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INTRODUCTION

I was asked to say a few words about what ACDA's role is in this research
reactor program and also what ACDA does a little bit in general. One of the
first questions I think that most people in research reactor business have
when they hear that ACDA is interested in their activities is sort of a "Why
Me?" question. Why aren't there more important things for ACDA to be inter-
ested in? Perhaps I should explain a little bit. ACDA does have interest in
many other fields other than research reactors. There are different bureaus
in ACDA who have spent most of their time, not all of their time, in areas
such as the SALT talks, Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty. There are talks on
mutual and balanced force reductions in the European area, comprehensive test
ban negotiations, the non-proliferation treaty aspects, which is a little bit
more relevant. There are treaties such as Treaty of Tlatelolco, which estab-
lishes nuclear free zones, or nuclear weapons free zones, so that there are a
number of activities which are related to arms control not only in the nuclear
weapons field but in the conventional weapons field. There is within ACDA a
bureau of non-proliferation and its interests are more concerned with nuclear
exports, than with safeguards on existing reactor systems and reactor facili-
ties, and then there is a particular effort which has been directed towards
the current INFCE studies, which is an international effort looking at the
different types of reactor systems and what can be done with respect to non-
proliferation.

To go back to this question of "Why Me?" Why are research reactors of
concern? Well, Dick Lewis last night gave an excellent presentation describing
most of the reasons behind that particular policy, and I will not reiterate
those facts. There are some particular concerns I guess because, first of
all, if you look at the world in general since World War II, the North
American continent is the only continent that has been spared a fairly large
war. Every continent has had some serious crisis situation arise since then.
In the case of the North American continent, our most relevant crisis was the
Cuban crisis. There have been very few countries that have been spared
serious terrorist attacks. There are many countries in the world that everyone
is aware of where some of the neighboring countries are not very friendly
with each other, and these particular areas are a concern to everyone.

As we brought up last night, and yesterday, there are very effective
physical security measures with respect to reactor facilities, research
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reactor facilities in particular. There are good safeguards systems available.
However, it is not prudent to depend only upon physical security and safeguards.
If the use of highly enriched uranium or other cycles which are not prolifera-
tion resistant, if the use of these is not necessary, then it is just not pru-
dent to depend strictly upon safeguards and physical securities.

Another aspect that was addressed to a certain extent last night was the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Don't we believe the people who signed the Treaty?
Yes, we do! However, even in the Treaty itself there are safeguards to insure
the people who have signed the Treaty are abiding by its provisions. There are
also a large number of countries that have not signed the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. And some of these countries that have not signed are in areas of the
world where neighboring countries are not very friendly with each other, and so
the fact of non-signature and the world situation in that area makes it one of
concern. The NPT also obligates nuclear weapons states to not discriminate
against the non-nuclear weapons state to the extent possible. That is one of
the reasons that, when we come up with a policy relating to the use of HEU in
research reactors, we are attempting to apply this policy equally throughout
the world. I guess I should say of those countries that have not signed the
NPT, if you ask them why they have not signed, the primary reason that you get
is because the NPT discriminates against non-nuclear weapons states. The U.S.
has attempted, with the Special Session on Disarmament recently and the
initiatives there, as Dick Lewis pointed out, to try to make as easy as possible
the changes in the operation of research reactors that are being more or less
pushed by the U.S. I guess I should say that the U.S. is not alone in pushing
for this type of policy and that there are many other countries in the world
who also agree that this particular program should continue.
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DISCUSSION

SCHLAPPER (U of Missouri): Is a signature on the Non-Proliferation
Treaty a positive aspect as far as obtaining technology and/or SNM from the
U.S.?

FRALEY: As an example, on the SSOD initiatives, there is preference
given to NFT parties. I think that the statements are that preference is
given to developing countries and preference is given to NPT parties. It is
not treated as an exclusive type of situation but preference is given, yes.

SCHLAPPER (U of MO): Let me give you a possible situation, assume
Country "A" is a signatory to the NPT and we supply material to Country "A,"
is there then a provision to control transfer of the material and our technol-
ogy from Country "A" to another country, perhaps not a signatory?

FRALEY: I'va not an expert on export and transfer policies. However, I
do know that on material that the U.S. sends out under an export license that
there are controls over transfer of that material, that it is licensed for use
at some particular location or within some particular locations, and if they
want to transfer outside of that then a transfer license is necessary.

LEWIS (DOS): Let me just make a comment. The NPT is basically a philo-
sophical type of agreement; it does not go into the details of implementation.
It basically says that in consideration of giving up ambitions to develop
nuclear weapons, countries are guaranteed free access to the benefits of
nuclear power. The weapons states will expedite and implement aid in that
it's a trade that is made. Your question is in regard to retransfer of
materials and equipment. Within the U.S., retransfer is controlled by the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 at the moment as it amends the previous
laws in this matter. There very definitely are restrictions on retransfer of
these materials. They have to be agreed to prior to export.

HASSEL (NUKEM): What happens when we succeed in using the 20% enriched
uranium? Do you think we will get back the glory times, getting the enriched
material within two or three months, without submarines, military aircraft,
and 5 kg batches and so on?

FRALEY: I don't know. The export restrictions on less than 20% are
definitely lower than for above 20%. Whether you will get back to the situa-
tion as it was originally or earlier, I don't know.

HASSEL (NUKEM): Do you see a possibility to work out standard procedures
in handling export licenses?

FRALEY: That is definitely being attempted. The Nuclear Export Division
of the Non-Proliferation Bureau, in addition to other agencies, handles the
export requests and there is a big backlog. Part of it is due to an attempt
to set up a standardized way of handling export requests, and I would hope
that once this has been established that the amount of time necessary between
submitting the request and approval will be reduced significantly.

ALMENAS (U of Maryland): In some of the previous talks your concern was
raised about the increased plutonium production that enrichments in research
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reactors below 20% would entail. Could you make some comment whether this
concern is shared by ACDA and to what extent,

FRALEY; With respect to that question, the U.S. has submitted a paper to
the INFCE studies on proliferation resistance assessment and part of that
study addressed research reactors. The conclusion that was in that particular
paper was that it was desirable for the enrichment used in research reactors
to be in the 3-20% range, recognizing that there needs to be a lower limit
which will minimize the production of plutonium. There needs to be an upper
limit to minimize the direct weapons usability of the fresh fuel, or the ease
in obtaining weapons usable material from the fresh fuel, so that the 3-20%
limit is the limit that was in the U.S. paper that was submitted.

LEWIS (DOS): Just a comment to Dr. Hassel. The extraordinary long
periods of time that characterized our export approvals in the near past are
a matter, I assure you, of extreme embarassment within the U.S. government.
For many reasons, including the fact that it was considered to be inconsistent
with Article IV of the NPT. We are doing our level best to standardize those
procedures and to expedite them. The fact is that one of the main thrusts of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 was to regularize those and expedite
them. I do think that to move to 20% enrichment will be an important factor
in that. This, after all, is consistent with the thrust of overall U.S. policy
and the matter has very strong Congressional backing.

TRAVELLI (ANL): I would like it very much if you could postpone more
questions and comments about this presentation until this afternoon.

FRALEY: I will not be at the roundtable discussion.
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