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FAST REACTOR POLICY

Note by the Secretary of State for Energy

15(80)60 I discussed fast reactor policy.. To secure what I see as

ar strategic objective of putting the UK into a position to build

i introduce commercial fast reactors in due course, we must ensure

it, in one way or another, we have access to proven technology,

fwboth the fast reactor itself and its fuel cycle. We should aim
hachieve this in a manner which, while making good use of our

merience, minimises costs and risks and avoids unnecessary controversy.

There is more than one route to this end, and, if we are not to
li the waste of money and resources, we should equip eurselves to
ftreise a fully informed choice as soon as possible. In the absence
#2clear decision about the way forward, the United Kingdom Atomic
w Authority (AFA) and the National Nuclear Corporation (NNC) are
1imuing to direct their work towards the construction of a large
v 5ned commercial demonstration fast reactor (CDFR). With the
'féigi“y that we have rightly given to re-establishing our thermal
Wmcg'r Programme and the successful introduction of the PWR, cgg-

IZH of a CDFR could not now be started before.l985& Zﬁf}? ;volved
‘misolat’;eal‘ly a decade behind France's Super Phenlxtagelieve -

Matry o 00 fTOM the main European effort. I do no e

Hactop iuch 8s the UK can afford to try to develop ltiEzwznd -7

% this ic ology independently of o.ther'countrles. S Sy

B °fing: touands an option which is both to0 AT,
Bengi e DSt settle the way we wish to go forward so
i e and o i erve a more coherent

Hegy. effort can be re-directed to s

P
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) With the French

i 2 my ational partner-
Tt

» We should aim to be part of an lﬁtim Since our

ther development of the fast reacto I have, as agreed,

(80)60 on 1 July (E(80)23rd meetmg)clear from this

.the French Industry Minister s for us to associate

w the Germans that the door 1S opention if we wish -
European - fast reactor collabora
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uggested in my discussiong .
te our entry 1r'1to the Eur
lied on indefinitely, and 1t is now p
ened at the }:‘.c.usm;‘lal level.
o «till much of value to contrlmtsi in a European
;:r?:i::l;;ig'—o;ut;e fuel cycle. But L zriﬁch progr
dvance, without an input fEop 1S, v nterest in
ggf:r is pbound to decline and, if Wi :;*iz zgoalon%, we m
that collaboration is no longer open U ny satisfacto

eadline was S

i no d :
4 Whilst = to megotia

French willingnes
ship cannot be re
year since talks were OP
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th the European

7 apart from its politi
tages in terms of

ion wi -
5 Collaborati securing our policy g

has a number of advan

(a) It avoids the high risks associated with pursuing
an independent line;

(v)

we bu

(¢) it takes advantage of
ironing out the initial- lear
Phenix programme;

(d) it should reduce the cost
first commercial sized UK fast
comes to build one; and enable us meanwhile to deploy

the resources we devote to continuing R and D to better
effect and to achieve some economies in our effort;

(e) it does not expose us
of re-entry into the field t we might face if we
relied on a long-term forei licensing route, and
chose to run down our R and D meanwhile;

(f) - it complements other collaboration with the
Eurgpeans on nuclear matters (eg on reprocessing and
enrichment).
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Collaboration with the US

6 The new US Administration seems likely to D :
Us nuclear programme and to have a more pesitive attl
Qarter @dmmistration to the development of the fast Teag
1s considerable interest in the US, especially among = at
and in the nuclear industry, in the possibility of °°1lab§rcn
with the UK in developing the fast reactor. (Annex 4). 1ai'ciO
’E;gsz:lghtd()ffer similar advantages to those from COl}ibor
ope, and we must fully explore the possibilities Wi:
:\’grilin}szratlon. Howevers,r i)tcpwill inev}i)tably be some P1B2)
fast ;n 0 next year, before the nature of the new AdTS re
i whezﬁcmr programme is clear, and before we have anz ru
Possib-lgr they want to collaborate with us. We CaBRO
= WhOll ity that they will eventually prefer to deal *7
€ Or %o aim for a wider partnership inc

luding Jap%”

7 Thus the electi ;

5 ection result i iven u
al in the US has g
ne;gg:z’.'ve to European collaboration, which could
St 1?% Position in Europe. But I believe it Wi iy, w
developme further discussions with the Europeans Wi=i o ip

oPments in the US. This could damage oul prospec
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ng isolated by a Possib
. Moreover, further discu
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a1l the reasons I have set out in ;
:JShthzt thgefv?i:tggrlgtdgglby'%gfauh thgr;;;ggitpigagraphs,
o i wi i

[ establish gllaboration is possib{ZeOFrench and Geppoortunity
o establish the terms that are ul
into serious negotiation.

s now to the constructi

n on the building of a reactor

But we do need to be able to sag,agh:é‘ iggu

¥
ajtering
;L»selve 5
; decisio
1034/85

» associated with the continuing devel
o to negotiate in good faith on the b
,deal if terms can be negotiated which

) I therefore propose that my Departm
4os with the French and Germans og thee

(a) HMG's express intention to be i

A associ i

continuing development of fast reactor technatsgogym?hand
b

(b) willingness in principle to negotiate in good

faith, and to enter into a i i
e collaborative deal if the

nt should now in

dt3 5
basis of:- PR, FpEotia-

The objectives

;7530hed . I‘:(80)60'would be as set out in paragraph 28 of the paper

Wil / (Reproduced at Annex B). In particular, there

e, 3: 3gu§gmm1tmer}t by the UK to build a CDFR at any partiéular

& comgop desiClues'uon the line taken by M. Giraud on cross-licensing

S would 1, gn (Annex A parag.aph 4); and improvements in the

i cop, € sought to safeguard our industrial interests, to reduce

lat g down payment that the French are seeking, to ensure

et S are held in parallel on the fuel cycle where our

licengin ngest, and to provide for the UK to have a proper say

! Wouldg Yo third countries. The negotiations would be ad referendum
Teport back to colleagues on their outcome.

tkalic Statement

ound the
€gotiation
0 is stpg

4 .. the
“the o, M€Stion of g
tap)., - OWM] : Publici on fast
"itiuy be éZt‘?e S_meeting oz?rl July 1980 (E(80)2%rd). It would
¥y (& Bypc>ir8ble to make a full statement if and when negotiations
Peans reach a successful conclusion. Meanwhile our
ay questions that arise should be that discussions ;re
8 b il S Part of our continuing exploration of the scope gr
YD take, “Ollaboration on the fast reactor; that no decision
iy berecallnoto build a CDFR in the UK at a_ny'pgrtlculag t_:m:ﬁyan
Subjeop T Undertaking that any such decision would in
©-a public inquiry.

reactor policy was discussed
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Accordingly I invite my colleagues to agree that;-
(i) we should recognise the strategic objective
of being associated with continuing development of
fast reactor technology; and now move towards.a_n
early decision on the best means To secure this

objective.

(ii) accordingly, my Depgrtmg;w, should enter into
substantive negotiations with > French and Germang
on collaboration on the lines set out in paragraph
8 above. We would need to be able to say that, in
principle we are willing to reach agreement provided
that the terms are right. However, there would be
no commitment to build a CDFR in the UK at any
particular time and the options of collaborating
with the US or of deciding to run down our fast
reactor effort would remain open while the negotiationg
took place;

(iii) we should continue to review the prospects for
collaboration with the US so that that option can be
set against any deal that might be possible with the
Europeans and

(iv) the AEA and NNC should be asked to review their
R and D effort in the light of the above bearing in
mind the high priority that we attach to progress with
the PWR over the next few years.

Department of er
1pDecember 19% o
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oy6 VITE THE FRENCH,
PRI 7 . <
rom my discussions with M. gj
| is glear fa deal with us. For instapce M. a1
; vg isolated in pressing ahead with theip

;49}: t;ey would be less isolated if we Joined the

’)“undoubted jead on fuel cycle technology,

was also no suggestion that a puplj i

| %Z:iere?ctor wf':ls.?]:1~essentlal elemeng o%lgngogl:ﬁmen; tg.COnstruction
'f,iin assing thatjl_ in the event we did not build ope th e

:‘some Piod of penalty but I believe thig Was a reference te

9 ire of the royalty arrangements which it has always b 0 the

o et the number of fast reactors in a partner'z prggga;nnlesaged
2 subsequent 1nforma; contacts the Fren i

1 %hey understand the difficulty for HMG oghpl;;‘i’zgm:geeég CII?:I‘
fﬁo‘“’ and are looking for ways of easing the problem. Thg ag:in

agreement with us.

Te would

Y. Giraud said that in his view any deal would have

biross-licensing rather than Joining the French/German gggggils)::?.gn
ena as such. Our objective in negotiation must be to achieve the
:cssst possible integration between the two groups efforts, and we

:Jvf‘d Dot necessarily accept that the French will be unmoveable on
:amggnt; but our 1nc_1ustry bgelieves thglt cross-licensing arrangements
Ele thegleu'wneecls satlsfactorlly. M. Giraud alsg considered that

Biier o as clear advanil:age in the two countries keeping as close
b e ggss;ble on demgn,_tpe Frenct} were.or.xly }ikely to modify
T fenlx design to utilise gg_gtLrle'Bxfltgh improvements. If
bilens, i, act prove to be the French position it would not present
take ;dvange one of the advantages we see in collaboration would be
g thes y age of the French lead on fast reactor development,

it o, ou;'OI‘k on Super Phenix and later stations as the starting
?:ish expert(?wn fast react.:or design, although modifying it to reflect
®ling go . 1se and experience where there was a really good case

 The e 0 oy
&EEe a gngans too in recent weeks have emphasised again their wish
 the canabOI‘ative deal with the UK and their willingness to d?li
Hiry oo 'O SOlVe outstanding problems with the French, including

OVQral

bt L s ther. : : o ittee considered

iy, - 08a] efore, discussions since E Commi

T ilslt ave tended to confirm that the French and Germans are

M Srested in collaboration with us on the fast reactor
should be possible if the Government want it.

Vern

«ngment?l‘ %Eagan is known to support nuclear poWeT and fﬁi§ ;‘::ﬁtgr
»:,~?3cu°pen h.l‘ Marshall, the Deputy Chairman of the Umgns i

-;.:Eeens w?_ l0dustrial level contacts with thi'ﬁ::‘l‘(:m}zi) - .
i) th‘? Electric Power Research L tilities' enthusiasm
W?iln confirmation of the American U

1th the UK.
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hington Embassy that Reg an!
from our Wash : 3 S A
8 We underst;ignded that an immediate Sziitaiggildbe nads
Group have reco ne Clinch River reac‘Eor, o D ‘able in geqy, : %
construction of the tor, and that afterwards authop] iy

Reac t
existin%tP§g§o:y¥§l§azzale (1300MWe) prototype to be built j
be soug

:nternational project. We also understand that Reagan
as an 1

in principle tq a
i decisions on
n

tt;zk;ugpg?z fast reactor develo

should be conducted.

; and its ability to develg
thathwgflUgelgg:‘izgd if fast reactors are to
of the type d on a commercial scale argue in favour of
fully }ntrogucgs This ability could usefully complement
gggrgég};etsg far in developing the fast reactor.

hoy
: thertq textm )
V1ews on hoy i

its nature. Congress who have hji
pment may also have

P COH]p°ne i
9 The strengt 5 sucmg:‘
2 collapgy,

our oyn

sure that the US Government will want

However, we cannot beThe US has its own uranium reserves ag
: ing the fast reactor longer than we or the

mas e opt;.g?ogg %zlzg..gOn the other hand, assuming i_:hat they dg B

French cancould end up as a minor and unequal partner in a determin

ihm:igéageeffort, or worse, we might be isolated by a Franco/US agre:

ment.

10 !
collaborate with the UK.
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fast reactor construction project, though wiat\s o

UOTIATING OBJECTIVES
{3

MagraPh
l se therefore that we should noy see

] Iegggf;‘; with the French and Germans, K t ¢ ac
find ut forward vo me will providelaNpes : e
P navzdpto set clear negotiating Objectives angor negoti
neimprovement in the terms on offer.

28 of papeT attached to E(80)e0)

O negotiat

The Proposals whie i SRtLe

lation.

b We to obtain clarifica-

fon 804
) The long-term aim of collabor
gould be a design of fast reactor

selliably’ meet our safety standards

:1ectricity at an acceptable cost.

ative arrangements
which can be built
and produce

(b) one of our major ob,jective§ in talking to the

French should be closer integration, with joint designs
and a jointly agreed programme in which our fast

reactor should fit into a European series. Collaboration
which simply continued our line of development and only
absorbed French experience at the margin would be nearly
as risky as an independent effort.

(c) we should use collaboration as a means of cutting
down significantly on costs, for instance by coordinating
investment in fuel cycle facilities and by cutting out
duplication in research and development programmes.

(d)  we should seek to safeguard our industrial interests
% formal agreements between manufacturers on the
arailability of component design and manufacturing know-
how at ap acceptable price.

%e) we should seek to reduce the downpayment of 50 million
o7 ¥hich France are asking for access to theér design

grmation or, if we fail, we should ap least ensure
flﬁit “hat we obtain for the money is very clearly defined
ben that payments are only made in return for specific

efitg Provided by our partners as and wﬁgnht?zrg;cur.

T® should be royalty arrangements whic

lect our contribugigi E‘CY) the cgllaboratlve arrangements.
(£)

Wi
fast e

¢ should negotiate parallel arrangements on vhe
thig

3ctor fuel cycle, ensuring that our e@g;‘zﬁ? in
2 1s fully reflected in the terms we O

g) .
Uoepgis Should ‘ensure that we have a proper say in the
& 198 of technology to third countries.

ting
iy
iiie’atci)o construction of our fast reactor,

sion on the

e eci
Should preserve our freedom of d a major com-

reactor
ate glven the priority of our thermal Sndusty.

lear
the present weakness of our Duc¢

CONFIDENTIAL




	CAB 134 4447 (383)
	CAB 134 4447 (384)
	CAB 134 4447 (385)
	CAB 134 4447 (386)

