











































































































1. The Post-Cold War Agenda Cut-Off of Production of Fissile Material...

Background/Discussion:

The United States has not produced HEU for weapons since 1964 or
plutonium since 1988, and in July 1992 President Bush announced that the
United States was unilaterally halting any future production of weapons
materials. Russia also has halted HEU production for weapons and has shut
down 10 of 13 plutonium production reactors. The remaining reactors are
being operated principally to provide heat and electricity to associated towns,
and the operators have expressed a willingness to place their fuel cycles under
safeguards. President Yeltsin has reconfirmed a 1989 commitment by
President Gorbachev that all Russian military plutonium production will be
ended by the year 2000.

It is widely accepted that U.S. and international security interests would
be served by ending further production world-wide of weapons-usable fissile
material for both civil and military purposes. Large surpluses of both types
weaken the effect of deep reductions in nuclear weapon stockpiles, are
themselves proliferation risks, or else serve to undermine efforts to prevent the
production of weapons-usable material in countries of proliferation concern.
Thus it is in the U.S and global security interest to draw down the existing
stocks of weapons-usable fissile material.

A verified U.S.-Soviet cut-off of the production of fissile materials for
weapons was an expressed goal of the Administrations of Presidents
Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, and Lyndon B. Johnson but was opposed at
that time by the Soviet Union, which had a smaller nuclear arsenal and
rejected the intrusive inspections proposed by the United States. Since 1989,
however, the USSR/Russia have both supported a fissile cut-off and
demonstrated a willingness to accept intrusive reciprocal inspection measures.

A cut-off in the production of fissile material for weapons is discussed
below. How the Administration should address the surplus of separated civil
plutonium is also discussed in the paper, "Civil Use of Fissile Material," in
Section II.

Option (A), which calls for a continuation of the Bush policy, would
avoid international and/or bilateral inspection of U.S. nuclear facilities but
provides little leverage to achieve a shutdown of Russian production and
separation of plutonium for weapons. It also deprives U.S. non-proliferation
policy of a significant new tool for controlling the spread of weapons-usable
fissile materials.

Under Option (B), a bilateral cut-off would mostly formalize and add
verification arrangements to the present or anticipated state of affairs in the
United States and Russia. Verification of a halt to the production of fissile
materials for weapons would require that operating U.S. enrichment and
reprocessing plants be placed under international safeguards. There might be
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DISPOSITION OF PLUTONIUM AND
HIGHLY-ENRICHED URANIUM FROM WEAPONS

Issue (1993):

What should be the U.S. policy toward the long-term disposition of the
HEU and plutonium from weapons, particularly as it applies to Russia?

Options:

(A)  Give high priority to resolving the problems associated with the
implementation of the agreement in principle between the United States
and Russia that provides for purchase by the United States of 500 MT
of HEU from retired Russian weapons.

(B)  Begin confidential bilateral exploratory discussions with Japan, the
United Kingdom, France, and Russia on whether agreement can be
obtained to reduce the surpluses of separated military plutonium
through a cooperative program to fabricate weapons plutonium into
MOX fuel, burn it in qualified civil power reactors, and directly
dispose of the MOX spent fuel as waste. The utility and desirability of
this option are contingent on all parties agreeing to defer further
chemical separation of plutonium for any purpose until the surplus
military stocks are eliminated.

(C) Initiate a research and development (R&D) program to identify the
preferred method(s) for direct disposal of plutonium as waste.

Background/Discussion:

Long-term storage of large quantities of weapons-usable material in
Russia is not in the U.S. national security interest. The HEU can be blended
down into low-enriched uranium (LEU) -- which cannot be used for weapons
-- and used as fuel for civil power reactors. In September 1992, the United
States and Russia agreed in principle that the United States would purchase up
to 500 MT of Russian HEU over the next 20 years for use in civil reactors
(after blending it into LEU), but with price and other matters left unresolved.
There is a world-wide surplus of uranium ore and uranium enrichment
capacity. In a uranium dumping case brought against Russia by U.S. uranium
miners and processors, a preliminary ruling by the Commerce Department
effectively prohibits import of Russian LEU for at least one year. The
Russian Ministry of Atomic Energy has linked the sale of HEU from weapons
to a favorable resolution of the dumping case.
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NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY
EXTENSION CONFERENCE

Issue (January/February 1993):

Should the Administration of President Bill Clinton give high priority to
extending the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and prepare for
talks as soon as possible with the other four declared nuclear-weapon
states (Britain, China, France, and Russia) to achieve a common
position?

Options:

(A)  Emphasize Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) and NPT
negotiations with Russia and the other nations of the former Soviet
Union (FSU) before holding talks with France, the United Kingdom,
and China on the NPT.

(B)  Add Britain, China, and France as negotiating partners, but only after a
thorough inter-agency review of U.S. positions on the NPT and on
negotiating a comprehensive test ban (CTB), which has become a
closely related issue.

(C)  Begin bilateral talks with the United Kingdom, China, and France
immediately; give high priority to the preparations for the NPT
Extension Conference.

Background/Discussion:

With over 150 members, the NPT is the most widely accepted arms
control agreement in history. While its limitations have been dramatically
illustrated in Iraq, the NPT remains an essential framework for self-restraint,
legal obligations, supplier export controls, and international inspections around
the globe. Recent adherence by France and China, and movement in that
direction by Belarus, Kazakhstan, and, haltingly, Ukraine, underscores its
importance.

The Administration of President George Bush has stated that it supports
extending the NPT indefinitely when the NPT Extension Conference is held in
1995, a stand supported by the other members of the G-7 (Canada, France,
Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United Kingdom). It has not, however, given
high-level attention to what needs to be done to achieve a long extension. It
has made a major effort -- with some help from the Senate, particularly
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II. Non-Proliferation: Nuclear Weapons Sanctions and Export Controls

scrutiny of proposed exports that entail significant proliferation risks.
However, there would still be no meaningful statutory authority for the
imposition of sanctions against either suppliers or renegade countries.

Option (B) -- supporting comprehensive statutory change -- would send
a signal that non-proliferation policy is a high U.S. priority and that
fundamental controls and sanctions will transcend changes in the presidency.
There may be only one opportunity to pass non-proliferation legislation in the
next Congress, but it may take time to resolve differences, even among
advocates of enhanced export controls, on how to craft the legislation most
effectively.

Option (C) -- following a dual track approach -- would likely lead to
quick adoption of a sanctions package, since there is little opposition to such a
package in Congress. However, once the sanctions package is passed,
Congress may rest on its laurels and be disinclined to pursue legislative
upgrades of export controls.

Recommendation:

Option (B). This option is the only one likely to provide a lasting
improvement in export controls. There probably will be few opportunities,
especially after the initial aura of the Clinton Administration wears off, to
obtain a comprehensive overhaul of the statutory non-proliferation framework.
If the Administration cannot win support for such legislation early in the
session, the White House could signal the importance it attaches to the matter
by directing the agencies to strengthen export controls, pledging to introduce a
legislative package in 1994 to codify the changes, and supporting sanctions
legislation as described in Option (C). Regardless of the option chosen, the
administration should undertake a diplomatic effort to multilateralize both
export controls and sanctions.

Special Budgetary/Congressional/Diplomatic Considerations:

Some key Democrats (including Senator Glenn and Congressman Sam
Gejdenson) may favor a dual track approach. The Europeans and Japanese
may react negatively to unilateral U.S. action, particularly on sanctions; an
appropriate diplomatic initiative to achieve a multilateral regime of export
controls and sanctions should be a central part of overall U.S. policy.
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I1. Non-Proliferation: Nuclear Weapons Sanctions and Export Controls

Appendix

Issue:

Should decisions on exports of dual-use items and nuclear components
and technology be made public?

Option:

(A)  Require the Commerce and Energy Departments to provide public
notice of export actions, both approvals and denials, on dual-use items
and nuclear components and technology. The United States also should
urge other countries to do the same and should help establish an
international registry on such exporting decisions.

Background/Discussion:

This process is now secret. Executive branch officials are barred from
revealing any information about pending export applications or about export
licenses that have been granted. This policy pertains even though the exports
are for peaceful, civilian uses. This secrecy is defended on the grounds that it
protects proprietary interests.

The effect, however, is to insulate strategically important government
decisions from public accountability. In the case of Iraq, as noted, more than
$1.5 billion worth of sensitive dual-use equipment were approved for export
during the five years before the Gulf War, often for direct delivery to Iraqi
nuclear and missile sites. If the media and interested members of the public
and their representatives had known about these exports, the negative publicity
might have stopped this dangerous and mistaken practice. Pushing such
exports into the light of day is the surest way to prevent this situation from
happening again. At the same time that the United States opens its exporting
process to the public, it should urge other countries to do the same.

Recommendation:

Option (A).
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CIVIL USE OF FISSILE MATERIAL

Issue (January/February 1993):

Should the U.S. government seek to head off a large, global plutonium
surplus by influencing Europe and Japan to suspend or defer the
impending expansion of their civilian plutonium programs?

Options:

(A)  Wait-and-see. Maintain the current plutonium-use policy of not
interfering with European and Japanese plutonium/breeder programs
and thereby avoid political friction with U.S. allies in the hopes that the
increasing domestic opposition in those countries as well as a growing
international outcry will cause the eventual shutdown of these
programs.

B) Quiet diplomacy. Rely on diplomacy to influence Europe and Japan to
move away from these programs without public confrontation or change
in stated U.S. policy.

(C)  Assertive diplomacy. Make selective changes in the stated policy.
While making it clear that the United States will honor agreements now
in place to implement the previous policy, press to discourage
plutonium programs and to encourage alternatives in the interest of
avoiding the regional and global risks associated with large plutonium
surpluses.

Background/Discussion:

In July 1981, President Reagan scrapped a central element of the non-
proliferation policy of Presidents Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter by pledging
not to interfere with the civilian use of plutonium recovered from U.S.-
supplied nuclear fuel by nations "with advanced nuclear power programs
where it does not constitute a proliferation risk" (that is, the EC and Japan).

Even though reprocessing programs no longer make economic sense,
they have proceeded in Western Europe and Japan on the basis of institutional
momentum. In fact, the programs are now about to undergo a major
expansion under umbrella nuclear cooperation agreements with the United
States that were negotiated or sustained by the Reagan and Bush
Administrations. These agreements give long-term U.S. approval to
reprocessing of U.S.-supplied fuel and to plutonium use even though the
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ARGENTINA/BRAZIL

Issue (January/February 1993):

How can the United States best support recent progress by Argentina
and Brazil toward a permanent non-proliferation status and the
completion of the Tlatelolco Treaty establishing a Latin American
nuclear weapon free zone?

Options:

(A)  Through economic incentives and quiet, high-level diplomacy, the
United States should strongly encourage Argentina and Brazil to
consolidate their non-proliferation status by ratifying and implementing
the agreement for full-scope IAEA safeguards and the Treaty of
Tlatelolco.

(B)  As Argentina, Brazil, and the rest of Latin America have achieved
significant non-proliferation gains, the United States should monitor the
situation and provide low-key support as needed, but should focus its
principal attention on other regions where the proliferation threat is
greater.

Background/Discussion:

The two South American states with the most advanced nuclear
programs have achieved dramatic progress toward a complete non-proliferation
status. The principal evidence is a bilateral nuclear inspection agreement,
signed and ratified in 1991, and an agreement with the IAEA for full-scope
safeguards, signed in 1991 and currently pending before the legislatures of
both nations. The bilateral agreement established a Joint System for
Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials (SCCC), to be administered by a
new bilateral agency, the Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and
Control of Nuclear Materials (ABACC), now headquartered in Rio de Janeiro.
Under the IAEA agreement, the agency will apply its safeguards to verify the
findings of ABACC in its implementation of the SCCC and, as deemed
necessary, will undertake independent measurements and inspections to verify
that nuclear materials are not diverted to nuclear weapons or explosive
devices.

Further evidence of the significant non-proliferation gains by Argentina

and Brazil includes disavowal of peaceful nuclear explosives, progress toward
strict domestic nuclear export controls, and restraint in the development and
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