Kingdom, and the

hexaflucride gas will be processed in Soviet|

enrichment facilities into pellets rich in ura-
nium 235. This isotope provides the power
for nuclear electric plants and for the
gtomic bomb. The ultimate customer is
West Germany's Kraftwerk Union AG, the
nuclear unit of Siemens AG.

U.S. Okay Is Necessary

The Edlow shipment is tze first publicly
announced case in which U.S. uranium was
permitied to go to the Soviet Union for en-
sichment. But industry sources say at Jeast
one: other .shipment, by Transruclear Inc.
White Plains, N.X., i3 ¢ d for the So-
viet Union. The shipment is =:iI] in Britain.

A spokesman for Transruclear, privately
owned by French, West German and U.S.
interesis, confirms that
shipped about 400,000 pounds of U.S. yellow

cake to British Nuclear Fuels Ltd. of t.t:u’.-i

United Kinzdom to be transiormed into ura-
nium hexafluoride. The place of enrichment

was unspecified on the exgort license, butl
industry sources outside Transnuclear say it|

is the Soviet Unicn.

A  Nuclear Regulatory Commission
spokesman says Transnuclear hasn't asked
for permission to bave the uranium en-
ricked in the U.S.S.R., but that such permis-
sion, if asked, would probably be granted.
The eventual customer is the Italian utility,
Agip S.p.A.

Under the Atomic Energy Act, it's illegal
for American companies to produce nuclear
material outside the U.S. unless the Nuclear
Ragulatory Commissicn zpproves. Requesis
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.nual rate of 10.8 million separative work

| being held about a second plant. Urenco
{Ltd., owned by government and commercial

!and West Germany, also operates two large
;work units.

. tion to two miilion by 1980 and 10 million by
] 1883.

Europeans and U.S. Reliability

. that couniry’s large stores of uranium ore.
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Eta deal with Communist countries are
| passed on by the NRC to the State Depart-
{ ment and other agencies, which must deter-
in-he whether the deals are in the national
intarest.

Also, under the U.S. agreement with the
European nuclear community, Euratom, the
U.5. must approve any such export of nu-
clear material from Euratom countries. The
U.S. has routinely been approving of con-
| tracts by European nations to send non-U.S.
jurenium into the U.S.S.R. to be enriched.
JApproval also was granted for the Edlow
|shipment of U.S. uranium to Russia.
| In fact, the growing number of Western
enrichment contracts with the Soviets was
the major reason the U.S. abandoned its ban
on allowing U.S. uranium into Russia.

1t’s also clear from the change in policy
that the U.S. no longer fears that the Soviet
TUnion would steal American uranium if it
{got its hands on it. “'If the Soviets are pre-
ipared to enrich uranium for civil use in the
West, then you must conclude that they
have produced all the enriched material
they need,” says a State Department offi-
cial. Next to the U.S., the Soviets have the
largest nuclear stockpile, and both nations
already have an atomic overkill capacity,
he adds.

After enriching uranium for a French
utility in 1971, the Soviet Union announced
in 1973 that it would do so for any Western
nation that asked. So far, France,. Italy,
West Germany, Belgium, Sweden, Spain,
Austria and the United Kingdom have
isigned long-term enrichment contracts with
{the Soviets. Other contracts are being nego-
!tiated. Finland was already a customer.
|  The signed contracts cover more than 27
!million soc-called separative work units
'spread over: several vears, enough fuel to
.operate 225 thousand-megawalt power
| plants for one year. It's estimated that Eu-
‘rope now gets 40% of its nuclear fuel

last August it ‘ through the Soviet Union and the rest from

I'r.he U.S. (By comparison, total U.S. enrich-
i ment capacity is about 17 million separative

{ tmits.)

' The Jammed American Pipeline

The Soviets are believed to operate an
enrichment facility in Siberia, northwest of
Lake Baikal, using power from the giant
Bratsk hydroelectric dam. Experts estimate
that the facility produces 8,000 to 10,000 met-
ric tons of separative work a year, about the
same as each of the three enrichment plants
operated by the U.S. Energy Research and
Development Administration (ERDA, which
with the NRC perform the functions of the
former Atomic Energy Commission).

Like the U.S., the Soviets apparently
have built up their nuclear-weapons stocks
| to such an extent that the enrichment facil-
'ity is largely free to process nuclear fuel.

But unlike the Soviets’, U.S. facilities are
(heavily committed to supplying nuclear
| plants here and abroad. The Russlans' nu-
| ¢lear energy program is a small fraction of
i the size of the U.S.'s. As of last June 30, the
i‘U.s. stopped accepting new long-term con-
| tracts from utilities for nuclear fuel process-
!ing in the knowledge that the three ERDA

facilities will be fully committed by the
| early 1980s.

| Several U.S. companies are considering
|commercial nuclear enrichment ventures.
|But because of the difficulties currently
|faced by utilities in obtaining finances, no
| commitments have been made.

In Europe, the multibillion-dollar Eurodif
‘project, whose main participants are

France, Iran, Italy, Spain and Belgium, ex-
pects to be enriching nuclear fuel at an an-

l=sscostly i

units by the early 1980s, and discussions are

interests in Great Britain, the Netherlands

pilet plants that produce 75,000 separative
and hopes to imcrease produc-

Elsewhere, South Africans say they in-
tend o get into the business, too, utilizing

The desire of European nations to diver-
sify the sources of their enriched uranium
fuel is both practical and political. There's

. confusion about U.S. plans to Increase pro-| .

shown the need for
fuel. + .

Distrust of U.S. reliability in supplying
nuclear fuel can be sgen in the way Europe-
ans bristled recently when NRC commis-
sioners announced that they would person-
ally review all “significant’” shipments of
nuclear materials abroad while- they re-
vamped commission safety requirements.
The Europeans reacted angrily to what they
considered a temporary ban on shipments,
even though the NRC said the review would
only mean a slight delay in some shipments.

“Such a decision, taken without prior
consultation . . . is liable to threaten the or-
derly development of the (European Eco-
nomic) Community's nuelear progrzins and
gives rise to serious concern regarding the
security of supply from the U.S.,'" ‘Benri Si-
monet of the EEC said in a harshly worded
cable to the U.S.’s ERDA. s

Some countries, either because of politi-
cal alignment or proximity to the Soviets,
must deal with them. So if a T.8. nuclear-
energy company wants to do business with
these countries, it must have the option to
go to the Soviet Union for enrichment ser-
vices, State Department sources point out.

multiple sources of

Russian Deals: the Reasons

American companies began approaching
government officials several years ago with
that in mind. At 1¢ast one company, General
Electrie, held discussions with the Russians
two or three years ago, according to indus-
try sources. (GE officials couldn’t confirm
the contact, but they note that the company
isn't any longer in the enrichment business;
so to them at least the question is moot.) To
compete with foreign companies offering
their customers enrichment services in tlie
U.8.8.R., American companies have told the
State Department they, too, must be able to
offer the options. Cost alone isn't a major
factor, though the price charged by the Rus-
sians is slightly less than that charged in
the West. )

Another reason to turn to the Russians is
to maintain a balance of trade. West Ger-|
many, for instance, U.S. experts say, ex-
ports far more to the Soviet Union than it
imports, and has apparently sought enrich-
ment contracts in an effort to correct the
trade imbalance. (‘‘After all”’ comments
one U.S. official, ‘“‘there’s only so many
wooden dolls they can buy from the Soviet
Union.”")

So far, the Soviets have required their
Western customers to supply their own ura.
nium yellow cake. Countries that have
asked for enriched Soviet uranium have
been turned down. ““The assumption is that
they're hoarding their own uranium, or per-
haps they just have outdated laws on the
books like we had,"” says one State Depart-
ment official.

duction. The Arab oil embargo also has
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Industry Advocates
Try to Turn Tide
of Opposition

By REGINALD STUART

The nuclear power industry,
which has lost most of its in-

.{fluence in the Federal Govern-

ment and is under increasing
public criticism, has begun a

.|strong campaign to try to turn
.|the tide
| power.
'ling~at a time when Congress
:lis considerifig major issues af-

-©opposition to atomic
e campaign is start-

fecting” the future of nuclear

|power in the United States.

At stake is nearly $80-billion

j/invested in nuclear-power gen-,
\|erating facilities and manufac-|
|turing plants and equipment
|since the mid-1950's. Also at| |
|stake is $100-billion expected/was a strong supporter of nu-/in Washington as a lobbying
./to be spent during the next 10
:|years by the electric utility in-
:|dustry and the Government if

the industry has its way.
Through its campaign, which
officially began in Washington
at a recent gathering of advo-
cates at a Nuclear Power As-

/|sembly, the industry will argue

that the nation must embrace

'Inuclear power in its program

to lessen dependence on foreign

|fuels, to meet the nation’s en-

ergy needs and that the risks

‘linvolved are not as great as

some antinuclear people con-
tend.

Craig Hosmer, a Republican
who was a Representative

W W

B

United Press Inteinationa!
Craig Hosmer

'from California in the House

for more than 20 years and

clear power as a member of

the Congressional Joint Com-|

mittee on Atomic Energy, has
been recruited by the industry
as its answer to Ralph Nader,
the consumer advocate who has
been waging a somewhat suc-
cessful campaign with the sup-
port of various citizens’ gro:rs
against nuclear power. Mr.
Nader argues that nuclear
power is unsafe and uneconomi-
cal. He is seeking to have fu-
ture development halted and

existing  nuclear facilities
phased out.
Mr. Hosmer, who retired

from Congress last year, will
head the American Nuclear En-

Nuclear Power Campaign Is On

Battle Raging Over
Issues of Safety
and Economy

ergy Council, an organization
that will represent nuclear pow-
er plant manufacturers, en-
gineers and electric utilties.
The new organization, which
will have a budget this year of
about $250,000, is a spin-off
of the Atomic Industrial Forum,
which represents a broader
spectrum of nuclear power ad-
vocates,

George Gleason, who has
been with the Atomic Industrial
Forum for six years, will leave
that organization soon to be-
come general counsel and
executive vice president of the
lcouncil, which will be registered

lorganlzation.

Meanwhile, the forum, which
has increased its -public rela-
tions budget this year to $1.2-
million from $600,000, is
changing its status to a trade
association from an educational
organization, allowing it more
flexibility in its activities. Prior .
to establishment of the coun-
cil, the forum had been the
voice of advocates of nuclear
power.

“We plan to demonstrate
and persuade our decision mak-
ers that nuclear power is es-
sential,”” Mr. Gleason said:

Continued on Page 22, Column &
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Campaign for Nuclear Power Is Waged]

Continued From Page 21

The council has the backing
of many of the nation’s electric

atilities and their trade associa-
tion, the Edison Electric In-

stitute, Other prime backers are
the Westirighouse Electric Cor-

poration, the nation’s largest

manufacturer of nuclear plants,
and the General Electric Com-

pany, second to Westinghouse

in this field.
Although G.E. officials de-

clined to comment on the
organization's role, Robert E.
Kirby, chairman of Westing-
house, said the objective of the
organization would be to “edu-
cate the people.” He said:
“I think the new Congress is
high!g receptive to people mak-
ing the most noise in their ter-
ritory, and there's no question
that ple can get quite emo-
tionamverv ‘this. It’s highly
emotional, probably because
nuclear energy was introduced
|to us as a bomb.” .
i Proponents of nuclear power

/|volvement in a program that

‘|tion’s first demonstrator breed-
‘ler reactor on the Clinch River
'lin eastern Tennessee.

are in trouble as far as in-
fluence with official agencies
is concerned. Their situation
was expressed in a recent state-
ment by the Atomic Industrial
Forum:

“Not since the nuclear in-
dustry came into being through
enactment of the Atomic|
Energy Act of 1954 has the
establishment that guides and
regulateés the industry been so
thoroughly shaken up as it was| |
in 1974.”

The shake-up came in the
Congressional elections, which
brought 102 new faces to
Congress, many with serious
questions about nuclear power.

It is also reflected in the
abolition of the Atomic Energy
Commission, which prior to
last year had almost exclusive
authority over the research,
development and regulation of
‘nuclear power. Now those re-
sponsibilities are divided among
the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
imission, the Energy Research
jand Development Administra-
tion and several other agencies.

The Congressional Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, hav-
ing lost Mr, Hosmer and an-
other long-time nuclear advo-
cate, Chet Holifield, who was a
Democratic Representative from
California, has had much of its
say over nuclear matters
stripped through reorganization
of committees in Congress
and reassignment of responsi-
bilities.

Antinuclear forces have been
taking full advantage of this
new situation. In addition to
state-level campaigns aimed at
getting regulatory agencies to
impose moratoriums on the
construction of nuclear plants
for generating electricity, they
have been asking members of
Congress, through personal vis-
its and Congressional testi-
mony, to turn thumbs down on|,
three key issues that will de-
termine whether the Govern-
ment will embrace nuclear en-
ergy.

One issue deals with the use
of plutonium as a substitute for
uranium as a basic fuel for nu-
clear reactors.

Another issue concerns con-
tinuing the Government’s in-

partially subsidizes the cost of
insuring utilities against the
mnt of a major reactor acci-

t.
The third issue deals with
continuing support for the na-

In recent weeks, several
utilities have sent reports I,
members of legislatu:zs i.. their
states advocating that they en-
dorse nuclear pewer. And a

number of companies in the in /

dustry have issued public state- |
ments eridersing the nuclurh
concept.




" the acquisiion of

Meg Greeniteld

Going Nuclear ¢ ‘4/' |

If vou're looking for something to
worry about, I have a suggestion., A
great deal is going on just now that
makes the diffusion of nuclear wea-
pons around the world. a very live
possibility for the not-foo-distant fut-
ure. At present six countries —the

Meg Greerrj:'efd is deputy editor of
the editorial page. This column ap-
peared originally in Newsweek,

U.S., Russia, China, France, Britain
and India—are known to possess
nuclear explosives. A number ot others
— (Canada, lIsrael and Japan, for in-

stance — have the capability of produc- .

ing nuclear weapons in fairly short
orger. And stul others, some o1 whom
have signed the, trealy iorswcarnng
nuciedar weapons
and some ot whom have not, are rapidiy
acquiring the technological plant and
know-how that would permit them
to produce explosives on some scale.
These include, among others: Taiwan,
South Korea, Brazil, Argentina, Paki-
stan, Spain, Iran and South Africa.

The vision of a world about 10 go
irredeemably nuclear has, of course,
been predicted with more hysteria
than justification periodically over the
past few decades. We know now that
the acquisition of these weapons is
more complicated than many people
once supposed. And we also know that
in some respects their possession can
be both sobering and inhibiting.

A long time ago, Alexander the'
Great’s heirs discovered that their
formidable “special weapon”-——the in-
exorably advancing human phalanx,
supporied by an awesome herd of
elephants—in fact put them at a
mortal disadvantage with the more
lightly armed Roman legions, The pha-
lanx was muscle-bound relative to the
more mobile legionary, and the ele-
phants, alas, were prone io stampede
in a way at least as dangerous to their
masters as to those they were supposed
to be fighting. One doesn't want to
push the analogy too far, but it is
suggestive. It's not just that since
Hiroshima and Nagasaki the super-
powers have been atraid {o use these
weapons. It's also that their diplomacy
and willingness to sustain political
sethacks—whether in Cuba, Central
Europe, Vietnam or the Middle East
—have been profoundly conditioned by
their fear of nuclear encounter. You can
as soon reason with elephants as with
unleashed nuciear weapons.

“A brisk trade in nuclear
power-generating equipment
and technology is now '
going forward, .
hedged only by partial
safeguards against misuse.”

Still, I don’t think anyone can be
complacent about the nuclear’ arsenals
that now exist, let alone project their
multiplication around the world as a
source of international stability and
restraint. And if you accept this prem-
ise, it is worth pondering the new
circumstances that make the wide-
spread acquisition of nuclear weapous
over time increasingly likely. One is

. the prospective ripple effect of the

precedent set by India in detonating
its so-called “peaceful” device a year
ago. Another is the impetus to ac-
quire nuclear sources of energy, which
has been accelerated by a newfound
international awareness of the folly
of relying on a steady supply of oil
and other fossil fuels. A brisk trade
in nuclear power-generating equip-

.~ ment and technology is now  going
forward, hedged only by partial safe-

guards against misuse. And unhap-
pily this apparatus and information
provide not only energy, but also a
potential for producing nuclear wea-
pons—a potential that could become
available to unstable governments,
insecure and threatened nations and

even, in some circumstances, terror- .

ist groups. i,
There are, I think, three very tough
subjects we are going to have to

think about in relation to all this.
One concerns the merit of American
defense commitments abroad. These
are currently held in great disfavor
by many people, and in light of our
Vietnam experience it is not hard ‘%o
see why. But one key element is
often missing from their argument.
For whatever self-defeating ends qup
overseas commitments may have been
0 1n 4 i

assumplion ‘of some
responsibility for their security is the
price we pay for their forgoing nu-
clear weapons, In a world of dramati-
cally diminished American overseas
involvement, more countries will go
nuclear—and more will breed more.
In reaction we would likely become
a much more heavily defended, se-
curity-obsessed state. -
The second dilemma is not much
easier, since it more or less involves
getting a handle on original sin, I'm
not referring to forbidden knowledge
here: I don't think the nuclear na-
tions have any more chance of keep-
ing their knowledge to themselves
" than the Byzantines had of preserving

“Today, you will notice,
we " have lots of

flame throwers,

but no Byzantines.”

forever the secret of chemical com-
bustion that made their flame .throw-
ers the talk of the ninth century.
Today, you will notice, we have lots
of flame throwers, but no Byzantines.
The point ig that the basic technology,
with its enormous potential for good as
well as evil, will and should be spread,
but there is no assurance people can
be counted on to turn back its awful
_ possibilities. :
There is already cufthroat commer-
‘cial competition, for instance, among
some suppliers 1o shovel out this
-nuclear material in reckless ways.
Shortsighted
tige are feeding the ambition of some

considerations of pres--

non-nuclear nations to join the club— |

and as justification they can point to |

the evident inability of the super-
powers to draw down their. own
stockpiles. The question is whether
the \ international community can
overwhelm the combination ef self-
*concern, greed, insecurity and busi-
ness-as-usual sloth that has thus far
prevented the development of any con-
sensus on controlling the dangers of
nuclear spread.

The answer, 1T seems o me, depends
on a third consideration: preserving
and strengthening the nuclear taboo.
As with .gas warfare, you can make
a coldly analytical case that nuclear
weapons are not uniquely monstrous;
one that rationalizes their use. Put
it seems to me critical that our in-

tuitive resisjance to such .logic be
maintained /One reason both t! 1-
dian initiative AT

tgchnology _of _the past cougle af
years are disturbing 1s tha ey

reaten the momentum ol a world-

Wide SENee WhCh Bad been. pulding
AT T, [IRe_cas war-
f.are: “’EE ﬂ?.rNof'm even  Uhis
proposition is &élways so easy to sus-

- tain: for American policy-makers, who
must one day assure our allies and

. adversaries that our will to use our

sdeterrent” is credible and the next
day assure the world that nuclear

warfare js unthinkable, the dilemma
is total{{n fact, the centra] fapsion of
our nficlear-arms policy is between
the need 1o L 1ca =f0p5_to

ake our arsenal more credible and
cO anle ger thal “in
so doing we Wl 1 S use more

accep;agzie ang Ewre ;rge!yr"_"‘
can sdy one ing "for these

considerations: if they become the
subject of debate, they should con-
found the knee-jerk responses of left
and right and spare us a rehash of
arguments we have been hearing since
World War II. That is the good news.
The bad news is that the questions
involved are as intractable and mean
as they are urgent,

-

|

Sm*pas{ 1

Moscow to consider a ban
on environmental warfare.
This is the third round of
these discussions.

Nuclear Sale Still on

BONN—A spokesman for
the Foreign Ministry said
West Germany will go
ahead with plans to sell a
large package of nuclear in-
stallations to Brazil despite
U.S. concern about possible
use for weaponry. He said
he was unaware of any
American call, as reported
by a State Department offi-
cial, for further negotiations
on security measurs for the
pact, which is to be signed

e f week.



WAL.TE% MONDALE
MINNESOTA

| / \7‘/\ Vlnited Hlates DHenale
QJ:: June 20, 1975

Dear Colleague:

On June 18th I introduced a Senate resolution urging
the President to seek an international moritorium on the
sale of uq@g&g%zg%é%gggﬁnt and reprocessing equipment until
effective ua ' be imp]em!ﬂf!a'fU prevemt the spread
of nuclear weapons capability. Enclosed you will find a copy
of that proposal together with my introductory remarks.

The resolution was prompted by reports that Germany
is on the verge of selling plutonium separation equipment
to Brazil and that France is negotiating similar sales with
Argentina and Pakistan.

The United States and other nuclear suppliers have until
now refused to sell plutonium separation facilities to non-

nuclear weapons countries because the effective
safagugrds to prevent recipjent nations from manufacturing
wgapons once tney ha acquired t um.
In addition, the sheer problem of physical security in dealing

with one of the most dangerous substances known to man led
the N”E|ei: Bﬁg“|atnzx Commission dn _the United States 10

reE%Eﬂ2ﬂd.1_3aaaan.daLay-en—semmeneial.aluinnium.iﬂnixéijQn-P_
I[f*fe -- with three decades of experience in production of

plutonium for military uses -- cannot safely authorize com-
mercial plutonium manufacture, can we expect countries that
are only now acquiring this advanced technology to adequately
protect against the risk of theft by terrorists and other
criminal elements?

I believe there is no question of greater importance to
the hope of international peace and security than the con-
sequences of the French and German sales. If they are com-
pleted as planned, the entire system of international control
over atomic weapons proliferation could be jeopardized.

My resolution urges the President to make clear to other
nuclear supplying countries the seriousness with which the
Senate regards this issue.® It calls upon him to seek immediate
suspension of the sale of enrichment and reprocessing facilities
\until effective international safeguards have been implemented.

__-'-'-'-,




Because I believe action is essential before June 27th --
when West Germany is scheduled to sign the contract with
Brazil -- I hope that you will join me in cosponsoring the
resolution. With the support of a majority in the Senate,

I hope it might be taken up on the floor next week.

If you would Tlike to cosponsor or if you have any questions,
please don't hesitate to contact me or Gail Harrison of my
staff at x5641. Given the time constraints, I would appreciate
your response not later than noon Tuesday, June 24th.

Walter F. Mondale

With warm regards,
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