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SUMMARY RECORD 

INPCE Working Group 2 Meeting 

IAEA Headquarters, Vienna 

May 28 - 29, 1979 

The meeting was jointly chaired by Dr. Goldschmidt (Prance) 

and Dr. Popp (Federal Republic of Germany) since the 

Iranian Co-Chairman was unable to take the chair which 

this time in rotation went to Iran. 

The participants in this meeting are listed in Attachment 1. 

The provisional agenda (Attachment 2) was adopted. 

The summary record of the Working Group 2 meeting held on 

February 12 - 13, 1979 was adopted. 

The essential item of this meeting's agenda was the present

ation and adoption of the draft final report including the 

Executive Summary. 

A first draft of the Executive Summary by the Co-Chairraen 

had been discussed at the meeting of Subgroup 2B held in 

Vienna on May 10 and 11. This draft consisted of an abridged 

version of the adopted text of the main report. All chapters 

of the main report had been thoroughly discussed at previous 

meetings of the Working Group or the respective Subgroups. 

During the meeting on May 10 and 11, the Co-Chairmen had 

been requested by the Working Group to shorten the Executive 

Summary considerably and to leave out graphs and tables, if 

possible. 

Another shorter version was transmitted by telex to the 

participants on May 24 and 25 and discussed in detail at the 

meeting. 
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In addition to a number of editorial remarks, the discussion 

focussed on the three following proposed substantial amend

ments : 

- Proposal by the Italian delegation to make reference a>. 

the end of the introductory chapter to the existing non-

proliferation framework, the Non-Proliferation Treaty in

cluded, which guarantees the non-nuclear weapon states the 

peaceful use of nuclear energy. This proposal was adopted. 

- Limitation of the number of facilities as a possible non-

proliferation measure. Concerning this proposal, agreement 

was reached on the definitive formulation to the effect 

that although the number of enrichment plants should be 

limited, which is desirable for reasons of non-proliferation, 

and additional capacities are developed in accordance with 

market needs, the economic and industrial particularities 

of individual countries wishing to construct national 

facilities (increased assurance of supply, especially in 

the case of a larger nuclear programme; desire to exploit 

major domestic uranium supplies as economically as possible, 

etc.) should be recognized. 

- Conclusions relating to a more detailed comparison of ex

isting enrichment technologies with regard to their pro

liferation risk. 

On the initiative of the French Co-Chairman, the Co-Chairmen 

jointly presented a draft version containing some detailed 

descriptions of specific inherent process characteristics 

concerning the suitability for the construction of clandes

tine facilities, safeguardability as well as the advantages 

and disadvantages relating to economy and environmental pol

lution of the various enrichment technologies (Attachment 3). 
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The UK delegation on its part presented an amendment (Attach

ment 4) which was largely based on general formulations. Both 

texts, however, were not accepted by the Working Group. The 

UK delegation stated in the course of the discussions, that 

in compliance with instructions of the British government it 

had to adhere to the old version or could only approve its 

own text. 

The US delegation which assumed a favourable attitude towards 

an in-depth discussion of this topic also in the conclu

sions did not consider the present two texts sufficient and 

therefore preferred the original text for the time being. 

The Netherlands supported the UK view; Japan rejected both 

the proposal by the Co-Chairmen and the UK paper. 

At the suggestion of the French delegation to exclude the 

whole Working Group report chapter on proliferation aspects 

(chapter 6) for the time being from the report to be present

ed to the TCC, Japan declared that such a procedure would 

force it to express a general reservation with regard to the 

entire report. This would also apply to every especially 

marked inclusion of the Co-chairmen draft or the British 

draft into the Final Report at this time. 

The French Co-Chairman pointed out that the French government 

reserves its right to convey the Co-Chairmen draft to the 

INFCE countries as a proposal of the French government* inde

pendent of the report, unless this text is not at least at

tached as an Annex to the report or the transmittal letter. 

The Secretariat emphasized that only the Executive Summary 

does not contain a direct quantitative comparison of individu

al technologies while there is such an in-depth comparison 

in the main report. As agreed upon in the previous Working 

Group meetings, this comparison is based on the previous 

French proposal (submitted to WG 2 on 18 October 1978) in

cluding the comments of the Japanese delegation (C-C/WG.2/7 

(B)) and the Troika countries (C-C/WG.2/4 (B)) as well as the 

US and Japanese proposals submitted at. previous meetings. 
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The Working Group decided not to incorporate the texts pre

sented in the report, but rather mention in a sentence in 

the transmittal letter of the Co-Chairmen that at its last 

meeting the Working Group had discussed the question 

whether a somewhat more detailed comparison among the vari

ous enrichment technologies contained in the Executive 

Summary would be necessary and appropriate, reserving its 

position in that question which will be dealt with by the 

Working Group in the light of the TCC discussion. 

The Secretariat will incorporate the agreed changes into 

the report and the Executive Summary so tnat this version 

can be presented to the TCC in the first week of June at 

the latest. 

The next meeting of Working Group 2 will be held on 

September 12 and 13; the location is yet to be decided. 
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Attachment 2 

AGENDA: 

1) Approval of minutes of last meeting. 

2) Approval of executive summary. 

3} Approval of first draft of final WG 2 report. 

4) Other matters. 



Attachment 3 „« „ , ~ „ 
29 May 1979 

Amendments to the Executive Summary end the Final Report of KG.2 

6.2.2 (additional paragraph) 

Process features such as high separation factor, small size of 

separation element, small power consumption, snail uranium hold-up 

and short equilibrium time offer, from a technical point of view, 

the best prospect for the construction of a small HEU producing' 

facility. In states where no enrichment technology i3 available, 

non-declared facilities would be constructed by- using more or less 

primitive and simple technology because due to classification of 

sensitive laiow-how by technolos:/ holders sophisticated technologies 

would not bo available. Such facilities would V-e more easily subject 

to detection because of their inevitably larger physical dimension. 

A better performance of such a facility could only be achieved by 

acquisition of know-how and components from technology holders, which 

would be also difficult to conceal. However, a few processes are 

not snbiect to classification in a limited number of countries. 

6*2.3 (additional paragraph) 

The process features mentioned in 6.2.2 which would offer certain -

advantages for the construction and operation of an undeclared HEU 

production plant would also facilitate the misuse of a declared LEU 

production plant* However, some of these factors have, at the same 

time, the potential of facilitating the application of safeguards in 

declared facilities and, thus, of increasing their effectiveness* 

2.2 (insert after 2nd paragraph) 

Technical features such as high separation factor, small size of 

separation element, email power consumption, small uranium hold-up 

and small equilibrium time facilitate the construction and operation 

of small economic LEU production facilities. 
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(insert on page 2-5) 

Site retirements and environmental impact 

Hey are of the type associated with all industrial endeavours: 

flat land, low seismicity, good means of transportation, vh.th an 

availability of water and power supply in accordance to the specific 

requirements of the enrichment process involved. 

As the radioactivity of the enrichment plant inventories is extremely 

low the main environmental concerns are of chemical nature and asso

ciated with the specific power consumption of the process employed. 



Attachment 4 

Submission by the 11K Delcy-te 

Technical features such as separation factor, size of separation 

element, potter consumption, uranium hold-up and equilibrium time are 

important factors in assessing the proliferation risks of existing 

enrichment technologies. These features make, in different degrees, 

enrichment technologies susceptible to a potential misuse by the 

construction and operation of non-declared facilities. This state

ment applies to all existing technologies. However, some of these 

factors have at the same time the potential of facilitating the 

application of safeguards in declared facilities and thus of in

creasing their effectiveness. Additionally, existing technoiosies are 

under strict classification, therefore the barrier against misuse 

is considerably enhanced. However,decisions for misuse of technolo«rv 

are not solely based on technical decisions and other factors such 

as availability of commercial components, uranium supply and availa

bility of technical know how are important in this context. 


