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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

S5

April 7, 1975

To: The Secretary

Throuwgh: C - Mr. Sonnenfeldtﬁ
i
From: PM - Mr.tVest

Response fron I'rench Foreign Minister Sauvagnargues
Concerning a Meeting of Nuclear Suppliers

The French Response

Minister de laz Gorce of the French Embassy this after-
noon handed me the attachedé message {(Tab A) to vou from
Sauvagnargues, responding to your March 27 (Tab B) message
cencerning an early multilateral meeting on nuclear export
policies. -

Sauvegnargues' reply states that France is dispcseé to
take part in a meltilateral exploratorv meeting, providec
that we can give them an assurance concerning certain points
made to us in previous US-French consultations, and raises
several additional peints in conrection with the negotiations
which the French "consider especially impoctant.™

Ambassador Kosciusko-Morizet has indicated that his in-~
structicons weres to cdeliver Sauvvagnargues' message personally
to you; urnder the present circumstances, he decided that it
was best to provide it to you in advance. The Embassador
has additional dstails to convey to ycu ccncerning the French
positicn at an early ooint. He is instructed to reguest that,
if possible, vou recsive the French Minister of Incdustry zné
Research, &'Ornano, during his wisit to Washington (OES has
forwarded a separate action mermc to you recemmending that vou
receive &'Ornzno); Anmbassador Fosciusko-Morizet micht then
have a few minutes with your priwvately tc discuss ithe Sauvag-—
nargues letier and anv gquestions you might have about it.

of State, ISS/IPS, Margaret P. eld, Dir,
i (V) Release () Excise () Deny ") Declassify
At G 7 xemption (b)( ), E.O. 12958, 25x( ) X )
iﬂ ) Declassify after

With concurrence t)obfained
psty_HO(E 5




Discussion

The FPrench have asked that we provide assurances con-
cerning certain substantive and procedural points made to
us previcusliy:

a) That the positicns set forth in the French
paper presented in our February 28 talks
{Tab C) represent "the limit of our pessibili-
ties", and that in an eventual conference the
U.S. delegation would take full account of
that fact.

That the meetings will be of an informal and
confidential character.

That decisions evantually tzken will be based
on common agreement and will not bke retroactive.

The US has previously indicated that we dismiss
the idea of creating an institution to apply
the rules decided at a conference.

e¢) That there should ke provision regarding the
possibility cf release from agreements made.

Generally, although expressed somewhat differently than
in the past, these points are consistent with what the French
have said in the past. An analysis of these French posi-
tions was sent 20 you previously ané is attached at Tak D.
sith certain clarifications, I believe that we can provide
the French with satisfactory assurances on all of these
points,

The French reply adds two adéitional guesticns which
they consider irportant in connection with the "continuatlion
of this negotiatioen.”

~- The assumption that agreements will not dis-
criminate against France on the basis of its
non-adhererce to the PT.

The wish tc obtain assurances from us that the
US will not use its licemsing auvthority with
U.S. firms to restrict French exports; and that
it will take = liberal attiivde in COCOH toward
cormmercial nuclear exports to Zastern countries.
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The second ané thiréd of these could pose prchlens;
hovever, from the wording of the French letter, it appears
that their intent is to raiss these matters as important
discussion points between us, rather than.as prior condi-
tions to their zgreement to enter into multilateral talks.

We will providle in the very near future a further memo-
randum anzlyzirng the French letter in more detail ané sug-
gesting 2 number of ceints on which you may wish to sesk
further clarification from Awbassador Xosciusho-Morizet
before replving to Sauvagnargues. Provided that these
clarifications are satisfectorv, it appears that the French
position may be an acceptable basis on which to proceed to
an exploratory meeting in April and a conferencs in June
or July.

Ty
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Dear Mr. Secretary,

M. Sauvagnargues has asked me to hand over
to you the attached text of his reply to your letter
of March 28 concerning your intention to convene a
multilateral meeting, of exploratory character, on
the questions raised by the export of nuclear material.

I am at your disposal to give vou, if need be,
further explanations on the positions described in the
communication of the French Foreign Minister.

Yours sincerely,

/"

7
!

Jacques Kosciusko-Morizet

The Honorzvle
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Cher Monsieur le Secrétaire d'Etat,

Je vous remercie de votre lettre du 28 mars que j'ai Hyuvée

& mon retour & Paris et ai bien noté votre désir d'organiser rapidement uny téunion
multilatérale de caractére exploratoire sur |'importonte question de la poliyique
d'exportation des principaux fournisseurs de produits nucléaires.

A la suite de l'examen de I'ensemble de la question ayyuel
i'ai procéds avec M _ le Président de la République, je suis en mesure dg Vous
préciser comme wit la position du gouvernement frangais,

Vous connaissez dé jd les engagements que nous pourrigns
prendre & cet égard_ Hs ont été exposés dans le memorondum remis & M, Vest
le 28 février par MM _ Goldschmidt et de Nazelle, Ces engagements cofgHtuent

la limite de nos possibilités et nous aimerions &lre ossurés qu'ou cours d'ubg

&ventuelle conférence la délégation américaine tiendra pleinement compta d¢ ce fait,

Quelques points de pracédure devraient en outre éhe fvécisés,

bien qu'il me semble qu'il n'y ait pas de divergences de point de vue enjv¢ hous.

Nous sovhaitons que les rzunions conservent un caractére informel et confjyantiel,

que les décisions éventuelles soient prises d'un commun accord et qu'elles pe soient
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d'une institution pour cppliquer les régles qui seraient orrétées au cours de
la conférence et nous sommes pleinement d'accord sur ce point, Enfin des
dispositions devraient étre prévues en ce qui concerne la possibilité de se -
délier des engegements souscrits

Dés lors que vous nous donneriez 1'assurance que vous
étes d'cccord sur les points de fond et de procédure que je viens de roppeler,
nous serions disposés a nous joindre sous les réserves ci-dessus indiquées, & une
réunion multilatérale de coroctére exploratoire dons la composition que vous
anvisagez

Je dois ajouter que nous sovhaitons évoquer, en marge de la

ronférence exploratoire, deux questions auxquelles nous attachons une importence

particuligre pour la suite de cette négociation, D'une part i} nous parait évident

que nous ne devrions en gucun cas @ |'avenir faire l'objet d'une discrimination

par rapport aux Etats nucléoires parties au TNP de la part d'un pays fournisseur

de produits nucléaires qui invoquerait notre non cppartenonce & ce troité, D'autre
part nous souhaiterions obtenir de votre gouvernement qu'il s'cbstienne de fcire
usage des moyens d'action que lui donnent les licences Westinghouse et General
Electric pour freiner nos exportations et qu'il prenne au Cocom une attitude libérale
vis-8-vis de la vente de réacteurs et de centrales de fype commercial aux pays

de 1'Est,

Je vous prie d'egréer, Cher Monsieur le Secrétaire d'Etat, les

gusuraness timents les maitleurs

uvegnaraues
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ADVANCE ROUGH TRANSLATION OF LETTER
FROM
FREKCE FOREIGN MINISTER TO SECRETARY OF STATE

Dear Mr. Secretary:

T thank you for vour letter of March 28 that I
found upon my return to Paris, and I have noted your
desire to organize rapidly a multilateral meeting of
an exploratory character on the important matter of
the export policy of the principal suppliers of nuclear
products.

After a comprehensive consideration of the matter
with the President of the Republic, I am prepared to
set forth for you, as follows, the position of the
French Government.

You are already aware of the commitments that we
might make in that regard; they were stated in the
memorandum sent to Mr. Vest on February 28 by
Mr. Goldschmidt and Mr. de Nazelle. Those commitments
represent the limit of ocur possibilities and we
should like to be assured that the American delegaticn

will take that fact fully into account in the course
of an eventual conference.

Some points of procedure should also be settled,
glthough it seems to me that there are no differences
in our points of view. We wish the meetings to remain
informal and confidential, that any decisions will be
made by common agreement, and that they will not be
retroactive. You have already indicated that you dis-
miss the idea of creating an institution to apply the
rules decided upon during the conference, and we are
in full agreement on that point. Finally, provisions
should be established re¢zrrding the possibility of
exceptions to the agreemer.ts made.

AS sSOOn as you assure us that you agree on the
points of substance and procedure that I have mentioned,
we shall be disposed to asscciate ourselves with the
reservations indicated above, in a multilateral meeting,
of an exploratory character, of the composition that you
envisace.

I must add that we wish to raise on the margin of
the exploratory meeting, two questions which we consider

especially important for the continuatgﬁ}_ d?%mﬂ’is‘sfms Margaret P, Ggofc!
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negotiation. First, it seems evident to us that

we should not in any case in the future be the object
of discrimination with respect to the nuclear States
by nuclear suppliers which might invoke our non-
adherence to that Treaty. Also, we should like to
obtain assurance from vour Government that it will
refrain from using means available to it through the
Westinghouse and General Electric licenses to restrain
our exports and that it will take in COCOM a liberal
attitude vis-a-vis the sale of commercial reactors and
plants to the Eastern countries.

Very truly yours,

Jean Sauvagnargues

[LEEN G|
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SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SUPPLIERS CONFERENCE

"1, PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE FROM THE
SECRETARY TD SAUVAGNARGUES AS Sudx AS POLSHIbLESR

2, BEGIN TEXT: DEAR ¥k, MINISTER: THANX YOU FOR YGUR
MESSAGE OF MARCH 18, I am GLAD ThHAT wE #ave BEEN ABLE
T0 MAKE PRODGRESS ON T2E GUESTION OF EXPURT POLICY UNDER=
STaxDiInsS AMUNG NULCLEAR SuPPLIERS, I %ILL UF COURSE bs
PREPARED TO PuiSutt TAIS w1Th YGU tAKLY AEXT MUNTH., 1IN
THE #eanTide, THERE IS A GENERAL DESIxE OUn THE PART GF
THE COURTRI=ZS CUNCERNED 70 MAAE FURTHER PROGLRESS TORAKRD
COMKON UNDERSTANUDINGS ANOGNG THE XbY SUPPLIEKS AS SOO0N

UREIASSIFED ™
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AS POSSIGLE., I CUNSEGUENTLY BELIEVE THAT w: HAVE REACHED
A STAGE IN Uux LUONSULTATIONS wnkRE w€ SrOULU TAKE Thi

NEXT S512P TO#anL SUDSTANTIVE AND MULTILATERAL EXCHANGES

OF VIEWS, WE TrkntFORE PLAN TO RESuiiE bILATERAL CONe
SULTATIONS SAGRTLY DN TnsZ SUoSTANIIVE PHROPUSALS UNDER
DISCU5S510N, LEAUING TO AN EXPLORATORY MULTILATERAL NEETING
FREFEXADLY AS SuON &5 THE ¥IDuLz FAKT OF aPril. THe VIEWS
AND PGSITIONS GF FRANCE AxE OrF COURSE AN IMPORTANT cLEMENT
iN DISCUSSIUND UF POSSIBLE MULTILATERAL SUPPLIEK UNDEHR=
STANDINGS, AND I AH Suic YOu ~ILL WISh YOuR VIEwS TU 3E -
KNOmN, I VvERY MULH HO®= ThAT YOU WILL FIND IT POSS1IBLE

7O JOIN US In THIS E-r7OURT, ANO I LGOA FOnruwARD TO hEARING
FrOM YOU ABOUT THIS AFTeR YOUxk RETURN TO PARIS. WITH
WARM REGAKDS, ENO TEXT. ’ )

3, 1IN DELIVERING THIS LETTER, EMSASSY IS INSTRUCTED TO
INDICATE TU GOF THAT wE PROPOSE TU GELIN CUNSULTATIUNS
WITH OTAER SUPPLIcRS AT THE EnD OF NEXT WeEx, YOU
SAGULD ALSO INUDLCATE THAT ThE UpJ=CTIVE OF THE EXPLORA=
TORY MULTILATERAL MEETING wQULD Bk TO CLARIFY EXISTING
AREAS OF CONSENSUS, IDENTIFY ARcAD REMAINING TO bE DIs=
CUSSED AND CUNSILER SUSSEGUENT MEETINGS TO ACHIEVE THAT
PURPOSE, KISHINGER = N
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French Views on Common Suvvlier Nuclear
Export Pelicies

Puroose

it B vbar e P Pl s
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Comparison of French and US views on common export
policies for nuclear suopliers.

Background

We have had substantive talks with the Trench on
January 13 and 14 and follow-up talks on Februarv 28 on
the US proposal for cormmon svpplier policies on szfeguards
conditions for nuclear exports. In the latast talks, the
French gave us a paper outlining French views on the US
proposal. The French delegaticen presented the paper as
the "maximum commitment” that France would be willing to
make. However, it becare clear in the discussicns that in
some areas there appeared to be some flexibility, while in
other areas the French delagation did not have specific
guidance on the details of their position.

Overview

As a gerneral cobservation, ws have seen a significant
change in French attitudes toward supplier cooperation com-
pared with ore-1974; their movement from an alrest corpletely
aloof and independent posture in this area to their present
willingness to engage in frank and detaileé consultaticns
bilaterally is the rost significant advance. Until we
aporoachad then last £all, little was known about FPrench
safeguards policy, and the fear of French corpetition on
softer safcguard terms was an irportant negative Zactor
in the decision-making of other supplier countries. ¥
now Xnow a cood f2al, and stand to lzarn rore in future
discussions. Moreover, it igs clear hoth from cur 53—
lateral discussicns and from the paper they have givan
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ard this probakly roflects

withnin lirits, for a cormen front. The pouzji*ion
they have cutlinaed on our sub ive points in effect
reoresonts de Tacte accewntance of TIPT weapons—-state
exnort ohliuzrions for France. In addition, they have
suggested oecing bevend that point in several aress: ad-
herence to the ecuivalent of the Zangger "trigger list,”
imposing aderuate dhysical secvribty conditions on exports,
and some linited svecial constraints in the critical areas
of enrichment, reprocessing, and in exports to sensitive
countries.

These are impressive advances, and we may be able to
gain rore in negetiztions. But the probable limits of
French cooperaticn still fzll short of what the other six
might accept. In particular, we would like to go farther
in constraining the soreaé ef reorocessing, anéd in develop-
ing commen constraints on exports to sensitive areas such
as the ‘idéle Tast. Indeed the arcument can be made that
it is nreciselv in the rost dancerous arcas of the whole

problem that French participation will limit what we can do.
And we must reccgnize that other participants may have
strony feelings akout accepting France's wish to set the
limits.

Neverthzaless, a set of understandings which excludes -
France mav not in the long run be worth very rmuch. Indeed,
there is the dancer that other kev suspliers may chooss not
to participate without France (the FRG and Japan have
already left this as a possibility). & France iscliatad
and aneratinag outside of the acceoted rules and pelitical
influence of the rest of us could undexcut any sysiem ve
devise. Reeping France with us rmay mean that we achieve
less at this opcint, but whatever we do achieve will he more
rieaningful, and give us a basis for expandinc in the future
bhoth the substance of and particioaticn in common supvlier
policies. It is noteworchy in this connection that the
Freach delegaticn saié Trance sax this effort as a fir

in continuinec U%/French cooseration on this subject.

A comnarison of the texts of the US oroposal and the
French papver is attached. Similarities and differences
betwean the twe are ciscussad below.

BiGEASGHHED




Peoint 1 - PIlC

The US and ronch nos r= the sane. The French
auree te include L lusion provision in connecc-
with nuclecar export

Poinkt 2 = 7TAhIn 8& s 7 - List

The Trench are "q to acree to a general commitment
to reauire IATY =saf s, with suitable wrovisions for
guration and cov;rach, prop05u£ hyv the U&. However, in
paragranh two thoy © for impesing bilateral safequards
rather than IALF saLLquar s in exceptional cases. In
explaining this clause, the Trench delegation stressed that
there was no intent to underrine the uvniversal application
of IaFA safeguards. Rather, they were intreducing minipal
flexibility to nermit the hanéllnc of excepntional cases.

In such cases, they sroposed oblicatorv consultations with
other suvpliers. At onc voint, they implied that decisions
to use bilateral safeguards in exceptional cases would
reguire agreenent bv other suppliers, although this was
not stated explicitly.

With regard to formulaticn of 2 list of exports that
would trioger safegquarés, the Frepch are willing to accent
the Zangger list possibly vith a few reasconable additions
(e.g. heavy water nlants). They would not want to sce a
najor enpansicn to include rore fetailed listing of equip--
mont.  Cp the otiier hand, the French mavy ke willing to
accept new items as the civil nuclear technolegy devalops

ané as othor reasonable items for inclusions are identificd.

Kith the vossible excestion of adding specific items
to the CTangger list ancé the decision preocess for permitting
excaotions, given obligatery censultations, the US should
have little substantive preblem with the French position
on point two,

Point 3

The US proncsal su : eguards on tht entire
fuel cyclse, a Terat ? WPT oxr IFI} com-
mitrenc, and rultinati . connecticn with
export oI roorocessing and : ceipnent and tech-
noleogy ané on erzort of hichlv enriched uraniuom and plu-
toniom I ; z =z, In the X v talks, tiwe US
also provesed that supnliers agres to cncourage rultina-
tional anrichmont ané resrocessing facilities and to dis-
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courage further transifer of technelecy/know-how to INUS for
developing a naticnal fuel cvele vpending review and study of
the benefits of multinational facilities.

Tiie French vposition presented in the papar does
not accept the US pronosal for IANR sazfcquards on the
entire fuel cvcle and a neon-prolifaration cormeitment as
necossary conditions for supply. On the other hand, the
French Geovernnoent has sucgested, as an alternative, safe-
guards on tecrnology transfer on sensitive cxports and
would ke willing to encourage “TME to join irn enterprises
with multinational participation for enrichment or ropro-
caessing.

In fact, *he US and French nesitions are not as
clearly delincated as the abkove texts woull indicate. On
enrichiient, the Prench will probably not transfer its ¢dif-
fusion techroloqgy to another party and anv sitings in
third countrios weould include major French ownershin and
involvement primarily for commercial rather than non-
proliferation reasons. Such sitings would probably only
be considerad in wvery stahle third countries vhere
the pozgitility of nationalizztion or abrogaticon of agree-
ments was neglicikle. On chemical reorocessing, however,
they show little reluctance to seiling either technology
or equivbment to ¥HIS for development of a national frel
cycle except in the rost extreme cases {e.g., Libva).
French encouragerernt of multinaticnal reprocessing seers
to be lipited to suoport of studies irn the area. In their
exnlanaticon, the French delsdgaticn also said that
"encouraging"” weould nrohably not mean that they wouid
denv a sale of reprocessing techrnology or ccuipment to a
country like Argentina, if approachec¢ by Fronch industry
for such a sale.
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The French are oroposing in their paper, as an alterna-
tive to the US suggasticns on renrocessine, that the tech-
nolemqve transfer “e safecuarded bv recuiring as a condition
of sale that v furture Tacilities consitructed in the
country the sane of oweration vould
have to nG have alse
orenosac nesition currently
call for to all items
on the tr have
exnressaa ni : ii: or oxpoOrts such
as CRIDU reactors techn C i reloectant ko o

y wenld apply this
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On reprocessing
continuea to export
tochnology in o dor
processing cronabilits

o

French exporis. <“he Tr
mercial sale under safequard

v rh view is to

no1strg1nts o

3 view is to contlnuu conm-
The US view,

on the other

hand, is that a naticnal reprocessing capability leads

directly to & nuclear

only if a countrv has
and even

cxrlosz":
a natioral roprocessing capabilicy o

capability.
makes
a verv large civil nuclear industry
then will not be econo**callv ju stifiagble until

In additicn,
gconomic sense

the cost of uatural uvraniun inereases significantliv. Thus

.

the tactical implication of the US vositicn is to delay
and discouraoe accnisition of naticnal rewrocsssing capa-

oy

bilities in NS and rerhaps eventually wvermit develormant
in the content of multinational enterpriscs under stringent
constraints to insure both safeguards and inhibit abregaticn.

On axport of weanon-usable material

the Prench view is

to apply no special cornstraints; the decision to exvort
or not export wvould he nade on a case-hy-case basis by

cach suorlier (c.c., to Indiz but not
=pecial constraints to such cuperis

pocition was to apply

such as recuiring the uviiole cyvcle under
Ed J - -! - -
=ity a2nd a nen-ovreliferation commit-

adegurate chysical secu
ment.
leasing the IIEU and Pu

Based on our understanding of
that we will be able to persuﬂﬂc the Trench either
ational nceeting to =gre£

doubtfnl

or a bilateral basis or in a mult

Libva).

The 17§ initial

TALH safeguards

Presently, ve are examining the oossipbility of

fuel reds to insure a greater decgres
of control over this material.

the Trerch view, it is

to rnore strirgent censtraints than propcﬁeﬁ in their pape

on cxnort of reorecass
material. On the othe
support on more stri"g

inc anc exnort of
nané, we may be
nt conditions on

Teapons-usa bie
abkle to get Franch
enrichment. However,

it mav be clfflcult, varticularly in a rultilateral content,
for the rrench to sunnort nora stringant concztlohd on

enrichmant without undermining

IEPLOCESSln(j .

Pecint — Phvsical Securit

the French DOSs: ition on

Although the US has not totallv fleshed out its posi-
renc1 soom coﬂera‘1" smenable to

tion in this arsa,
wvhat wa heve told

our huuroacb~

el




Sunnort for y ] national convention
on physical

b) A provisicn in sunplier/recipient agreemecnts
for adeauate vhvsical security.

Point 5 - Sales to Sensitive Areas

On this weint, the French are rakinc it rather clear
that ther will not accent a COCOI-tvoe consultative arrancge-
ment, identification of any blacilist of countries, deline-
ation of sensitive exports or syrzement to specific special
constraints. They would be willing to agree to scire con-
sultaticon with other zppropriate suppliers at the discretion
of each suvplier. The UE anproach to this point has been
te sugcoest that conseltations are needed in this arez and
sonz frarevor: for thess consuliations and possible soecial
constraints should be discussed in *he suppliers meeting.
The French apps r reluctant evan to discuss this issus in
2 rmultilateral context because of the delicacy of the issue.
Perhans the moqu we can exwnact from the Prench on this
point in a rwltilateral context is general discussion of
possible cousiraints and agreement to have sope consulta-
tions among anpropriate suppliers at the discretion of
each suonlisr. On the ¢ tho French have showed
a willincness in our g to carndidly éiscuss with
the US thz details of wrant and nrcncsed 2Xports
to varicus countries ] R have ackrorleuccd
that sone counirics r st Gifforently than others.
If this exchance is inc F The process the French
envisage, such an outcoma w apresent a najor step
towesnd coordlﬁ ting U'§ and 3l exvort policies. However,

othexr participants may sea &I s an uvnsatisfactory cutccre
from their point of vieow.
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Comparison ef French and US Vicws

UsS Suraestaed Policics

1. ©Nuclear ccooperation would be

undertaken with non-nuclear weapon
states only under agreements as to

peaceful usecs, which would ex-
plicitly excludec use in any
nuclear explosive devices.

2. ‘MNuclear supplyv woulé be
undertaken only when covered
by IAEA saZeguards, with ap-
propriate previsions for dura-
tion and coverage of produced
nuclear materizl.

3. ESuprly oi weapons—-grade ma-—
terial, or ¢ uraniuvm enrichment
or chemical reprocessing equip-
ment or technoloay,
weapon states shorld be subject
to special restraint. Such
special restraint might include
supply cnly for enterprises with
rmultinational participzticn, or
only to those non-npuclear weapon
states vhich have made a generzl
comnitment to nen-proliferaticon,
and which have accepted IAEA
safecguards on their entire fuel
cycle.

to non-nuclear

French Sucgested Policies

l. Same as US text.

2. The French Government is ready

to determine at a later stage, a

list of materials and equipments
similar but not more extensive than
the Zangger list. Supply of materislis
or eguipment of this list to non-
nuclear weapon states will auvtomati-
cally call for IREA safeguards with
coverage of produced nuclear nmaterial
and for a duration corresponding to

the longth of uss of the eguipmient cx
the presence of the nuclear material
concernad in the country.

However for exceptional reascns it
should be possible to transgress the
above principle znd make use for
instance of bilaterzl safeguards in
warning sufficiently in advance the
countries concerned.

3. The French Government is not ready
to refuse the supply with appropriate
IAEA safeguarés of weapon grade
material or of uvranium enrichment or
chemical reprocessing equipment or
technology to non-nuclear weapon
countries who have not zccepted IAFR
safeguards on their entire fuel cycle
if these countries do not abide to
that last condition.

The French Government is on the other
hané ready to encourage non-nuclear
states to join in enterprises with
multipational participation for
uranivm enrichment or chorical
reprocessing.
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4. Nuclear supply would include
appropriate reuuirements for the
rhysiecal protection of materizls
and facilities against theft,
seizure or szbotage.

5. Stringent ceonditions might
be developad cn the supplv of
sensitive nuclear material,
equiprent, or technclogy to
countries or regions where such
exports woulé contribute to the
rparticular risks of conflict or
instabilityv.
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French Sucaested Policies

Furthermore the French Government
would like to explore with the Uniteé
States Government the following ideas
obtaining an undertaking from countrie
who will accept IAEA safeguards on
sensitive eguipments or on a given
nuclear installation that they will
not reproduce such an eguipment or
installation at the same scale or at
another scale without submitting them
also to the IAEA safeguardéds.

4. The French Government is ready to
institute regular exchange of views
on the problem of physical protection
of nuclear materials and installations
(Theft, Seizure, or Sabotage) and is
ready to include a clausz concerning
this problem in future agreements
concerning its exports of sensitive
supplies,

5. The French Government is ready to
follow the fifth proposal of the
American CGovernment, It cannot accept
the esteblishment of a list of special
measures nor the principle of compul-
sory exchanges of views,

It is however ready to exchange views
on the usefulness of consigdering thac
a supplier state could take the initi-~
ative in specific cases concerning
countries or regions under particular
tension, to have conversations with
one or a few cther states on supple~-
mentary stringent conditicns that coulg
be taken in a way that these measures
shoulé not risk to create distortions
of competition in between those states
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