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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Acting Counselor and Chairman 

Policy Planninir Council 
Weahinston. 

May 31, '1966 
§ECa:&T/LIMITEDDISTRIBUTION 

MEMORANDUMFOR: 

State Department: NEA - Mr. Schneider 
G/PM- Mr. Garthoff 
ACDA Mr. Fisher 

DOD- Mr. Yarmolinsky 
Mr. Wyle 

JCS - General Goodpaster 
NSC Staff - Mr. Keeny· 

Mr. Wriggins 

l." The package which we were asked to prepare as a possible_ 
basis for NSC discussion Thursday, June 9, will consist of: 

a. The paper on "Possible Assurances and Nuclear 
.Support Arrange:nents for India", transmitted to the President 
by Secretary Rusk's memorandum of March 3,.1966, in the 
form previously cleared by interested Departments and 
agencies except that the recommendations are not included. 
(This paper is not attached, since copies are already • 
available to all addressees). • 

b. A swnmary discussion of current issues, based on 
the discussion at the Planning Group ~eeting of May 26, arid 
keyed to Ambassador Bowles' telegram of May 22 (New Delhts 
LIMDIS 3204), as has been requested. (This paper,. is 
attached.) • 

2. We will need to get any suggested changes on the . 
attachment-no later than Thursday noon, and hopefully before· 
then. A final draft will be circulated.Friday or 
Saturday, which we hope can be signed by the Secretaries 

of State and Defense for transmittal to the P~.esident.· 

He~ Owen • LAS IFIE 
, Eo. 132 1: s.-: ". 
-~ ate--' ·1/~tJ'I 
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THE INDIAN NUCLEAR WEAPONS ISSUESPROBLEM: CURRENT 

1. The Situation. In the wake of the third Chinese 

Communist nuclear test, domestic pressures f9r India to 

embark on a nuclear weapons effort have mounted sharply.· 

Government· leaders are ~ontinuing to hold the line against 

such a course. However, it is unlikely that a decision
• 

will be postponed for more than a few years. 

2. Ambassador Bowles1. Alternatives. AmbassadorBowles 

_outlines three possible ways of trying to avert an Indian 

nuclear program: 

a. A unilateral US guarantee; India, he indicates, is 

not ready to accept this. 

b. A worldwide agreement involving a comprehensive. 

test ban., a limitation on nuclear stockpiles, and a joint 

US-Ult-Soviet guarantee against nuclear blackmail. The 

Ambassador comments that he gathers the Soviets are not 

prepared to proceed along this line. 

c. US help to India in building a "limited deterrent 

defensive system." 

There is not much to add to the discussion of the first 

two alternatives in ·the a~tached memorandumof Karch 3 from 

DECLASSIFIED 
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Secretary Rusk to the President. The third alternative is 

considered below, and in the attachment. 

3. Limited.Defense Program. Ambassador Bowles recommends 

the following steps to in:rease India's ability to defend 

itself against Chinese nuclear attack: 

a. Installation of an effective early waming and 

control system and other measures for defense against manned 

bombersi and expansion of joint US_-Indian efforts to detect 

ChiCom nuclear and missile capabilities. Comment: Steps 

along these lines might be ·consider~d; however, unless 

• accompanied by other arrangements, they would not get at 

the question of the future ChiCom missile threat. 

b. Scientific US-Indian consultation regarding ballistic 

missile defense. Comment: This m~ght·whet India's-appetite 

for defenses it.could not afford and which we could not, in 

any event, make available in the foreseeable future. Since 

such studies woulcl,necessarily focus on ChiCom missile attack 

capabilities, the net result could be a heightening of India's 

interest in acquiring a national deterrent force. 

c. Secret studies of "integrated" air defense against 

ChiCom manned bomber and missile attack, possibly including
I 

an Indian conventional oomber force which could be used 

s.E91¢fLLIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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against ChiCom launching sites. Connent: Exploration of· 

the utility of a conventional di~arming strike against 

ChiCom attack capabilities could well serve primarily to 

convince the.Indians of the futility of sole reliance on 

conventional weapons and manned bombers in the nuclear­

missile age. ·It might thus intensify their nuclear desires. 

d. Use of the contacts envisaged in this program 

quietly to persuade the Indians of our willingness and 

ability to.back them up in case of Chinese pressure or 

attack. Coument: If these "quiet assurances" went_ ·beyond 

what we are now saying, the question arises as to what their 

form and substance should be. This poses difficult problems 

for both the US and India: 

- For the US, the problem is twofold: (i) What 

would the.US, in fact, do if the_ Chinese Coumunists were 

to mount (or threa-ten imninently to mount) a nuclear attack 

on India? (ii) If our interest in Jndian independence in .- ..... 

preventing Coumunis~ expansion, and in maintaining some 

reasonable semblance of world ord·er wo·uld ·move us to stand 

by India in this circumstance, how can this prospect now be 

dramatized, so as to affect Indian nuclear intentions, 

S~/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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without further narrowing our freedom of action or involving 

us in undue Congressional difficulties? 

- For India, the problem is how such US assurances, 

even under a UN umbrella, could be reconciled ,wit~ the 

conflicting needs for secrecy and for. political impact. 

_Very private discussions and perhaps even·secret contingency· 

planning might fit in with non-alignment; they would not-~ 

by that same token -- meet political concerns outside the· 

Government, which is where most of the pressure for India's 

going nuclear comes from. It may well be, therefore, ·that 

an optimum approach in this field cannot be devised, even 

if all obstacles on the US side should somehow be overcome, 

so long as India holds to non-alignment. 

e. An educational effort to convince India's leaders 

and people of the prohibitively high cost of "going nuclear." 

Comment: Data on costs ·and bn the difficulties of acquiring 

a credible and reliable deterrent torce have been forwa+ded 

to Ambassador Bowles for use in contacts with India's leaders. 

Additional data will be supplied which India_' s leaders may 

use publicly to support their announced policy against "going_ 
. . 

nuclear." As a related matter, the question of excessive 

defense expenditures has been raised with Indian Planning 

$~/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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Minister Mehta and wiil be pursued with Mehta and other 

Indian officials. Points being emphasized are: 

-. The need for a reasonable limit on (and reduction 

of) defense expenditures as an essential prerequisite of 

economic development. 

- Our intention not to place ourselves in the 

future in the position of fueling an arms race in the sub~ 

continent. 

- The fact that defense expenditu~e·s will be taken 

into account in determining future ·a id levels.· 

Although such points are being advanced in the context 

of India's present economic state, dual emphasis.on the 

cost of "going nuclear" and on the need to hold down defense 

expenditures can be expected to encou~age India·'s leaders 

to hold the line a$ainst nuclear weapons. At the same time, 

unless ways can be found of 111eeting India's security needs, 

this approach is not likely to deter an Indian nuclear 

weapons program indefinitely. 

4. Possibility of a "Peaceful" Explosion. There is one 

other· immediate issue worth noting at this time: 

S~&IMITED DISTRIBUTION ... 
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There is support in India for a peaceful (PLOWSHARE) 

explosion to demonstrate India's technical capabilities. 

Such a "peaceful" Indian explosio? would, however, be 

widely viewed (in Paki'stan and elsewhere) a~ the beginning 

of an Indian nuclear weapons program and·, from· the technical 

standpoint, would amount to that. The-Committee of Princi­

pals is, therefore,,considering steps to make clear to I~dia 

that a "peaceful!' nuclear explosive deve'iopment would be 

considered as equivalent to a nuclear weapons development, 

-- and thus as a violation of "peaceful" undertakings 

accepted in securing nuclear reactors. 

5. Conclusion. The actions which this memorandum recommends 

.or indicates we are now carrying out will, at best, buy time. 

They will not provide the •~dramatic alternative" without 

which, the attached paper suggests, India will probably 

decide to become a ~uclear power i~ the next few years. The 

search for ·other possible courses.of action will, therefore, 

need to be·continued .-:- as will the question of how the ~S 

should rea~t if ~ndia is clearly about to choose, or chooses, 

the nuclear road. 

<., ' 
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r 
Summary 

7 

The Canadians are quite concemed about developments at the site 
of the first Raja:thin Reactor. They fear that the present pattern 
of mismanagement and delays will significantly increase construction 
time, total cost, and foreign exchange cost of the project. The 
Canadians do not believe that the new heavy water plant will be built 
on schedule and they are willing and presumably will be able to sell 
heavy.water to the Indians for the First Rajashan Reactor. 

Mr. Grey informed the Indian Atomic Energy Conmrl.ssion that Canada 
would extend assistance for the Second Raja:tban Reactor only if the 
project was under the same safeguards as the First Rajaitian Reactor. 
The Canadians have been infonned by the Acting Head of the Atomic 
Energy Conunission that this body is recommending to the OOI that itC\I"' 
accept the ·Canadian conditions. 

~ 
a:: 

:::: Q) 

a.. n. Mr. Grey infonned the High Commiseion that he is convinced that 
c:, 
I the OOI ia not now clandestinely building a nuclear device.nor does 

.JN ..... he think they are planning to do so. He believes, however, that theN 
a.. 
>- Indians very much like being in a position of saying to the world 
C>~ (.) that they could do it. 
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1. Richard V. Gorham, F_irst Secretary of the Canadian Hieh 
Commission, discussed the recent visit of J. L. GREY, President, Atcmic 
Energy Convni'ssion (Ltd.), to India during the last week of March, in 
great detail with Embassy officers. The following comments are a s~ 
of these conversations which covered a variety of topics. Mr. GorhMl 
emphasized that Mr. Grey is a very forthright person who speaks bluntly 
and to the point. 

2. Purpose 

The prima.ry purpose of the visit of Mr. Grey was to allow him 
to hold discussions with the GOI on the following three topics: 

A. The First.Rajasthan Reactor (RAPP I) 
B. New Indiarl Heavy Water Plant 
C. The Second Rajasthan Reactor (RAPP II) 

Mr. Grey visited Trombay and Delhi during hie stay and hAd 
discussions with the appropriate GOI officials, including the members 
of the Indian Atomic Energy Cormnission (AF.c) and H. N. SErHNA, Chief of 
the Atomic Energy Establishment at Trombay. 

3. First Raj asthan Reactor (RAPP I) 

A. The Canadians are quite disturbed about developnents at 
the site of the RAPP I where construction began about one year ago. 
At the present time, the Canadians estimate that in twelve months the 
Indians have fallen four months behind schedule. (The Indians mainta.1n 
that they are only six weeks behind schedule but the Canadians do not 
accept their position.) 

B. A major reason for the delay in construction is the bad 
man:317.ementat the site. Mr. Grey described the GOI project manager as 
a ''Washout" who is unable to organize and direct the work. In addition 
to the manager's general incompetence, Mr. Grey pointed out that he 
drinks too much and has succeeded in demoralizing his staff. Grey 
raised this matter with the Indian ~ when he met with this grour a.s 
a body, but the Canadians are not optimistic that the rnan~~er will be 
rei:laced; even if he was re1,laced there is no assurance that his 
rerlacement would be any more 04)able. A major problem in this r~spect 
is the insistence of the GOI that· any senior government bureaucrat c~ 
administer anything, regardless of the fact that technical knowledge 
ls required ·ror this particular project. (It was noted that this is a 
major principle of the Indian civil service tradition w,1ich the lndi.•11s 
would not modify easily.) 

0011P!fS!l"f HL. 
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c. In addition, the Indians now find that they are unable to 
produce a considerable number of items domestically that they had 
previously maintained they could produce, contrary to the advice of 
the Cana.cU,.ans. This has resulted in the unexpected requirement for the 
Canadians to 'produce these items on a craeh basis which adds to the 
previously estimated foreign exchange costs and also serves to delay 
the construction of the project. There are also serious problems with 
respect to the inability of the Indian domestic producers to meet 
delivery dates for items programmed for the project. 

D. In brief, the Canadians are quite concemed that the present 
pattem of mismanagement and delays will significantly increase construc­
tion time, total cost and foreign exchange costs of the RAPP I. As 
mentioned in A, above, the project has already fallen considerably 
behind the planned construction schedule. In addition, the foreign 
exch~e cost has already increased in twelve months about $5 million 
(from $.38 million to $4.3 million). These increased costs are attributed 
equally 
resulted 

to price increases in 
in the transfer of items 

Canada and Indian miscalculations which 
from in-country to Canadian procurement. 

4. HeavY Water 

The GOI had originally planned to provide the heavy water for 
the RAPP I which hopefully is scheduled to be in operation about 1970 
from a new heavy water plant which was to have been ready by that time. 
Grey noted that, although the new plant had been sanctioned by the GOI, 
he does not believe it will be built on schedule, due in part to the 
foreign exchange shortage. Grey mentioned, in this respect, that the 
GOI is currently having intemal discussions conceming the desirability 
of delaying the construction of the new plant until the -completion of 
the RAPP I. One suggestion is to construct the plant next to the 
RAPP I and use it as the source of power for heavy water production. 
At any rate, Grey does not believe the heavy water plant will be built 
on the original schedule, necessitating foreign procurement. The 
Canadians are willing and presumably will be able to sell heavy water 
to the Indians ·for the RAPP I. 

5. Second RaJasthan Reactor {RAPP II). 

A. Mr. Grey met with the entire~ to discuss the RAPP II. 
He told this body unequivocally that the GOI cannot obtain assistance 
from Canada for the RA.PP II without accepting firm safeguards. He 
pointed out in this respect that the GOO considered the RAPP II and the , 
RAPP I as an integral package for safeguards purposes. He added that 
he assumed the GOI had considered the possibilities of obtaining 
assistance elsewhere for this project and the GOI realized the delay-

CGM!Eillifu 
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and heavy added costs, including foreign exchange, that such a course 
of action would entail. Grey also informed the AFI; that although 
theoretically the GOI could use the plans of the RAPP I to build the 
RAPP II, either by itself or with non-Canadian assistance, '7ou would 
be crazy as hell" to try to do this due to the assured adverse reaction 
of the GOC which would have an impact on other Canadian-Indo cooperative 
activities (according to Gorham, Grey Jneant Canadian economic aid to 
India). Grey also stated to the AEX::that ''Dr. Bhabha was a nut on safe­
guards" for reasons that the GOC could never really understand. Finally, 
he told the AFI; that the GOI had to make up its mind quickly if it wants 
Canadian assistance for the RAPP II under these conditions since the 
Canadian A.EX::(Ltd.) soon had to firm up its future production schedule. 
Grey reported to the High Commission after this meeting- that he thought 
all of the AF,C members seemed impressed and in general agreement with 
his presentation. 

B. The evening of the same day that he m~t with the AFC, Grey 
was informed by Dharma Vira, Cabinet Secretary and Acting Head of the 
AEC, that the AEC had decided to recommend to the GOI that it accept 
the Canadian conditions for participation in the RAPP II. Dharma Vira 
thought that a favorable Cabinet decision would be forthcoming in the 
next six-eight weeks. 

Comment 

Gorham noted that the Canadians viewed the latest developnents as 
a "ranarkable change" in Indian attitudes on the subject of safeguards 
for the RAPP II. The Canadians believe that this change reflects a 
serious examination during the past few weeks of alternatives open to 
the GOI and particularly since Dharma Vira' s previous remarks on the 
subject (see A-805, March 4, 1966). He added that the High Commission 
believes that the change was motivated by the "practical considerations" 
involved and the absence of Dr. Bhabha. With respect to Bhabha, Gorham 
noted that even when he was the guiding force behind previous negotiations 
the GOI had always given in on the safeguards issue, although the process 
took more ti.me. He thought the key in this present situation was that 
the 
that 

Canadians had taken a firm 
the Canadians would stick 

position and it was obvious to the 
to their guns. 

Indians 
• 

6. Indian Nuclear Device 

A. Grey informed the High Commission that, as a result of his 
experiences in India, he is convinced that the GOI is not now clandes­
tinely building a nuclear device nor are they planning to do so. He 
does believe, however, that the Indians very much like being in a positi_on 
of saying to the world that they could do it. He added in this respect 
that with Dr. Bhabha at the helm it was quite possible that the GOI 

r.qwswmw 
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could have built a nuclear device within 18 months ot a political 
decision to do so. He had his doubts, however, about t~e ability of 
the GOI to build such a device in any reasonable period ot ti.Ile without 
Bhabha because ot hie unique combination ot authority and outstanding 
talents. 

B. In discussing this general subject in theoretical terms, 
Grey pointed out to the High Conmission that the RAPP I and RAPP II . 
reactors were not really good for producing weapons grade plutonim. 
He mentioned that natural uranium should be irradiated 600 - 1000 
megawatt days tor the production of truly optimum fissionable plutonium. 
The RAPP reactors were designed to irradiate natural uranium for 9,000 
megawatt d~s which, due to the high burn rate, produced a highly 
tmstable and impure plutoni\111. He commented that it was possible to 
pull fuel out at the optimum time, but this would run fuel costs up 
considerably, i.e., ten times. (The High Commission thinks, therefore, 
that this would make it highly unlikely that RAPP I and II would be • 
the source of fissionable material for any large-scale future Indian 
nuclear weapons program.) 

7. Madras Reactor 

The High Conmission took the occasion to discuss with Mr. Grey 
the possibility of French collaboration with the Indians to build the 
planned Madras reactor. In this respect, they reminded him that the 
GOI had a rather long standing request for technical assistance (amounting 
to $6 million) from Canada to help build this reactor. Although Grey 
was not familiar with the details of the Indian request, he stated that 
it would be highly \Dtl.ikely for Canada to give technical assistance to 
the Indians to build a reactor which was purchased from France, particularly 
since Canada and France were in competition for selling atomic power 
plants and undoubtedly there are certain secrecy features that India 
should not disclose to France regarding the Canadian plant. The High 
Comnission has never received a reply from Ottawa on the Indian request 
and assumes that it will just lie dormant until the future or the Madras 
reactor is more certain. 

For the Charge d'Affai.ree ad interim 

~h.~
/ Galen L. Stone 
Co'l.Dlselor for Political 

F.conomic _Affairs/Erlernal 

CQ»luHJ&Jfixt 
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:C.i.E;MO.f.'.ANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 

Subject: French Asdstance to &n Indian Nuclear Weapon• !lrogram 

Walt --

As 1 ia.dicated in my memorandum of April a. calling the report• 
of Frei,ch a•alatance to an Indian nuclea·r weapon• program to your 
attentlou, I conaider thi• potentially a very aeriou• problem. Al­
though CIA h probably correct In their •••e••ment, refiected in 
the attached memora11da from Godfrey and Chamberlain, that the 
French are not actually giving the locHan• any a ■ ai ■ tance in their 
nuclear weapon• procram (aee Hal Saunder'• earlier memo alao 
attached), I doa 't thlak we can rule out the po•nbility that at 
lea•t informal arr&111emeat• of thi • type may already eJd. at. Look­
ing to tile future, J think there l■ a real poaalbility uf thia klad of 
development even i£ the preaent report h unfounded. 

The moat immediate problem ia to denlop our intelli1e11ce 011 this 
subject. I belieft the rather intenae lntereat in the attached re­
port■ ha■ probably focuaed eDOUghattention on the •ubject to aa ■ure 

that the lntellige11ce community will follow it up. 

U we iet any better conftrmation that there may 1·eally be J'renc -
Indian coll&boratiOG oa nuclear weapons development, I belle'" 
there 1hould be a hip-leNl diplomatic approach to the lo4'i•na to 
make clear to them that we would look with crave diepleaaare on 
Ach actiOll9 on their part aad would have to recou ■ider our 
aeai•tance to them ba ftriou• field• if it continued. 

~purgeon Keeny 

Atta.: 
Memo 4/23 fm EDGodfreoy to WWRoatow 

Cy memo 4/11 fm DFCb&mberlain to SMKeeny 
Cy memo 4/15 fm HSaunder, to WWRoetow SANT.rT~D 

___,__.,,_o-031/-1-2-

cc: CBJohn.an 1/ 
:.1 D· tedtl!J 

Hf ,a.under• 
Approved For Relea s • •111112119: NLJ-030-034-1-2-1 

att'g 25X1A 

https://CBJohn.an
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STATUS REPORT OF FOREIGN EPIDEMIOLOGICAL ACTIVITY 
DURING MARCH 1966 

I I
Life Sciences Division 

OSI/CIA 

HIGHLIGHTS 

The B r a z l l l an Health Ministry 
announced that an outbreak of yellow 
fever which started in Parana la rapidly 
spreading towards the frontier region.of 
Argentina. Mi n i st r y officials in 
Argentina appealed for emergency sup­
plies of vaccine to cope with the disease 
in flood-ravaged north Argentina. 

A smallpox epidemic sweeping two 
districts in East Pakistan has killed 
approximately 1300 persons during the 
last three weeks of March. The areas 
most seriously affected are the Jessore 
and Khulna districts. Authorities stated 
that only 50 percent of the population in 
the areas were vaccinated. Reportedly, 
panic was spreading and no end of the 
epidemic was in sight. 

A recurrence of the cholera epidemic 
in the Middle East ts expected, due to 
the pilgrimage to Mecca (March 23 -
April 21). Unconfirmed reports indicate 
the presence of this disease in Saudi 
Arabia, but on March 30 the Saudi Arabian 
Embassy llDDOWlCedthat no cholera epi­
demic now exists there. The Turkish 
Government is under attack for allowing 
a Turkish pilgrimage through the 
cholera-infected areas. TheGovernment 

denies that a cholera danger exists but 
are requiring pilgrims bound for Mecca 
to be vaccinated. 

In South Vietnam, cholera-plague 
season has reached its peak. It ta anti­
cipated that the incidence of newcases 
will decrease gradually. Preventive 
measures have been responsible for 
reducing the incidence of recent years. 

_ 
The USSR has donated 2.5 million doses 

of smallpox vaccine to Z am bi a. Tbe 
Cameroons also have received a Soviet 
gift of diphtheria-tetanus vaccine. Tbe 
latter vaccine was criticized as being of 
inferior quality. 

Foot and mouth disease outbreaks in 
the Near East and parts of Europe con­
tinue to be reported. Seven Turkish 
provinces have been affected and the 
disease has spread to the Greek border. 
The first case of foot and mouth disease 
in Sweden since 1960 has been reported 
near Lund (southern Sweden). Inllungary, 
the disease is described as "completely 
out of control" and ts spreading into ad­
joining countries, especially Yugoslavia 
and Czechoslovakia. In the Soviet Union, 
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the disease is prevalent rut gradually is 
being brought under control. 

Epidemics of hemorrhagic septicemia 
and brucellosis have affected about 60 
percent of the hog farms in Camaguey 
Province, Cuba. 

Human diseases of intelligence signifi­
cance and plant and animal diseases re­
ported during the month are shown in 

figures 1 and 2, respectively; a map is 
shown in figure 3. 

The incidence of cholera in South 
Vietnam (1964-1966) is summarized in 
figure 4. The number of reported cases 
shows a sharp downward trend. 

In Africa, smallpox continues to be 
poorly controlled and numerous epi­
demics have been reported during 1965 
(figure 5). (60NFIBEN'A.'JL).. 

SID 66-4 
Apr 66 

-4-
S!!CRB'l! 

NO FOREIGN DISSEM 



~0Nrl81N7 1AL, Figure 1 

Human Diseases Reported 
March 1966 
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Figure 2 ~ 
Animal and Plant Diseases Reported 

March 1966 
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Disease Outbreaks - March 1966 Fillure 3 
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Figure 4 

Incidence of Cholera Reported in South Vietnam· 
1964-66 
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Figure 5 

AFRICA 

- Countries Reporting Smallpox in 1965 
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SOVIET SHORTAGES OF COMPUTER PERIPHERAL EQUIPMENT 
HINDER DATA PROCESSING IN SOVIET ECONOMIC PLANNING 

I I
General Sciences Division 

OSI/CIA 

Recent statements by A. A. 
Dorodnitsyn. a leading Soviet com­
puter specialist, on Soviet capabilities 
for overcoming the lag in computer 
processing of economic data appear to 
be overly optimistic. 

In discussing critical Soviet shortages 
of input-output and other peripheral 
equipment for use in computer process­
ing of economic data. Dorodnitsyn attri­
buted the Soviet backwardness in this 
area to a five-year lag behind the West 
in starting computer development, and 
to the Soviet failure to emphasize the use 
of computers for economic data process­
ing as well as for scientific problem 
solving applications. His remarks are 
generally consistent with intelligence 
estimates. He did not mention, however, 
the substantial Soviet lag in providing 
computers with large, rapid access 
internal stores, another characteristic 
needed in computers for large data 
processing tasks. 

Dorodnitsyn further contended that the 
most expeditious and economical ap­
proach to overcoming shortages of com­
puter peripheral equipment is to pur­
chase licenses for Soviet production of 
Western devices and to import some 
Western-made devices. Although the 
the Soviet bloc has imported some high-

-

quality Western peripheral equipment, 
recent Soviet production models that 
have been examined are not of com­
parable quality. Dorodnitsyn' s belief 
that it would be expeditious for the Soviets 
to produce under Western license is con­
sidered erroneous because of the time 
that would be required to raise Soviet 
quality control and industrial crafts­
manship to a level comparable to that 
of the West. 

Dorodnitsyn believes that a total of 
1016 operations are required to calculate 

_ an optimal annual national economic 
balance. His suggestion that 4000 com­
puters might be enough to perform the 
required operation within practical time 
limitations appears overly optimistic. 
4000 advanced computers each capable of 
performing a million operations a 
second -- which the Soviets do not cur­
rently have -- could perform 1016opera­
tions in 700 hours of faultless operation. 
However, a substantial number of the 
computers must operate simultaneously 
in a network and a small number of 
inoperable computers would greatly ex­
tend the time required to complete the 
necessary operations. Based on the 
present state of computer reliability, a 
year probably would not suffice to obtain 
the required amount offaultlessornear­
faultless operating time for many com­
puters in a network. (CONFIDENTIAL) 
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THE SOVIET SUPERSONIC TRANSPORT PROGRAM 

Defensive Systems Division 
OSI/CIA 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Soviets are building the TU-144, a 
Mach 2.35, 121-passenger supersonic 
transport (SST) that is scheduled to enter 
the prototype test phase in late 1967 or 
early 1968 and air line operation by 1971. 
After almost three years of near silence 
on their SST program, the Soviets com­
menced a propaganda campaign beginning 

with the Paris Air Show in 1965, indi­
cating their confidence in achieving 
another ''propaganda first" with the 
TU-144. There are also indications that 
a Mach 3 follow-on transport is being 
studied, but no indication that the pro­
gram has advanced beyond the study 
phase. 

DISCUSSION 

A model of the Soviet supersonic trans­ for propaganda purposes. However, the 
port aircraft, the TU-144, was formally Soviets have become interested in pene­
presented at the Paris Air Show in June trating the world commercial aircraft 
1965. Soviet interest in an SST was first market, and the Bounder conversion, 
detected/ I even if it gained the initial propaganda

I advantage, would not be competitive with 
the USSR would soon have a transport 
plane that would fly through the sound 
barrier. At that time the program was 
probably a feasibility study brought about 
by the French, British, and U.S. SST pro­
posals being publicized in the Western 
press. By 1962 Soviet press articles car­
ried sketches of an SST obviously derived 
from the Bounder bomber prototype. Al­
though not an economical commercial de­
sign, the Bounder airframe was readily 
available and could have been developed 
on a time scale favorable to the Soviets 

-

Western designs on an economic basis. 
Therefore, design studies for possibly 
two all new SST de signs were initiated to 
back up the Bounder SST. When it became 
apparent that the Anglo-French Concorde 
and the U.S. SST programs would not be in 
operation before the 1970 time period, the 
Soviets apparently dropped the Bounder 
conversion concept and concentrated on 
a completely new design. 

The TU-144 model displayed at Paris 
closely resembled the configuration 

9 -
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selected for the Anglo- French Concorde. 
It has a slender. ogive delta wing, no 
separate horizontal tail surfaces, and a 
long slender fuselage with a droopable 
nose section for increased pilot visibility 
on take-off and landing. The most obvious 
difference between the TU-144 and the 
Concorde is the engine installation. 
Rather than pairs of engines in short pods 
under the wing, the TU-144 has all four 
engines in a single pod with a long inlet 
duct mounted under the fuselage. 

No physical dimensions of the SST were 
presented at the air show or in the suc-
ceedin ress releases, 

The engine was 
._e_s_,t-im-a-te_d_...,..to----=-be--a---,bo-u~tinches ·in60 
diameter. Soviet engineers stated it was 
a by-pass type and that it developed 
28,000 lbs. thrust dry and 38,000 lbs. 
thrust with afterburning. They claimed 
that 1100 hours of bench test running had 
been completed and later, at a party and 
after consuming "great quantities" of 
alcohol, the Soviets hinted that they had 
had some flight time on the engine. 

During 1963-64 P. V. Dementyev, head 
of the Ministry of Aviation, and A. N. 
Tupolev, the designer. 

L-------__j 

Gross take-off weight 
Range 
Cruise speed 
Cruise altitude 
Passenger capacity 

-

NOFO~EM 

I I a straight jet and a by-pass 
engine had been considered, the by-pass 
was preferred, but economic reasons 
might dictate otherwise. Thus it appears 
that the TU-144 will have the Kuznetsov 
by-pass engine rather than the straight 
jet engine by Tumanskey reported pre­
viously. 

A limited amount of technical data, 
both on the structure and the aero­
dynamics, 

r-=a----,--:----:------:----:---c---:-~
The entire structure is being 

'---,---;,-----;---;:'
esigned for a fatigue life of 30,000 hours. 

The fuselage structure is of integrally 
milled panels containing the window 
openings. Window spacing reportedly 
is about twice that on the Concorde. 
The wing is conventional structure de­
signed around a box spar. The leading 
edge of the wing will be titanium. Two 
separate inertial navigation systems are 
being studied and the air conditioning 
system is being tested in a 45-meter long 
heated chamber. An old aircraft fuselage, 
specially outfitted, is being used for the 
SST tests. Aerodynamically, the Soviets 
claim to have achieved a minimum drag 
configuration and quoted lift/ drag ratios 
of 13 to 14 in subsonic cruise and 7 to 8 in 
supersonic cruise. They stated that 20 
to 25 wing models had been tested before 
the final selection was made. 

The performance data for the TU-144 
as announced by the Soviets at the Paris 
Air Show are as follows: 

130 metric tons (286,000 lbs.) 
6500 km (3500 n.m.) 
2500 km/hr (Mach 2.35) 
20 km (65,000 ft.) 
121 tour.ist or 108 mixed class 
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It is 1i k e 1y that the announced at a reduced payload of 80 passengers or 
performance is unrealistic and parrots about 1800 n.m. with 120 passengers. 
Concorde performance figures to avoid 
an unfavorable com arison. The Soviets have indicated in recent 

statements that the TU-144 will be the 
that the TU-144 had been first SST in service in the world. At the 

'---,---,----'

designed for the Moscow-New Delhi same time they are saying only a small 
run -- about 2300 miles. Range calcu­ number, perhaps 10 to 20, will be needed 
lations based on reported lift/drag ratio, on Aeroflot routes. While it is true that 
cruise speed and weights, and an assumed supersonic transports are practical only 
value of specific fuel consumption yield a for routes of 1000 miles or longer, 10 to 
range of 2300 to 2500 n.m. Even this range 20 SSTs appear to be far too few for Aero­
may be optimistic because the values flots potential needs. 
used probably represent design goals that 
will not be fully achieved in the early life 
of the TU-144. / IS.V. D'yushin is undertaking 

a design study for a Mach 3 follow-on 
transport. If these reports are valid, the 

Soviet aircraft structural methods, study would provide the guidelines for the 
while sound, have never taken full research and development required to 
advantage of the weight saving tech­ build the Mach 3 transport and could 
niques used in the West. Consequently suggest the reason for the small num­
their airframe weight has been a higher ber of TU-144 SSTs being considered. 
percentage of gross weight than that for . Aeroflot may prefer the higher speed 
comparable Western aircraft. It is calcu­ transport and not be making a large com­
lated that the gross weight of the TU-144 mitment on the TU-144 until definite in­
will approximate 315,000 pounds if formation is in hand on the performance, 
present design parameters remain un­ cost, and availability of the follow-on 
changed, and that initially a maximum transport. lSECRE I) (H6 FGRi'IGM 
range of about 2500 n.m. will be achieved -nJSSJUQ.. 
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INDIAN NUCLEAR PLANS 

V. T. Cooney 
Nuclear Energy Division 

OSI/CIA 

The Indian nuclear policy at this time 
is to refrainfromembarkingonanuclear 
weapons program, although the policy 
could be changed quickly. In fact, the 
Indians reportedly are conducting a 
limited amount of research devoted to India 

'-..---~-~-~--,------'
reducing the time it would take to develop oped t Canada would not insist on 
a wea on once a decision is made. saf arda for R PP I He added that 

India would~-----------' have to reconsider the project and might 
be forced to delay it until India could un­
dertake it on its own. In this respect, 
Dharma Vira commented that India was 

At present the only most reluctant to tie-up its future nuclear 
~s-.-z-a...-.-e_r_e_a_c.,..o_r_op_e~ratingin India is the reactors with safeguards since such a de­

Canada-India Reactor (Cffi), a research velopment would not be consistent with 
reactor at Trombay. Three other re­ the possible future requirements of 
actors under construction are the two Indian national security. However, it is 
U.S.-supplied reactors for the Tarapur expected that Canada will continue to 
Atomic Power Project and the Canadian­ insist on adequate safeguard for RAPP II. 
supplied reactor for the Rajasthan 
Atomic Power Project (RAPP I). India always has been reluctant to 

accept safeguards, but requires foreign
I assistance in both financing and con­

I Ia Canadian aid team structing large nuclear reactors. The 
was in New Delhi during February to only Indian reactor capable of producing 
discuss financing the planned second plutonium for a nuclear weapons program 
power reactor at the Rajasthan Atomic (1 or 2 weapons per year) at the present 
Power Project (RAPP II). Indian officials time is the 40 megawatt (MW) CIR re­
unanimously reaffirmed their desire to search reactor at Trombay. While 
proceed with the project and with the Canada placed safeguards on the uranium 
planned Madras nuclear power project it supplied for the first fuel load of this 
as well. reactor, subsequent Indian-supplied 

loadings and the reactor itself are not 
subject to safeguards. However, the 
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agreement between India and Canada 
for its construction contained a clause 
that the reactor would be used only for 
peaceful purposes. Both the U.S.­
supplied reactors for the 380 MW 
(electric) Tarapur Atomic Power Project 

and the first 200 MW (electric) Canadian­
supplied reactor of the Rajasthan Atomic 
Power Project (RAPP n.which now are 
under construction, are sub ect to safe-

ards. 
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INDIA'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS POLICY 

THE PROBLEM 

To estimate India's nuclear weapons policy over the next few years. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A. India has the capability to develop nuclear weapons. It prob­
ably already has sufficient plutonium for a first device, and could 
explode it about a year after a decision to develop one. (Paras. 1-3) 

B. The proponents of a nuclear weapons program have been 
strengthened by the Indo-Pakistani war, but the main political result 
has been a strengthening of Prime Minister Shastri's position. We 
believe that he does not now wish to start a program and that he is 
capable of making this decision stick for the time being. (Paras. 4-14) 

C. However, we do not believe that India will hold to this policy 
indefinitely. All things considered, we believe that within the next 
few years India probably will detonate a nuclear device and proceed 
to develop nuclear weapons. (Paras. 15-20) 
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DISCUSSION 

Technical Capabilities 

1. India has everything necessary to produce the plutonium for a modest 
weapons program, from extensive uranium ore reserves through a plutonium 
separation plant. It is expanding some of its facilities and striving to build up 
its domestic capabilities to reduce and eventually eliminate its dependence on 
foreign suppliers. The country plans to complete three sizable nuclear power 
stations in the next several years; two are already under construction with 
Canadian and US assistance. However, the reactors for the currently planned 
power program are to be under safeguards designed to ensure peaceful uses. 
The Canada-India Reactor (CIR)--one of India's three research reactors-is 
capable of producing annually enough plutonium for one or two weapons in the 
20 KT range. There are no safeguards on either the uranium or heavy water 
now used in this reactor, although when Canada furnished the reactor India 
agreed to use it only for peaceful purposes. 

2. India probably already has on hand enough plutonium for a nuclear device. 
The CIR has been operated, at least through mid-1965, in a manner which favors 
the output of plutonium suitable for weapons, though this plutonium is also 
useful for other purposes. The plutonium separation plant has processed the 
fuel irradiated in the CIR. A plant for the production of plutonium metal from 
the output of the separation plant is scheduled for completion in 1966; in the 
meantime, this task probably has been pedormed by a pilot facility which has 
enough capacity to process the plutonium the CIR can produce. The Indians 
maintain that their entire nuclear program is directed to peaceful uses; they say 
they want plutonium for research on fast breeder reactors which they hope to 
develop to exploit their extensive thorium reserves. Nevertheless, it is clear that 
the facilities and the manner of operating them make it possible for New Delhi 
to move promptly into a weapons program. 

3. If Indian leaders decided in late 1964 or early 1965 to develop nuclear 
weapons, we believe that India could conduct its first test within a few months. 
To do so, however, work on weapons design and technology would have to be 
well advanced, and a testing site would have to be established soon. We have 
no evidence that such activities are well advanced. However, early work ap­
plicable to weapons technology and design has probably started. Such work 
is easy to conceal and difficult to identify. India has expanded the electronic 
facilities at its nuclear establishment considerably and may have begun to set 
up a high explosives test facility, though both developments could be intended 
for other purposes than production of nuclear weapons. If work applicable to 
weapons design and technology is in its early stages, as we believe probable, 
India would be able to test its first device in the second half of 1966. India 
signed the 1963 partial test ban treaty, but has areas where it could test under­
ground. A weapon deliverable by the Indian Air Force's Canberra light bombers 
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c.-ould probably be produced about two years after the first test; India could 
produce about a dozen weapons in the 20 KT range by 1970. Production could 
then increase rapidly if India used the plutonium produced in the power reactors 
now scheduled. 

Pressuresfor a Weapons Program 

4. Pressures for a nuclear weapons program began to build up in India after 
the first Chinese test late in 1964. Elements of the press and the scientific com­
munity, as well as some politicians, called for India to make the bomb. Shastri 
and other top leaders opposed these pressures and reaffirmed India's intention 
not to develop nuclear weapons. The leaders had considerable difficulty, how­
ever, in gaining formal Congress Party support for thi<i position, and the Indian 
Government has acknowledged that this policy is subject to change. 

5. The war with Pakistan, and particularly Communist China's threatened in­
tervenion in the fighting, have given considerable impetus to those Indians who 
favor developing nuclear weapons. Several opposition parties have called for 
the government to reverse its position; 85 members of Parliament-including 
some members of the Congress Party-have done the same; and various influen­
tial people throughout India have begun to put pressure on the government on 
the issue. Public sentiment is now such that the proponents of nuclear weapons 
may even outnumber opponents, and senior Congress Party leadership c.-onstitutes 
the main obstacle to a policy reversal. To some extent this sentiment reflects 
an emotional surge, generated by the war, which will probably decline in time. 
But we think that the war has permanently strengthened the voices of those who 
argue that India's security will be better protected by greater reliance on its own 
military strength than upon other powers and world opinion. 

6. Those who favor nuclear weapons argue that Indian prestige will suffer 
unless India has the bomb, and that, without nuclear weapons, Indi2 will not be 
regarded as a great power. Equally appealing is the simple claim that an India 
without nuclear weapons will be unable to stand up to a nuclear-armed China, 
particularly a decade or so hence when Peking will probably have a considerable 
nuclear arsenal. This argument is likely to have growing appeal as further 
Chinese tests occur. Finally, proponents of the bomb note that Communist 
China has suffered no setbacks as a result of developing a nuclear capability, and 
indeed its status as a world power has been enhanced. 

7. At the same time, the Indian Government has had little success in finding 
non-nuclear ways to deal with the threat which Chinese nuclear developments 
pose to its prestige and security. It has been unable to find any scientific spec­
tacular that would match the Chinese explosions. Nor have guarantees satisfac­
tory to India been forthcoming from the nuclear powers that they would come to 
India's assistance in the event of a nuclear attack by Communist China. Indian 
interest was centered on the possibility of a joint US-USSR guarantee, because 
it would be consistent with the country's nonalignment policy. However, Mos­
cow's response has not been encouraging. Its passivity following Peking's ulti-
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matum during the recent conflict with Pakistan, the suspension of US military 
aid to India and US failure to prevent Pakistan's use of US weapons against 
India, are all cited as proof that India cannot depend upon outside powers for 
protection in the great variety of contingencies it will face. India probably 
believes that the difficulties of securing a joint guarantee now are even more 
formidable than they were a year ago, and the confidence it is willing to place 
in formal assurances has also deteriorated. For these reasons, New Delhi re­
cently has shown little interest in security guarantees. On the subject of non­
proliferation, India has taken a rather stiff stand, insisting that before non­
nuclear powers agree not to proliferate, the present nuclear powers must 
undertake some nuclear disarmament measures. Finally, India is probably dis­
couraged about the possibility of insuring its security through a comprehensive 
test ban treaty. 

Opposition to a Weapons Program 

8. On the other hand, opponents of a nuclear weapons program argue that, 
during the recent crisis, India was able to deal with both Pakistan and Com­
munist China simultaneously with conventional arms, and that what is needed 
is added strength of this sort. They believe that a reversal of Nehru's tradi­
tional position after all India has said about the evils of nuclear weapons 
would damage its international prestige. Moreover, they apparently feel that 
if India develops nuclear weapons, other countries (including Pakistan) will 
be more inclined to seek such weapons, either through their own efforts or 
from other countries. Indian leaders also are likely to continue to stress the 
evil nature of atomic weapons and the threat they pose for the world. Such 
considerations still are important in India, though they are declining as the 
legacy of Gandhi and Nehru fades. Some opponents of the bomb are convinced 
that the cost of a meaningful weapons system will be prohibitive; some believe 
that, should China attack India with nuclear weapons, the US and perhaps 
even the USSR would inevitably become involved. 

9. India's policy probably is influenced to some extent by the views of the 
country's military leaders. While our information on their attitudes is limited, 
they apparently are not now pressing for nuclear weapons. They seem to favor 
the use of available funds to build up India's conventional military strength. 
Indian military thought, long dominated by the army, concentrates heavily on 
defending the country's borders rather than on strategic capabilities. Indian 
military leaders probably do not yet see a pressing need for nuclear weapons 
for border defense. As China's nuclear arsenal grows and its delivery capability 
improves, the attitudes of the military leaders seem likely to change. However, 
their arguments provide Shastri with powedul support for his present policy, 
though he has not yet made public use of them. 

Economic Considerations 

10. The economic burden involved in developing a few simple fission weapons 
would not be great. The cost of a modest weapons program (up to the testing 
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of a first device) would be $30-40 million; indeed, if some work has alreadv 
been done on weapons technology it could be considerably less.• Thereafte;, 
the additional costs would be only $20-30 million a year for 1-2 weapons 
annually. A considerably larger program-some 10-15 weapons a year-in the 
early 1970s would require an investment of $50-60 million; thereafter the annual 
cost would be about $60 million a year. Only a small part of these costs would 
be in foreign exchange. 

11. The costs of a delivery system would be in addition to the above nuclear 
expenses; they would be mainly in foreign exchange. To develop a meaningful 
nuclear deterrent to Communist China, given the distance of major Chinese 
targets, India would at least have to procure longer range bombers than the 
Canberras now in its inventory. The Soviet Badger has been sold to non­
Communist countries for approximately $1.5 million per unit; it has a combat 
radius sufficient to reach many important areas in China. India probably 
believes it could acquire medium jet bombers from the USSR-or from the 
West-despite the political problems this could pose for the suppliers. A fleet 
of 20 medium jet bombers would cost about $30 million; if costs could be 
spread over several years, the expense of acquiring and operating these planes 
would be about $20 million a year. A similar number of heavy jet bombers, 
if obtainable, would probably cost three or four times as much. 

12. India has so far done only limited work in missile technology. However, 
if New Delhi came to feel a need for missiles, it might, during the next ten years, 
be able to produce or purchase a missile delivery system suitable to deliver 
against Chinese targets the warheads it could manufacture. 

13. Thus India would have to spend about $80-120 million a year to produce 
10-15 bombs annually and to acquire and operate a small jet bomber force. 
The costs of producing or purchasing a missile delivery system would probably 
be greater, though we cannot say by how much. Given the country's present 
and prospective economic difficulties, these expenditures-particularly the 
sizable foreign exchange costs of a delivery system-will be an important inhibi­
tion. However, India has increased its defense budget fourfold-to nearly $2 
billion annually-in the last eight years rather than seek accommodation with 
Pakistan and Communist China, and we doubt that concern over costs will be 
the overriding factor in the Indian decision. 

The Indian Decision 
14. The case for nuclear weapons has been strengthened by the war with 

Pakistan. However, the main political result of the conflict has been a strengthen­
ing of Shastri's position. We believe that he does not at present wish to develop 

• Indian expenditures on its nuclear energy program &om 1954 through 1965 will total 
about $300 million. 1965 expenditures will be about $85 million. Expenditures are expected 
to average about $100 million a year for the next five years, largely in connection with the 
construction of power stations. Expenditures of this magnitude would represent approximately 
0.2 percent of estimated gross national product. 
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nuclear weapons, and that he is capable of making such a decision stick for 
the time being-at least so long as he continues to have the support of the 
key leaders of the Congress Party in this stand. His immediate course of action 
will probably be to keep India's diplomatic and technical options open. During 
this period, he will weigh the assurances, inducements, and pressures that are 
forthcoming from the great powers. He will almost certainly avoid commit­
ments to international agreements which might curtail India's options, and he 
will support technical efforts to shorten the time between an affirmative decision 
and the detonation of a first device. 

15. The major inff uence on Indian opinion will be the pace and scope of the 
Chinese nuclear program. As Chinese testing proceeds, we expect growing 
pressure in India for a weapons program. A renewal of the war-with China 
again supporting Pakistan-might cause New Delhi to opt for the bomb. In 
any event, the attractions of becoming a nuclear power in order to increase 
India's prestige and bargaining position in international affairs will also grow. 

16. In considering the advantages of developing nuclear weapons against 
continued postponement of a decision, New Delhi will be concerned about the 
prospects for international support--especially foreign aid. The Indians prob­
ably would calculate that, despite the USSR's opposition to nuclear proliferation, 
Moscow would be unlikely to cut off aid to inffuence India's nuclear weapons 
policy. While New Delhi must allow for curtailment or the possible termination 
of US aid under certain circumstances, it probably considers that in the face 
of continuing Soviet aid, the West would feel obliged sooner or later to follow 
suit. If the US were already withholding aid in an effort to force concessions 
on Kashmir, threats of further penalties designed to deter India from making 
the bomb might not be very persuasive. Indeed, such threatened penalties 
might strengthen nationalist elements in the country who favor a "go-it-alone" 
policy on defense, and thus increase the chances of an early affirmative decision. 

17. New Delhi is unlikely to accede to any non-proliferation treaty which fails 
to restrict Communist China's further development of nuclear weapons, and 
we see no chance that Peking will accept such restrictions. Indeed, if the US 
and the USSR sponsored a non-proliferation treaty that did not include China, 
the issue of whether or not India should sign might bring to a head the national 
debate on nuclear weapons and lead to a reversal of India's present policy. A 
comprehensive test ban agreement--even without China-would be more diffi­
cult for India to reject, particularly one endorsed by the US, the USSR, and the 
majority of the non-nuclear nations. However, India would count on an escape 
clause to preserve its options. 

18. If India decided to proceed to construct a device and test it underground, 
it might claim that it was merely exploring the potentialities of nuclear explo­
sions for peaceful purposes-an Indian Plowshare program. By this means it 
could obtain the prestige of having produced a nuclear device while maintain­
ing it had neither proliferated nuclear weapons nor violated its agreement with 
Canada to use the CIR only for peaceful purposes. New Delhi would not expect 

aSFCPEI 6 



SECRET 

this claim to be fully credited, but might believe that it would give Canada, the 
US and other c.-ountries an opportunity to continue assistance, even in the nu­
clear field. 

19. The Shastri government is probably predisposed to postpone a decision. 
India might continue to postpone a decision for a time in return for a continued 
high level of US economic aid, a renewal of military assistance, and a foregoing 
of pressure on the Kashmir issue. Other factors that might influence India to 
hold to its present policy include a combination of severe domestic economic 
difficulties, meaningful international progress in the field of disarmament, and 
some Indian progress in securing outside guarantees. 

20. However, we do not believe that such factors would result in India hold­
ing to its present policy indefinitely. All things considered, we believe that 
within the next few years New Delhi probably will detonate a nuclear device 
and proceed to produce nuclear weapons. It is unlikely that we would im­
mediately learn of an Indian decision to proceed with a weapons program, but 
we probably would have advance indications of the first detonation. 
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No. J-125 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Tel. 973-3335 or (Tuesday, May 17, 1966) 

973-3446 

U.S. AND INDIA SIGN LONG-TERM SALES CONTRACT FOR 
SUPPLYING TARAPUR REACTORSWITH ENRICHED URANIUM 

The Governments of India and the United States today 
signed a long-term sales contract in New Delhi to supply
enriched uranium fuel for the twin 190 electric megawatt 
reactors at the Tarapur power station, which is under con­
struction on the west coast of India. 

Ambassador Chester Bowles signed the contract for the 
United States and Dharma Vira, Secretary of India's Depart­
ment of Atomic Energy, signed for the Indian Government. 
This is the first long-term fuel sales contract to be con­
cluded by the United States outside of Western Europe. 

The contract provides for the sale by the USAEC to 
India of approximately $100 million worth of enriched ura­
nium over a 25 year period for use in the Tarapur boiling 
water power reactors. These reactors are due to achieve 
criticality in 1968. 

In 1948, India embarked on an ambitious and well­
balanced program for using nuclear energy in civil applica­
tions, including the fields of medicine, agriculture and 
industry. This program today is among the world's largest 
and most comprehensive atomic energy programs devoted exclu­
sively to the civil uses of atomic energy. The Tarapur
station is one of the major power reactor projects under 
construction. 

The Tarapur contract is a part of the AEC's limited 
deferred payment program, under which payments for the ini­
tial in-reactor inventory plus spare replacement fuel ele­
ments may be deferred until June 30, 1973, while payments
for accrued interest and additional amounts of enriched 
uranium are made on a current basis. The fuel is sold under 
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the same schedule of charges as that for private users of 
enriched uranium in the United States. These charges permit
full recovery by the U.s-. Government of the costs of produc­
ing the materials, including amortization of the AEC's ura­
nium enriching facilities at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, Paducah,
Kentucky and Portsmouth, Ohio. • 

U.S. uranium distribution abroad is subject to safe­
guards established to assure its use solely for such peace­
ful purposes as those in India. The Agreement for Coopera­
tion between the U.S.·and India, under which enriched 
uranium is sold, provides for such safeguards. India and 
the United States have agreed in principle that, at a suit­
able time, the International Atomic Energy Agency will be 
requested to enter into a trilateral arrangement for the 
implementation of safeguards provided in the agreement for 
cooperation. 

The first three fuel sale contracts of this general 
type, which have been concluded with the Euratom Supply
Agency, provide enriched uranium for two power reactors in 
Italy, SENN and SELNI, and one in France, SENA. The fuel 
under contract for these four projects is valued in excess 
of $250 million at AEC's current enriched uranium prices.
The Tarapur contract, like its predecessors, is evidence of 
U.S. willingness to provide assurance of long-term avail­
ability of U.S. power reactor fuel. 

# 
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' . . 
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SCIENTIFIC AND EDUCATIONAL FIELDS: IT WOULD NOT BE ADVISABLE TO DO 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 11, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, 
U. S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

. SUBJECT: Tarapur Fuel Supply Contract 

This is to withdraw any further White House objection to the 
conclusion of the pending credit contract with the Goverrunent 
of India for the initial supply of fuel for the nuclear power 
plant being built at Tarapur, India under AID financing. 

The Interdepartmental Regional Group for Near·East and 
South Asia at its meeting on March 23, 1966, urged the 
desirability of such action and I am pleased to concur in that 
judgment. 
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April a. 1966 
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contract '8r aeftral D"oethe la die belief tJaa ii wowd IUlderU.. OGr 

coacera ab■ llt prolUerNloL RNeatly, u die re.U of MNlias at, 
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IRG/NEA 66-3 
March 24, 1966 

INTERDEPARTMENTALREGIONAL GROUP 
FOR NEAR EAST AND SOOTH AS IA 

Record of Agreements - IRG/NEA Meeting, March 23 1 1966 

• The meeting of March 23 was devoted to India. It was: 

Agreed that it should be recommended to the Secretary of State 
to send a Memorandum to the President, prior to the arrival 
of Prime Minister Gandhi in Washington on March 2·8, proposing 
a course of action on economic aid. It would propose that, if· 
Mrs. Gandhi indicated that India was prepared to act on a variety 

• of self-help steps (including some import liberalization, exchange 
reform, and incentives to private enterprise, in addition to 
higher priority to agriculture), the President indicate to her 
that the United States would be willing to provide a total aid 
package on the order of one-half billion dollars in U.S. FY 1967, 
in addition to food assistance. The bargain could be effected 
through subsequent but early discussions between Indian repres~nta­
tives and the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. ·The 
U.S. contribution for FY 1967 would include some $385 million of 
AID funds, loans from the Export-Import Bank, and the U.S. share 
of an Indian debt roll-over. 

Agreed that it would be desirable to hold Qut to India the prospect 
. of some later, further increase in U.S. economic aid, if such an 

increase proved to be necessary to support an Indian program baaed 
on sound self-help concept, and actions. 

Agreed that any U~S. agreement to participate inn roll-over of the 
Indian debt will have to be checked out with appropriate Members 
of Congress. 

Agreed that it would be desirable to make an eariy new allocation 
of PL-480 grain for India, as well as an allocation of 32.J ,000 

• bales of c~tton as India has requested. 

Agreed that it would. be desirable to conclude a pending credit contract, 
under AEC legislation and financing,·for the initial supply of fuel 
for the nucclmr power plant being built •.t Tarapur, India under Am 
financing. • • -I 

·-· 
'· 

Agreed 
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Agreed that, if Congressional soundings prove favorable, it be 
reconvnended that the President announce during Mrs. Gandhi's 
visit his decision, subject to the formal approval of both 
governments, to endow the establishment of a Binational 
Foundation to promote science and education, including activitie1 
in the field of agriculture, in India. The endowment would 
amount to $300 million in Indian rupees, out of the excess 
holdings of U.S.-owned rupees now reserved for United States 
Government use, 

Agreed that a paper on Economic Aid Options, outlining further 
early economic aid actions which 
consider, should be incorporated 
in the President's briefing book 

the President might wish to 
among the background paper• 
for Mrs. Gandhi'• vieit. 

Members present: 

Executive Chairman: Amb.. Hare 
AID: Mr. Macomber 
CIA: Mr. Critchfield 
DOD: Mr. Hoopes 
JCS:- Brig. Gen .• Sibley 
NSC: Mr. Komer 
USIA: Mr. Carte·r 

··Agriculture: 
State (NF.A.): 
State (SOA): 
Staff Director: 

Mrs. Jacobson 
Mr. Handley 
Miss Laiee 

Mr. Sober 

..)t'
Sidney Sober 
Staff Director 

u:sa• 



'NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

March 22, 1966 

NOTE FOR MR. ROBERT W. KOMER 

Bob --

Here is a note that I received from Kratzer in 
regard to the Tarapur fuel matter. You will 
note that State (at least Don Zook) would like 
to sign the contract without fanfare as soon as 
possible and not have it tied to Mrs. Ghandi 1 s 
visit. You will probably be hearing from State 
on this if you have not already done so. 

I told Kratzer we felt that it might be best to 
let the matter lie until after the visit is over 
and then dispose of it. He said that at this 
point AEC defers to State I s policy judgment. 
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NOTE FOR. MR. ROBERT W. KOMER 

Bob•• 

Here 1a a note that J received from Kratser la 
re1ard to t1ae Tarapar fuel matter. You wW 
note tlla& State Catleut DoD Zook) wOGld lib 
to •laa the contract wlthou& fantan u aooA aa 
poaalbla ad not haft 1t ti•A to Mr•.. Qbandt•• 
Yi•it. You wU1 probably be bearlag from State 
Oil tble if yoa bave not already clone .o. 

I told KratNr we felt that it mipt be beat to 
let tile matter lie until after the viait la onr 
ancl tbeD dlapoae of lt .. He ll&id that at thl• , 
po1Dt A.EC defer• to state•• policy Judlment. 

Ciarle• E. JobnaOD 
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NOTE FOB. MR. ROBERT KOMER 

Bob --

Kratur need.I.eel me tlaia afternoon about the 
Tarapar fuel .. r .. mea&. wODderiD&lf lt 
couldll't be brolum Joo•• Im.mediately in 
.tew of tbe fact &:batlt ta not Waa aa.-d 
for tbe .tail be ■ ket. Hi po&ated oat that the 
•trike at Tanpar ia adll coatt1M1tn1 and 
baa been quite mleDt •· 10 or more Jaa.­
been killed &ad Ylole11ee la CODdnuf,■1-
na. .trike la led by a left-wlaa or1w■edon 
ud obwoualy motiY&&ecl ill part by IUl&l­
Americanl•m becaaH &be project l■ ldemtfled 
aa a meJor US•iadian cooperadYe eaterpriae. 
He bellefta, and I aaree, tbat we probably 
alloulcl go abead wttb tile fuel .. reemeat J11•t 
to illdlcate our COll&i.miedaa,pport of tbl ■ 
project lD the face ol tu poW:lcal .,pta&toa. 

Claarlea E. Jollnaon 

CANEP?EYF' 
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Mac -

I thlmt T!!!f!! matter ia _.... c ■ alNI. 
HM a .... cJau wlCh PaUr-, ... apl .... ~ 
-, I AW merit la watd-. ,.., ..... ~ few 
weeka till Sllutri came. Tbla • .aWnadail 
•• lntfzna el oar coaceara alMNt p"Hhsall1r. 

Jeba •-- tbe pllM ·•--1y W. aly 
l'Nl l"• ■ CIII ._ vpacy la tbat ~la....._, 
.,,.....,, calla '-• ._ 111•111Sm:haay. I 
ape .. 6at U ASC u ...Uy Jmnlaa I'• •k 
LBJ. _. Jelm la tan ... , .. tlaat •••• Clllly 
pftN the •atte-r U tllna WU la fact Nal 
VlellCJ• lace GE 1111Wwill .. .._. aa4 
-.JrethefMlele ... nte .,,.. .. pt:lle..enct 
bu DDt beea dp ... ._" aeema little .... 
......... ..,. ........... Tbla...a• 
a1ae aiYeLBS N s ...... ta •el••~ poa&• 
Aaaal. 

cc: C. Jehzr• / 
I. aK... IY" 

nuaa&ti 
a .d!tfASSIF"IE!B 

E,O; 132gz., S~. 3 .. 4. . 
SY.a,ft,.NAtY\Datet..,~i/J, 
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Subject:· Po1sible Aasuroncea and Nuclear Support 
Arrangement• for India 

India may, at any time, decide to embark on a nuclear weapons 
program.· ~bile we do not expect such a decision soon 1 barring major 
unexpected changes in the situation the US Intelligence &ard estimatea 
that on balance India probably~ do eo ~ithin the next few years, 
1 concur in thia assessment. At the same time; it remains in the 
intereata of the United State• to curb nuclear proliferation• and an 
lndian decision to manufacture nuclear weapons would increase th• 
probability that other countriea would alao decide to do ao, 

I believe thAt WG ahould 1 therefore, attempt to h~ad off a.n Indian 
deciaion to produce nuclear weapons. To do so, we might in time hava 
to be more responsive to Indian security needs; preferably in aome way 
that will minimize our own commitment. However, we must recognize 
that thie response would almost certainly involve ,in increased and 
more sp.3eific US commitment in the subcontinent and would entail 
important coata in tarma of probable reactiona of other states. 
The encloaed ataff atudy review• briefly our efforts to deal with 
thia problem 1 definea the isaue and sets forth the broad alternative•• 
and outlines some illustrative arrangements that could be considered 
if it ia eventually decided to offor some form of nuclear sharing to 
India. l do not propose that you should now dacide upon any one of 
these alternatives, These alternativee 1 inclµding the possible nuclear 
sharing arrangementa 1 are intended merely to illustrate for your back• 
sround the posaiblo general lines of action which may have to be 
considered. 

l propose that when tlr1. Gandhi comes to Washington you let her 
know that we are sympathetic to her policy of using nuclear energy 
for poacaful purpoaea only. and to her efforts to give priority to 
India's economic need• and development• 

GROUP l 
Excluded from automatic dowogradina 
and declaaaification. 
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I believe you should indicate that you agree that nuclear powera 
1hould try to work out some arrangement• to safeguard the· aacuri ty 
interest• of non•nuclaar powara. Aa ahe ·1• awar~. we b&v• rai1ad the 
matter privately with the Soviet Union. and it has also been a subject 
of continuing di1cuseion at Geneva. 

I believe you should also 1ay that in any case if a growing Chinese 
Communist nuclear capability should ever pose a serious threat to India, 
you hope she would frankly discuss the question with us so that we could 
examine together possible mean• to meet that threat without nuclear 
proliferation and without Indian assumption ~f the heavy economic and 
other burdens of a nuclear weapons proaram. 

Implicit in the over-all question of assurance, to India ia the 
basic issue of what degree of nuclear support the United State& ia 
willing to proffer to non-nuclear nations. In this coMection I 
recommend that you not offer India any bilateral nuclear asaurancea 
at this time. 

You might also wish to tell Mrs. Gandhi that we are prepared to make 
available to her periodically (as we did for Prime Minister Shaatri) 
intelligence on the Chinese Communist nuclear capability. 

Secretary McNamara and Mr. Foater concur in this rec0111Dendation. 
(The Joint Chief& of Staff would prefer not to offer India at this time 
any nuclear asaurances beyond those given by you in October, 1964.) We 
would of course wi1h to continua to examine other poasible arrangement• 
outlined in the anclo ■ed atudy. We will continue to atudy th•••1 

alternatives. 

/SJ DEAN RUSK 

Dean Ruak 

Enclosure: 
~011ible Aaaurancea and Nuclear 
Support Arranga111eotafor lndia 
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POSSlBL§ ASSURANC~ AND NUCLEAR SUl?PORT ARRANGEMENTS FOR INDIA 

n1e Problem 

India may1 at _ariytime 1 decide to embark on a nuclear weapon ■ 
program. It remains.· however. in the United States• interest that 
nuclear proliferation ceaae 1 and an Indian deciaion would increase 
the probability that other countries would also decide to follow.the 
nuclear path. However., we must recognize that a decision to support 
India with a more apecific guarantee or nuclear ■ baring arrangement 
would almo1t certainly involve an increased and more specific US 
commitment in the aubcontinent and would entail important coata in 
terma of probable raaction1 of other atate•~ 

The atatu1 of Indian capability to produce nuclear weapon•• and 
the latest Intelligence Community eatimata on the likelihood that 
India will decide to manufacture nuclear weapons. ia summarized in 
the following two paragraphs cited from NI~ 4-66 1 The Likelihood of 
Further Nuclear Proliferation 1 approved by USIB on January 20 1 1966: 

India haa the capability to produce nuclear weapons. 
and we believe could teat a first device within a year of a 
decision. To do 10 in the near fut~re 1 India would have to 
use plutonium from the CIR reactor. which now has heavy water 
supplied by the US aa a moderator. and would violate its 
agreement• with Canada and the US. India'• adherence to tha 
partial test ban treaty would ■ till permit underground tests. 
The key leadera of the Congress Party supported Prime Miniatar 
Shastri'• publicly announced policy of·not producing nuclear 
weapons. and we believe that. irrespective of who ia the next 
prime minister. tbia policy will not be reversed in the near 

J .
future. Any Indian leader would be reluctant to disregard US 
pressure, againat proliferation. particularly at a time when 
India ia ao dependant on the US to help alleviate India'• 
critical food situation. Until such time a■ the new prime 
~inister consolidate ■ hia power and the current critical food 
eituation ia alleviated. major policy alterationa are unlikely. 
Furthermore. given India'• praaent and prospective economic 

. difficultiea 1 the coats of more than a token nuclear weapon ■ 
program, and particularly of a delivery system. would be an 
important limitation. 

GROW?l 
Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and declaa ■ ificatioo. 
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On the other hand, India'• deciaion would be baaed as 
much on factor• of prestige and atrengthening ita bargaining 
position aa on the idea of establishing a realiatic deterrent, 
and pre1auro1 in India to develop nuclear woapona for tbeae 
purposes are likely to grow in the future. Considerations 
of national aecurity are also likely to become increasingly 
important in India's deliberations. China's growing nuclear 
strength and the specter of Fakiatani-Chinese cooperation 
egainat India will make it more difficult for the major 
powers to restrain India or to offer guarantees which the 
Indiana would accept aa adequate to their aac:urity needa. 
On balance, we believe 
India probably will de
to produce weapons. 

that 
tonate 

within 
a nuc

the.next 
lear device 

few yaara 
and proceed 

Background on US Policy 

A comprehanaive report on the problem of preventing nuclear 
proliferation in.India waa iaaued to the Committee of Principals on 
October 14, 1964-•tha-day preceding the firat 0\ineae Communiat nuclear 
teat. 

The report recommended& (1) high level conaultationa with Indian 
leadera to strengthen their resolve not to enter on a nuclear weapons 
program; (2) exploring areaa of acientific assistance to holp India 
demonstrate ita scientific prestige in ways other than by producing a 
nuclear device; (3) cooperation with India, and othera, in the General 
Assembly and Geneva disarmament talks on anti-proliferation measure,, 
aeeking to encourage Indian leadership in that field; (4) consultations 
with othar government• (particularly the UK and Japan) in an attempt to 
coordinate efforta to influence Indian policy away from a nuclear weapon• 
program; and (S) providing aecurity assurances to India. 

In the year and a quarter since. wa have pursued all these lin••• 
Without reviewing our afforta in detail, we should note: (1) your 
general asaurancea of October 16 and ls. 1964, following the firat 
Chinese teat (reinforced in India both by Ambassador Bowles, and by 
Ambaasador Harriman on hia visit of March, 1965); (2) diacuasion of 
scientific cooperation, in particular on viaita to India by Dr. Jerome 
Wiesner and A£CCommiaaioner John Palfrey in January and February, 196S, 
and by Dr. Homi Bhabba to Washington in March and an agreement on US• 
Indian cooperation in reaearch on certain aapecta of peaceful uaaa of 
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nuclear energy; and (3) a uaeful dialogue waa eatablished with Indian 
leadera. 

By the Sprina of li65, the Indiana had made clear that they believed 
the nuclear powara had a reaponaibility for deviaing adequate eecurity 
gunranteea for tha non-nuclear statea. We diacussed a possible UN General 
Assembly resolution embodying such guarantee, with Shastri just.prior to 
his visit to l-loscow in May, 1965, so that he might explore the question 
with the Russiana. The Soviets, however, parried the idea with the 
alternative of declaration• by the nuclear power• not to be firat to uae 
nuclear weapons. During the paat ten month& the Indians (and several 
other potential nuclear powers, in particular Sweden and Japan) have 
publicly taken tha poaition that, in order.to have a viable program to 
prevent nuclear proliferation, ·not only must the nuclear powers provide 
adequate assurances, but also that they muat undertake a aerioua bagiMin& 
to their own nuclear diaatmament. 

The Chru,ging Issue 

In lndian thinking over the paat year, the factors of scientific 
preati&e and disarmament imag~ have become much lesa prominent, and• 
questions of national security and international political power have 
moved to the fore in consideration of the nuclear problem. Not only 
tha Chinese Communist development of nuclear weapona, but alao the 
recent war with Pakistan, have served to highlight circumstances where 
many Indiana see a need to rely chiefly on ·themselves. Indeed, while 
we had previously recognized that over time consideration• of scientific 
prestige and peaceful posture would dimini,h in aignificance, and queationa 
of security against China would grow, we may not have appreciated fully the 
accelerating rate at which questions of Indian political weight in Aaia 
would also auume increasing importance. 

Accordingly, the queation of security assurances (and possible 
concrete nuclear 1upport arrangement• to back them up) haa become 
aomewhat more imnediate. Theae questions are complicated by Indian 
aspirations to increase their international power and prestige. To tha 
extent that their aspirations for nuclear weapons may increase in intensity, 
the probability of India accepting a guarantee from or nuclear sharing 
arrangement with another state declines. It is too early to tell if and 
how Mrs. Gandhi's own views will affect this trend. We doubt that the 
recent death of Dr. Homt Bhabha, head of thG Indian nuclear energy eatablieb• 
ment and an advocate of Indian nuclear weapons, will have & significant 
effect on India'• future policy. 

T,£ir 1222:a 
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Assure.nee& 

The Indiana have taken the poaition that, in connection with poa ■ ibl• 
non-proliferation undertakina• by th• potential non-nuclear etat••• th• 
nuclear powers have a "responaibility 11 for security guarantees. Moreover, 
thoy hold that ■ uch assurances or guarantees should be worked out by tha 
nuclear powers. 'nley in ■ ist only that such asaurancas are due,· that they 
must be me.de by both the US and USSR, and that they would have to cover 
(and be acceptable to) the non-nuclear states as a whole, and not ju■ t 
India. They are aware that the Soviet Union i■ not preaently interested 
in joining the US in such assurances. They are also aware of, and indeed 
probably have an exaggerated·impresaion of, USwillingness to advance such 
assurance ■ against a nuclear attack. They have backed away from earlier 
active advocacy of such assurances. 

We recently sounded out the Russian ■ and were told that the Soviet 
Union consider■ the queation of assurances "premature," and that the 
matter might be reconaidered after concluaioQ of a non•proliferation 
treaty. 

Subsequently, rosygin sent a message to the Geneva Disarmament· 
Conference in which ha proposed including in a non•proliferation treaty 
an article "prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
powers, signatories to the treaty, which have no nuclear weapons on 
their territory." This proposal is, of course, unacceptable. It 
diverts the question of assurance, from providing guarantees to non~ 
nuclear atatea, to restrictive 11non•u1e 11 restriction ■ on nuclear powera 
and restrictive obligations on non-nuclear states not to permit nuclear 
weapons to be atationed on their territory in their own defense. At 
the same time, the .Kosygin propoeal has publicly raised the question of 
a11urance1, and in pointing out the shortcomings of the Russian 4pproach. 
we wish to move forward with positive indication of our readiness to 
eupport effective assurances to states undertaking not to acquire their 
own nuclear weapons. Wa would prefer to handle the assurances queation 
by an appropriate UN General Assembly resolution; we may, however. at 
some time have to consider the possibility of a treaty provision. ln 
the maantime, we intend at Geneva to seek to head off extensive public 
di1cuasion of specific aasurance formulations by taking the position • 
that we will be in a ~etter position to aaseas the bast approach to 
thia matter when more progress baa been made toward reaolvina other key 
issues involved in a non•prolifaration treaty. 

'M SEOflill 
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Al ta rna ti ves 

Aaauming that the United States does not want to assiat India to 
get its own nuclear weapons. and doea not wish to atand aaide passively, 
there are 1even alternative course• of action which the United States 
might, at aome time, pursue in an effort to keep India from deciding to 
produce ita own nuclear weapons. At least at present, several of them 
are clearly not feasible, and several others are not desirable in view 
of their adver1e effects on other American objectives or US security 
intareet1. Nonathelesa, the full gamut run1 as follows: 

(1) Non•Froliferation Treaty and Comprehensive Test Ban. 

•• Non-Proliferation Treaty. The United Statoa is 
at present continuing its effort to reach agreement on a non­
proliferation treaty, a1 its first priority arms control mea&ure. 
While such a treaty would inhibit proliferation, it ia not clear 
whether agreement can be achieved. Should India adhere to a non• 
proliferation treaty, it is possible that she would later with­
draw if abe felt her national intere1t1 required such an action. 

b. Comprehensive Test Bnn Treaty. The United Statea 
continuea to aupport an adequate verified comprehensive teat ban 
treaty. Such a treaty would have a major impact on proliferation, 
both political and technical. However, the principal effect would 
be political. A nation which agreed not to conduct any nuclear 
teats would not lightly withdraw from this obligation. While 
only testing would be prohibited, and ·a nation could develop and 
stockpile weapons without withdrawing from the treaty, thia 
possibility seem1 unlikely. A comprehensive test ban would 
have an impact on an Indian decision to acquire nuclear weapons. 
However, the Soviet Union continues to reject inspection. Becauae 
of their e1timate of the over•all adverse impact on USnational 
security, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are opposed to a comprehensive 
teat ban. 

(2) American Pressure and Threats. Wecould threaten to cut 
off economic aaaistanc:e, and withdraw all assurances of political 
and military aid, if India decided to develop its own nuclear 
weapons. Such drastic action would probably impel the Indiana 
to look at once to their own devices to meet their security, and 
probably also to turn to the Soviet Union. It would greatly 
reduce American influence and enhance Soviet influence in India, 
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and would saddle the Indians with heavy economic and political 
strains which would threaten tho viability of India aa a 
democratic state and Asian counterweight to China. On the 
other hand, lea• draatic uae of aid, aa one of a number of 
levers, might effectively influence an Indian deciaion against 
building nuclear weapons without forcing India to appeal to 
the USS~. We could reinforce thia point by alao emphasizing 
to the Indiana that a decision to acquire nuclear weapons 
would coat perhaps aeveral times more than the direct coats 
for nuclear warhead development and production. It aeema 
clear that, within the limits auggaated above, US aid can 
be uaed aa a lever to deter or delay.an Indian decision to 
build ita own nuclear capability. 

(3) A US•lndi811 Alliance. A formal military alliance 
would aeem to offer the best means of engaging the American 
deterrent in India's defense. It ia, however, not certain 
that we would want to assume thia commitment. It is also 
only hypothetical at thia time, since the Indiana wiah to 
retain their non-aligned status. It would, of course, alao 
involve a complete US break with Pakistan and the likelihood 
of a l?akistan•Chineae Communist aUiance. 

(4) A Nuclear Power Guarantee. The Indians would 
welcome a joint US•USSR guarantee to all non-nuclear stat••• 
(lbe UK would certainly join, but thie la of secondary 
importance to th• lndians; France• and of course China, 
would not.) lbe Soviet Union, however, has made clear that 
it does not wiah (at least at present) to join the United 
Stataa in any such assurances, much less a joint guarantee 
obviously directed againat China. If the situation should 
so change that the ussa were ready to join with us in auch 
joint assurances, that would probably at least help to 
defer Indian deciaion to acquire its own nuclear weapons. 

(5) A ~ublic US Call for Nuclear Guarantees. Congressman 
Holifield haa proposed privately that if the USSR ia unwilling 
to join ua in giving asaurancea, we should nonetheleaa publicly 
declare US readiness to join with the other nuclear powers in 
guaranteeing all non-nuclear states against nuclear attack 
and let the onua fall oo the USSR for failing to agree. Thia 
ploy wuld, however, be arttacked by th• Soviet Union·and China, 
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and probably ignored or rejected by France. The Indiana 
would regard such a move as diatinctly undeairable and 
from their point of view unhelpful. l-loreover, by demon• 
atratina the inability of tha nuclear powera to provide 
joint assurances it would probably tend to persuade many 
in India (and perhaps elsewhere) that they would indeed 
have to rely on themselves, and thus might well make 
nuclear proliferation more rather than less likely. Also, 
the Soviet• would probably simply reaffirm their counter• 
proposal for the nuclear power& to pledge never to use 
nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear state not having 
nuclear weapons on its territory. 

(6) A Reinforced Unilateral US Guarantee. We could, 
of course, reinforce your assurances of October, 1964, by 
a stronger statement regarding assistance to the non-nuclear 
victim of any Chinese nuclear attack. This would, in effect, 
be a unilateral assumption of alliance commitments to India, 
Burma, and others (as well as to our Aaian Allies). Being 
a unilateral declaration of intent, it would of course be 
revocable at any time, and for that reason it ia doubtful 
if such a pledge would satisfy Indian concerns; at preaent 
it ia not needed, but if Indian alarm rises it may not be 
enough. If the United States coupled with this public atand 
a private approach to the Indiana describing our nuclear 
deployments directed at China, and readine1s to enter joint 
contingency planning, thi• alternative might offer at leaat 
an interim aolution to the problem. "And as India's 1ecurity 
concern becomes greater. if joint us-ussaassurances are not 
possible, •he may come to be more interested in private 
unilateral US assurances. Apart from the question of whether 
it should be kept secret, it is doubtful that joint lndian•US 
contingency planning could be kept secret. In addition, to 
have any hope of satiafying the Indians, a guarantee would have 
to be quite specific; yet 1uch specificity would bind the United 
States to involve itself in a nuclear conflict under at leaat 
partially unforeseen circumstances, and without the ability 
to control India's action,. No aucb guarantee ahould be 
discusaed with the Indiana at thia time. 
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(7) Nuclear Sharing. Finally, the United States might 
offer to assiat lndia in acquiring the capability to deter or 
retaliate to a Chinese nuclear attack with ita own delivery 
maana, uaing American nuclear warheads which would be made 
available to lndia at the time of a Chinese attack. The 
advantage• in comparison with a strictly unilateral US 
guarantee would include a lea1 direct military comnitment 

-for the U~ (in the sense that the Indians, not the us, would 
strike Chinese targets), and yet from the Indian standpoint 
a more tangible US commitment to give essential asaiatanca. 
Thia alternative ia discussed more fully below. 

Nuclear Sharing Arrangements 

The Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff do not believe 
a nuclear sharing arrangement would do more than delay an Indian pro-nuclear 
decision. While this may well be true, there may come a time when such 
delay wuld be well worth seeking to achieve. The Director of the Arma 
Control and Disarmament Agency does not consider a nuclear sharing arrange• 
ment delirable.. In conjunction with Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
we have been looking at contingency planning for the possibility that a 
us (or US•UK) nuclear sharing or supporting arrangement might some time 
be a necessary, and desirable, quid pro quo for a firm Indian obligation 
not to manufacture its own nuclear warheads. Thia possibility faces 
three immediate difficultiea: (l) India's desire to remain non-aligned, 
at leaat formally ~ via•a•vil the us-ussaconflict; <2>· the dilemma of 
fashioning a nuclear sharing arrangement that would provide India enough, 
but from the US standpoint not too much. of a nuclear role; and (3) the 
impact on othera••Pakiatan, Japan and other US Aaian allies, and the UJC 
role East of Suez••of auch an arrangement. 

The UK has expressed an interest in such arrangements, in which they 
have indicated they would wish to participate; ao far we have deferred 
several UK approaches for consultation on this question pending our own 
further consideration of the problem. 

If we were to aa1iat the Indiana in establishing a shared nuclear 
deterrent force, th• over•all US commitment to India might••or might 
not••be greater than without such an arrangement. Apart from commitment 
to provide nuclear warhead• to India, we might have a general moral 
c0111111itmant help India in other ways, but this would not necessarilyto 
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be a formal binding commitment to aid India in whatever other waya were 
necessary (e.g •• air defense. on the ground. in the air). On the other 
band, we would tend to be drawn into other aspects of Indian defense, 
e.g., into providing air dafen1e1 in order to ensure 1urvivability of the 
deterrent delivery force,, and in tum into assisting in creation of a 
survivable and ~ffective command and control system. To prevent undua 
drain on Indian economic resource,, much of the coat would have·to ~• 
borne by the us. Moreover, while the coats of an initial system baaed 
on available bombers might not be large, follow-on mi1sile 1ystems would 
be costly. 

The essence of a binding nuclear sharing arrangement would probably 
be (a) Indian acquiaition, with our assistance, of a nuclear delivery 
capability, and (b) US provision of compatible nuclear warheads for the 
Indian delivery system, remaining under US custody (and probably not on 
Indian soil) until 1uch time as the Chinese u1ed nuclear weapons egainet 
India, whun they would be released by tho US to India for Indian delivery 
on Chinese targets. Such an arrangement would mean that: (a) to obtain 
our assistance in these arrangements, the Indian Government would be 
obliged to give us guarantees againat developing a national nuclear 
capability; (b) nuclear warheads would remain in US custody until a· 
Chinese attack occurred, thus preventing such things as Indian threata 
or decision to use them against Pakistan; (c) the actual delivery of 
such weapon• against Qiina would be by lndian bombers or missiles, thua 
possibly reducing the likelihood of 11automatic 11 Soviet or Chinese 
retaliation against US forces and bases; (d) parallel arrangement, could 
be offered to fakistan; and (e) the UK could actively participate (but 
would not have to retain its own national nuclear weapons). 

Some very preliminary investigation has been made of several 
illuetrative possibilities. For example, warheads could be retained on 
a US (and/or Ul) aircraft carrier from which Indian land-based attack 
bombers could have been trained to operate, or at some forward base (aucb 
aa the RAF Butterworth Base at 1-~laya, or in the Indian Ocean Territory) 
from which they could be flown to Indian bomber bases. Canberra light 
jet bombers are one pos1ible bomber; the Indian Air Force presently has 
64 Canberra bombers which could be modified for nuclear weapons delivery. 
American 8•47 bombers are another possibility. By the early 1970'• it 
would, however, probably be necessary to employ an intermediate range 
miasile delivery system, with the warheads either stocked in India under· 
US custody or available to be flown in rapidly. A missile aystem would 
have to be either hardened or mobile in order to survive a Chineee 

"Jlt Sbdllbf 
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initial nuclear strike, and such a misaile system would be expensive. 
Missile systems would have the advantages of being a better deterrent 
(more modern, and leaa wlnerabh), and at the same time fil.!. "dual• 
capable," than bombere, though a mix of both might ba optimum to deal 
with all desired targets. 

There is a danger that the Indiana might enter into a sharing_ 
errangeruent, acquire valuable training and delivery aystems, and at 
some later time conclude that their interest, require them to abrogate 
the agreement. lf India did so, the United States would have, in effect, 
financed and aaaiated in tha development of lndia•a nuclear force at the 
likely coat of alienating fakistan, increa,ing FRG preasurea for nuclear 
weapons, and being aeverely criticized by both friends and foes before 
world opinion. 

It is not entirely clear what Chinese Communist targets would be 
aelected; both the Indiana and we would have direct intereat in determining 
such target,. Fresumably the Indians would wish their deterrent force to 
be aimed at s,ome major Chinese cities, and at Chinese air (and later 
missile) bases threatening India. They might also wish to interfere with 
Chinese land attack route ■ into India with nuclear demolitions or other 
nuclear strikes, and to strike invading .forces directly. ln all, the 
force might initially involve bomber delivery systems, and later relatively 
invulnerable land•baaed MRBMaor lRBMa. As a rough guideline, we should 
allow for at leaatwo warheads per target, with yields ranging up to the 
SO JCrbracket. 

Any arrangement of this type baaed on·a US promise to turn nuclear 
weapons over to the Indiana while the US ia at peace would require new 
Con1re11ional enabling legia~ation. 

The Secretary of Defen\Se, tho Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Director, 
Arma Control and Diaarmamen~ Agency are opposed to discussion of nuclear 
sharing arrangements with India at thie time, and I agree fZhat we should 
not do ao. 

li:ffects·on Our Allies 

The reaction of Fakiatan to auch an offer to lndia would certainly 
be highly adverse. Webelieve that any offer we might make to India 
should be made also~ Pakiatan, and if Fakiatan declined it (aa, in 
fact, we believe likely) it would ~onaiderably deflate the baaia for 

'!'(iii l ■H• 
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~akiatan objection. lt would not. however. do much to reduce Pakis~i 
alarm and might well turn.Fakistan to greater dependence on either 
the USSR or Communist China. The l?akistani would probably also mount 
a nuclear woapona program of their own if they had any proapact for 
the necessary foreign aid to sustain it. 

Although less immediate·, the posaibly adverse effects on Japanese 
alliance ties with us should not be ignored. The protection of the . 
American nuclear deterrent ia the chief justification in Japan for the 
bilateral alliance and presence of US bases, and if this protection 
aaemed to be available to a state not formally allied to the United 
States and without US bases on ita territory many Japanese might wish 
to change their relationship. To a lesser extent, this consideration 
might be applicable in the Fhil.ippines and ehewhere in Asia. There 
might also be presaure from some Allie• (including particularly the 
Republic of China) for "two•key" nuclear delivery aystems. 

The UK would probably be willing, even eager, to cooperate in a 
nuclear aharing or supporting arrangement for India. Australia would 
probably also cooperate, if we sought her support. However, apart 
from possibly providing basing and weapons storage facilitiea, there· 
doe1 not seem to ba much they can offer •. Flexibility might be decreased 
and coordination complicated by a multilateral arrangement. A collaborative 
arrangement might contribute to keeping the UK active East of Suez, but WB 
might also come under pre11ura to take a larger financial, and other, role 
in meeting UK commitments in Malaysia. 

The Alternative of India as a Nuclear Power 

It is probable that, without a dramatic alternative, in a few years 
India will decide to become a nuclear power. If 1he does, the United 
States (and the USSR) will be less COIIIDitted to lndicn defense, and it is 
possible that an independent deterrent to Chinese nuclear power would 
develop. Against this possible advantage, there would be several important 
disadvantages, including: (a) Indian economic (and political) viability 
would be subject to the additional straina of an expensive nuclear deterrent 
force, the cost of which would probably continue to increase, (b) Indian 
conventional military power might be sacrificed, Cc) ~akistan would be 
extremely disturbed and_would almost certainly tum to the US, USSR, or 
Communist China for aid, and (d) the.likelihood of further proliferation 
(e.g., Japan and tarael) woµld b~ increased, and nuclear prassures might 
be set in train in Germany. 11I>unit1ve 1.1 sanctions by the US, auch as 
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cutting off economic aide would only further alienate India and force 
her to turn to the USSR. 41\d furthor undermine Indian stability and 
viability••which are first-rank American objectives, and would remain 
so even if India wont nuclear. lf India only ■ought a token nuclear 
capability, it would likely not even attain a deterrent to China and 
might become involved in a war•-and again, we would not be able to 
was~ our hand ■ of the aituation. 

lt is by no means clear that offer of a tangible nuclear sharing 
or support arrangement to India would head off an Indian decision to 
make its own nuclear weapons. It 18, however. very unlikely that any 
other US action would have this reaulte and the importance of heading 
off such a deciaion warrant, 1erioua consideration of this approach. 

Recommendation 

The issuo at present is whether: (a) there is naed to offer tha 
Indiana new reinforced assurances at this time. and (b) we are in fact 
prepared to offer a commitment. and to propose any specific arrangements. 

On balance. we do not believe that the need 1a ao acute. or our 
consideration of alternatives sufficien.tly advanced• aa to warrant your 
~eciaion at thia time to make a commitment of this kind to India. 

At this point, it would appear that the following approach should be 
taken in diacuaaiona with Mrs. Gandhi: 

First, 1 believe you should indicate that you agree that nuclear 
powers should try to wrk out some arrangement to aafeguard the security 
interesta of non-nuclear powers. As she is aware. we have raised the 
matter privately with the Soviet Union. and it has also been the subject 
of continuing discusaion at Ganeva. 

Second, 1 believe you ahould also say that in any case, if a growing 
Chinese Communist nuclear capability should ever pose a serious threat to 
India• you hope she would frankly discuss the queation with us so that we 
could examine together possible means to meet that threat without nuclear 
proliferation and without Indian assumption of the heavy ~-conomic and other 
burdens of a nuclear weapons program. 

We do not recommend that you propose any specific arrangements at tbia 
time. We believe tha·c possible lines of action should be kept in mind and 
further explored. 

'JSE IHP iii 
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. 1. We are· concern~<l 1".'ece11t fndlcat.ionQ Iudiano may be 

~ conoidering de~elopment nuclear oxpl6oivao for 4TB peaceful 

UNQTE purposes. Develop~nt of any 1.1ucl<!'ttr e~:plosiw. cle"lice 

by India, even i~ really iuten<l,,d i!or. 11on•f4lit.ary rmr.,;oca, • 

·;1oulcl be oasentially inditJtiur,uir.bahlo. r~ow 'itC!opono develop• 
'~IA 

~~(! Ge11t 1>rogralil and uould nec~noa:a:·ily produce in£orwation dira·etly.
r.NR 
;II\ r,e.rtine11t l!or· such program. India 1o enemies would. cE:!rtaiuly 
lSA 
K•J> go ail ou~ to convince world India ,1m, tal..:i.ng pock door ap:>~oacb 

fiG .... to ..x-,eapons. developmept, ~nd they t10uld havn strong ··.>rwa faacie 
~c 
lA~A case. • Effect on trirsgerirag £-urth<,r uuclear proli:;:eration • 

uould bo ·11irt.i.uilly. aanli.! ns f1.•owI1idinn tleci,~iou builc1 bowl>. 

2. Wasllingt•a Poat liov . ;';2, 1.96S, quot.ed Shao tri that he 
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·0· :_ 
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e 2 d ~ to .Amembassy NEW DELHI, Amembassy O'lTAWA 

~IIBM!!JO: 

etc. See also Delhi's A-197 and London's A-912. On Feb 24 

in Geneva, Canadian deloff Beasley (protect source) privately 

to.ld US tba~ in Canadian-Indian nuclear bilateral negotiations 
. 

now going on in Nd Delhi, Indians giving repeated indications 

their view that explosion of nuclear device for peaceful 
. . . 

purposes not same as weapon and not violation of peaceful 

purposes provision of Canadian-Indian bilateral agreement. 

3. ielevant -Technical Background: US Plowshare program 

indicates nucle~r explosives have non-military application.in 

three ca-tegories: excavation, underground ·engineering, and 

scientific research. In latter two categories, 1111clear 

explosion normally occurs deep underground and radioactive 

material does,,.DOI: RP'1'not escape into atmosphere. Such QTB 
contained UNQTB 

/explosions not llPl' not prohibited by Limited Test Bao Treaty • 

. ~mpl~ described page 6, Deced>er 1965 issue Q'l'I Nuclear 

lndi,;l UN~ published by GOI Bombay. For excavation 

•pplicatiooa_. explosion occurs nearer surface but still 
. . 

underground aad some radioactivity produced escapes to 

11t•nn9pltfl"rth If properly designed, part which escapee onlJ 

am,.11 p,,rt radioactivity produced. If such application 

'I 

https://application.in


I • 

.Pa,e •~ of,to,gram to ,Amembass:,,NEW DELHl, Amembassy orrA IA 

,n 
ttC£ c~es adioactive d~hris to'be~pretieQt outeid.- 1,ho 

t ritorial limlta of che State under ,whose jurisdictio~ or 

control such explosion is conducted UNQ'l'E, it is prohibited 

under the Limited Test Ban Treaty. 

4. For underground engineering or scientific research ., 
i 

~pplications ~ primitive fission explosive, which ..Indians may 
.. 

: I• I . ,, I 

be ·capable of designing •nd·buildins, could.be·ueed under the 
' 

'.Limited ~est .Ban ',h:eaty. : llowever, any ~tdian claim that such 

crude fisslon explosiv~s coul~ be used forexcavation 

applications would not aP1'not itkely be credible to knowledgea 

able. observers because fissionable material so costly project 
• ' ' 

• would be uneconomic II and because such devices likely pres eat 

health "4zard~ Only highly sophisticated thermonuclear 

.·e,tploaives..-appear useful for excavation projects, and develop• 
' ' 

ment.~hese ver:y far down the road for India. 

S. •. In 8 August 1963 agreement with US for construction 
. 

··~~ reactor India undertook use reactor 
' 

solely for peace• 

:&.l purposes. India made similar colllllitment in March 1956 

·,for use heavy water bought from US for CIR Trombay reactor. 

We undere.tand India made s·imilar colllllitments to Canada on 

-CIR and Rajasthan reactors. 

can .nmu111rMs 



Paae 4 of teleanm to ... Amembassl N:EWDELHI, ,AmembassyOTrAWA 

&ilfP!DEHt'MI. 

6. FORNW DELHI. Would appreciate F.mbassy estimate 

degree of GOI interest in study Shastri described (para 2 

above), whether indigenous development peaceful nuclear 

explosive device-~ contemplated, and best tactics 
' 

head off such possible development. Would also appreciate 

fullest information available from Canadian High CoDlllission 

on ~nadian-lndian negotiations mentioned para 2. While 

we do not RPT not wish approach GOI at this time, would 

appreciate F.mbassy views on possible course of graduated 

steps ~long following lines. 

a. Low.. key inquiry to GOI, perhaps pegged to 

Sbaetrl'a November interview. 

1».. Jf Indians say they are considering developing 

'll\lclear exploai~s for peaceful purposes, we would make 

jappropr~~e points from paras~ and 4 above. 

c. If necessary, we might indicate to GOI that if 

•n4 when peaceful applications nuclear explosives •that_ are 

' 
1p~~~ssible under Test Ban limitations prove technically and 

e~onomically feasible, _US prepared to consider making nuclear 
' 



Paae 5 ~ teleanun to Ame'8hasi:.;yNnl,.DELHI Amembassy OTTAWA8 

OO&D·r fllU.ilAk 

eof)ropr·ist:a ••fe¥tUtnltt) st tH11tt fi'l' h@l.aw 1•~1i ill: whtij\ ~t\~>6 

could c:levelop and prnduce them for themselves. (We would ~ake 

clear that technical and economic feasibility has not yet 

been demonstrated for most potential applications.) 

7 lll. FOR <YrTAWA. Would appreciate any information avail­

able on Canadian-Indian negotiations mentioned para 2, and 

Canadian attitude re possible Indian use CIR reactor plutoniua 

for peaceful nuclear explosives. However, latter question 

should not RP'l' not be put to GOC in such fo:rmal manner as to 

force adoption of GOC position pre.maturely. 

GP-3 END 

RLSK 

~li'IBENIIXL 
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OFFICIAL USE ONLY January 12, 1966 

Mac: 

'-John Palfrey al10 talked to me briefly 
about Plowshare and India. Hi• ba.ei.c caae .J\l\i\.,V' 
i• in the laat para. on the flrat page. la -' I V 

•••ence, he argue• that not to help the lndt•n• 
in Plowahare way• woalcl enhance tbel.nlg>pe;iite 
to develop nuclear elem•• tbem•elv••· If we 
help them on the other band, we can at tbe ■ aiue 

th:rl,e demoAatrate that •ophlaticatecl, clean de-
vice ■ of the aort aeeded for peacelw exploaion 
are so far beyond their DWD capabilU:iea di.at it 
would dampeA &DJenthulaam for u.alaa ncb 

I 
a 

program u a cover for proUfnatloa. 
• I 

l see aoma pobat la tlala arpmeac taut 
S1>Vgeoa doeaa't ao aa ••Jrta11alm to pYe 
yoa hi ■ ND comme11t. -· • 

It.WK 

OITICIAL USS ONLY 

Attach. Letter John Palfrey ta McGB 1/10/66 giving bu 
view• oa Plow•bu• a.ct Jndta, 



fr : • ~ •r -

• 'UNiTED STATESI :• 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMM 15$10N 

I I •
WAaNINGTON, D.c. &OMSI , 

Dear Mac: 

You suggested I send you my views on Plowshare and India. 

Following the first Chinese explosion, the Thompson Commit­
tee on non-proliferation recommended various non-military
cooperative ventures with the Indians in the atomic field. 
h1>lorat1on ot possible Plowshare ventures had been recom­
mended by Weisner after his India trip-in January 1965 and 
by the AEC, but was opposed by othe1's. In the end., Plow­
share was taken out ot Seabor$ 1 s lett•?r to Bhabha, which 
listed potential areas or India-u.s. atomic cooperation.,
following Bhabha1s visit to the U.S. i~ February 1965. 
Ehabha has repeatedly urged that it be :ncluded. 

The issue has been rais·::d again in the eot,·:·se of the p:-G-•
parat1on of a comprehensive telegram tc k. :assador Bow:.e. , 
on India and non-proliferation. 

I 1m perplexed by the logic of our present posture on Plow­
share w1th India. We say_ we would cons icier an Indian 
Plowshare explosive development prog1".:1r.i as a weapons program
{and therefore Indian use of p.lutonitJr: :.:'ro:r. the Canadian 
reactor for Plowshare would. be considered a violation or 
their civil use only guarantee.) ,Then ue say at the sarr.e 
time we won't explore Plowshare possibilities with the 
Indians, in situations where we might ultimately provide 
our own explosive in a black box to help India build a 
canal or change the course ot a river. 

The objection is that such ventures would whet Indian appe­
tites to build their own devices. My view is that our pre­
sent refusal 1s more apt to rouse them to do it themselves. 
It we do cooperate, _we can make clear that these explosives
have to be partioularl.7 sophisticated clean devices that 
took us 20 years to develop. Also., 1( we do cooperate., it 
would make it 110re d1tt1cult tor the Indians to use a Plow­
share proll"UI ot their Olm as a cover for a weapons program. 



-2-

Plowshare, usinz nuclear exp~osives fer civil purposes does 
. ~rovide the prestige factor for the Indian~ to counter the 

impact or the Chicom explosion on the Az1ans. I believe 
Bhabha when he says the faot that the U.S. supplied the ex­
plosive wouldn't significantly diu~nish the impact on the 
Asians. To the Asians it would be the InGians who were 
moving the mountains or the rivers., 1n6teaci of building the 
bombs which they are capable of doing. 

O~viously, Plowshare cooperative ventures are some years
away in terms of cratering technology, device development,
and in terms of getting international agreement, in view ot 
the limited test ban treaty. But we are much more likely 
to create an international interest in and support tor Plow­
share and lay the toundation tor agreement (including agree­
ment on the Panama Canal) it we are allowed to explore pos­
sibilities with the various countries which have expressed
interest. At present, these would be n~erely technical 
atuc:U.eawithout pol.1t1oal cond.tments. 

Sincerely, 

John o. Paltrey
Comm1aa1oner 

Honorable McQeorge.Bundt
Special Assistant to t!ie President 

tor Rational Security Attairs 
1'he Wb1te Howse• • . 

https://atuc:U.ea


MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Lggy2227772 February 25, 1966 

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Spurgeon Keeny 

SUBJECT: Plowshare for India 

I find myself in general agreement with the recommendations 
in your long memorandum on Plowshare for India, dated 
February 11, and I am glad to give my parting blessing to 
this point of view for such use as you and my successor 
choose to make of it. 

Jn✓ a._ 
McG. B. 

cc: DFHornig 
HSRowen 
RWKomer ~ 

CEJohnsonV 

OS?J?!RPP?ZE 



if ; 
jf

o 
lt 

1r
•r

r1
~f

l 1
 

11
 1

''~
 f''

~
 f' 

JJ
~ 
11

il!
t,~

:
. r

;I,
 tl

!r1
f 

11
it!

 :
I:

•1
~·

-·
 

~
[ 1

t;i
tl ,,

 ff
it,

,·1
1 

i 
~ I! ~ 

1 
,,1

1:
 f

f 
~l

11
f,

1.
 

.. 
~,

, 
1·

11
 

l!
'J

 
,~

 
!'f

l 
11

1 
f 

!1
11
1.

t~
II!

 1
11

!1
~:1

1 
I 

ltl
 

]f
 

I 
t·~

~-
•,

1,
1'

i1
 

l 
~ 

F
iii

 '
f_

!,!
~

~
:l 
~~

l1
1!

I~
 

i 
') ~
 ~
 

~
 ...
 ' ...
 ...
 

~ 
0 



.. •
 I

 .
. .

. 1
1c1

 . 
t 

' 
I 

• 
•'•

 
I 

!!
Jr

cJ
cl

f~
lf

if
Jl

jlf
lf

Jf
t•

!f
rl

ft
 •

rr
Jr

1·
 

i,.
 t"

 I
r 

t,'
 

I' 
I 

-
tr

"I
 

I 
" 

It 
I l

 J
ll 

2 
f 

5 

• 
.. 

.,,
I 

...
 

~I
 

t 
jf

: 
-I

:-

r I
f 

ll 

t•
 

I 

ia
.1

1 
s.

l· 
r 

' 
1r

 
...

.r:
 f 

ff
11

. 
.. 

; 
I'

ru
,;,

a:
uh

i 
.il

 
41

1.
cn

t~
::f

ti 
i:l

.! 
1-



,,(
 r.

 I 
Jr

l 
fl

 J
f=

 
f 1

 lij
" 

I' 
fl

 
l 

1.
, t

 
t 1

1 
.,

a 
C

-
't 

.lt
l 

.. 
-

--
11

 • 
-

-
-

-

·l]
 

ft=
t 

rt
 

fi
 

,,t
 

.J
t 

•i
1l

 
,i 

I 
• 

@ ■
 1 

!11> 
•i

t 
, 
ffl

 1 
l 

l 1
r1 1

rt
 

r 
r.

1(1 
U

lf
 

;,.
if

l 

• 
A

 ••
 -

-~
,I

 
: 

~:
 

_ 
,~

~r
1r

itr
ft

f 
__

 
1~

~1
11

11
1, f,

.
ft

, 

1
u 

! 
f 

•!
!L

 ;
 --

' ..r
f 

r!
=

 I:
.,,f

, 
fl

fi
r!

f 1
1J

 
=l

 •
i. 

; J
• !

 f"
i I

 I 
I 
fI 

I J
f )

 :. 
l · 

i 



• 
• 

t=
~ 11

 

ff
!i

 li
lli

lii
!t

i 
J~

!l
!J

ill
 tll

!t
i!

l!
ii 

tl!
it ,-
ft;

 
-~

1J
lf

lj
1•

 
-1

11
1,

·,,
~,~

~f
J!

I 
f•

•,
ttt

r' 
rf

" 
II·

 t
&

·-
• 

ff
!i

t:·
1:

•t
 l

ff
f•

•1
·1

 :
11

~:
rl

ljc
11

;1
ri

l1
Il

r ~
:!

r}
J.

!i1i
!:

r-
-~

~~
• 

11
11

~1
:1

,r
li!

fi
ft

~r
 ,~

~~
-•

 

• 



l --
11

1 1
! 
a 

.. 
~.

 

ir
1 

r 
l r 

ff
fi

lir
 

11
11

1t
 

IJ
r't

; 1 
t: 

f 
c.

1 
I!

rr
1r

~
r1

1 1
,':

l~
r 

1:
:_

 

!•
&

 1r
1

tr
•~

 ~
r

~I
r 

f 
'l 

,, 
f

.f 
,l~

 Ii
 

rl
f 

~c
,.~

 

-
-

I.
 

I 
'II

 
c;

. 
! .

.. 
It

 
.. ,

 a
 r

 f 
-



l!
J~

fi
lJ

fl
Jl

i!
J!li

!tl
llJi

lli
ilt

il!
if

if
 

,. 
• 

1
1 .

_ 

1;
!1

r1
11

r!
•1

; 

• 
. 

·~
 

.. 

1;
•;

r 

r1
~,

. 
1~

1·
11

1l 
I(

·
i' 

I 
f&

J1
 

1 
,, 

r 
i' 

" 
r 

f 1
rt

r 
!I

• 

•~
 

4'
.f

 
1 1

11
,, 
1111

11
,1

•
''f

~I
 1

,1
 ~

,
~f

tr
•l

g
1 

, 
, 

1-
, 

~ 



ri 
-

--
1.

 
rr

t 
t ...

 
t 

,, 
l '1

1·f. 
I 
IJ

 
r .

.. •
,1

.h
 

_l
lf

' 
rt

_ 
fr

J'
~ 

, 
L

!r
rl

~.
.; 

![
~J

Ir
 

t 
_!

...
.:•

 ••
 ◄

 

fJ
I!

 
;!

ilf
l}

lil
f!

fl
Jl

! 
• f}

jl1
tr

r 

,-
, 

, 
i:I

; l
 I 

iI 
1,

-I .
. I; 



Jl
~~

,-
,1

•r
•

r,
r.

ar
1i

;1
 

.. 
!i

 
_,

~..~
 

tii
ili

!f
i!

itf
{~

i!
fi

 Ii
i 

I!
~r

t 

I! 
II:

 

2~
, 

• 
• 

,~
tt

•~
i 

rt
' 

. 
ff

l' 

-



I. If._ latlew dlea take .. .v elllu le ..,1o,._ 
... .a.Je .,, ..... -. llleH 41-.. .... ell■•W N cea-
.......... _,. ........ ...,._..,All) WW. ...... 

prialle ...... .., unetaac• tro.- ••NaN .... aur1, 
••••••-- aadAECP ....... •-•&a• 

6. If we an Mt,..,__.. •• ■ cez., ta pw na ■■•• 
.w,,.. 11............... will la fact -..1:r •«J•r 
I .................. PJn, ■tnN,-revr •• we 
·••.W -- .w ...... p.,. .................. " 
._ .-JNt le ••dftallJ •• _., .. 1tJMae. AewN 
aal ar .,, .. -.la a "•11• few Ufteteate. Ja ._ caee, 
•• 5bNW , .. , ... wllr we ,nJ.- I• ... 9'. ecaa11 ■lc 
01' ................ ,.. ................ ,.... • ... ..., .c1a,...,-.. may~- ...... .......... 
utwaa.1-4m61MT.- ... Te111J ... -teMNia-
MRf ■ tf!l!la wldl a kv• eaa..-oll1alln T .. •- TNEl&J. 

T. •- ••at •► nW ._ uc; 1te ■ ata.ori ... • .--
... &Ille_.,._ ......... wltlll ... IM12aa 111••" • ...._ 

..... ca.a.... ···--· "flaU • 

............, 

Atsries.,. - 't_., A 

COUIDunu.L .... 





( TAB A) 

---5:&:CREcp- Z'{J. 

Excerpt from: 

A REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 
BY 

THE COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 

( THE GILPATRICK PANEL ) 

dated January 2.1, 19b5 

Page ZO - 5. b. (Z) .•. 

While we recognize that the peaceful uses of nuclear explo­
sives (Project Plowshare) may have long-term economic importance, 
we do not believe that that program should be allowed to jeopardize 
a comprehensive test ban treaty or to encourage interest in nuclear 
weapons. Undue emphasis on such programs tends to make nuclear 
explosives appear desirable, necessary and acceptable for countries 
presently considering undertaking nuclear weapons programs. In 
addition, attempts to incorporate provilion1 permitting 1uch pro­
grams under a comprehensive test ban treaty may be difficult, if 
not impossible, without providing a loophole under which nuclear 
weapons could be developed. We should not, therefore, actively 
seek to intere•t other countries in such prograrrB until we better 
under stand their relationship to the comprehensive test ban and 
the general nuclear proliferation problem. 

~ I.....;~ , /tiffi.U~ 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 10145 

J'P.N1 r, 

Dear Mac: 

You suggested I send you my views on Plowshare and India. 

Following the first Chinese explosion, the Thompson Commit­
tee on non-proliferation recommended various non-military
cooperative ventures with the Indians 1n the atomic field. 
E:~:oration of possible Plowshare ventures had been recom­
mended by Weisner after his In~ia t1~p in January 1965 and 
·oy t:-ie AEC, but was opposed by othe1~s. In the end, Plow­
share was talcen out or Seaborg• s lett•?r to Bhabha., wh1.ch 
listed potential areas or India-U.S. ator.~c cooperation,
following Bhabha 1 s visit to tt.e U.S. ·2.r li1ebruary 1965. 
Ehabha has repeatedly urged that it j2 ~ncluded. 

The issue has been rai~ :d again in the coL:·se or the p::......:.-
parat1on or a comprehensive telegram to k::·.:assador Bow.> , 
on India and non-proliferation. 

Iim perplexed by the logic of our present posture on Plow­
share with India. We say we would co:-isider an Indian 
Plowshare explosive development progI'o.;;, as a weapons program
{and therefore Indian use of plutoni;..;r. :.,,ro:n the Canadian 
reactor for Plowshare would. be considered a violation of 
their civil use only guarantee.) Then ue say at the sarr.e 
time we won't explore Plowshare possibilities with the 
Indians, in situations where we might ultimately provide 
our own explosive 1n a black box to help India build a 
canal or change the course of a river. 

The objection is that such ventures would whet Indian appe­
tites to build their own devices. My view is that our_ pre­
sent refusal is more apt to rouse them to do it themselves. 
If we do cooperate., we can make clear that these explosives
have to be particularly sophisticated clean devices that 
took us 20 years to develop. Also, if we do cooperate, it 
would make it more ditticult for the Indians to use a Plow­
share program ot their own as a cover tor a weapons program. 
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?lm•;share, using nuclear e.xpJ.osi ves fc~--civil purposes does 
)~ovide the prestige factor for the Indians to counter the 
im,~ct of the Ohl.com explosion on the Asians. I believe 
3ha:>ha when he says the fact that the U.S. supplied the ex­
plosive wouldn't significantly dirr.inish the impact on the 
Asians. To the As~ans it would be ·the In~ians who were 
moving the mountains or the r1ver3., 1natead of.building the 
,~r-.;,s which they are capable of doing. 

-.: ..,v::ously, Plowshare cooperative ve11tures are some years
~w~y in terms or cratering technology, device development, 
ar.d in terms or getting intern~tional agreement, in view or 
tt~ limited test ban treaty. But we are much more likely 
~o ~reate an international interest in and.support for Plow­
s~are ~nd lay the foundation- for agreement (including agree­
:-:.~n~ on the Panama Canal) if we are allO\·ted to explore pos­
sibilities with.the various countries which have expressed
interest. At present, these ~mule. be n~erely technical 
stwiiea without political commitment~. 

Sincerely., 

John G. Palfrey
Commissioner 

Honorable McGeorge_Bundy . 
Special Assistant to the President 

tor National Seo\ll'ity Attai~~ 
The Wh1te House , - .: • . • .. . . . ,, 

. .. 
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ARTICLEIII OF CIR AGREEMENT 

"The Government of India will ensure that the reactor 

and any products resulting from its use will be employed for 

peaceful purposes only." 
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CENTRAL IBTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

21 October 1965 

suroror: Nm 11-14-65: CAPABn.rrn:s OF sovmr GENERALruRPOSE FORCES 

THE PROBLEM 

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet general purpose 

forces through mid-1967, especially against the Central Region of NATO, 

and general trends in those forces over the next ten years. 

CONCWSIONS 

A. The new Soviet political. leaders appear to have modified 

Khrushchev's policy of curbing m1J.1tary costs at the expense of the 

general purpose forces. This change is probably attributable primarily 

to international tensions arising from the var in Vietnam, but it al.so 

reflects the increased influence of the ground force marshals. 

B. Revisions in the force levels, organization, and deployment 

of the general purpose forces are virtually certain to occur in the 

course of the next ten years. The Soviets w1ll probably improve the 

capabilities of their general purpose forces for non-nuclear var. 

GRCOP1 
Excluded from automatic 

9 E e-R•B-T downgrading and 
declassification 



The provision of more advanced weapon systems will increase the military 

effectiveness of the general. purpose forces, but w1ll al.so increase their 

cost. Over the longer term we foresee some reductions in personnel 

strength designed to hold this increasing cost within l.imits acceptable 

to the Soviet leadership. 

C. We estimate that the USSR now has about 108 line divisions 

which a.re capable of participating in the initial. operations of a war. 

These divisions have virtua.lly all. of their equipment. Their peacetime 

manning levels range from at least 90 percent of war strength in the 

Soviet forces in Ee.stem Europe to about 6o percent 1n the interior of 

the USSR; We estimate that the USSRhas an additional 31 cadre divisions 

manned at an average of about 20 percent of :f'u1l strength. Our confidence 

in these figures is higher than last year as a consequence of more 

intensive study and new information. 

D. The Soviets have significantly increased their tactical. rocket 

and missile support in the past year. Further increases a.re likely, as 

well as the introduction of systems of improved range and mobility. We 

- 2 -
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believe that as the capabilities of tactical. aircraft improve the numbers 

of aircraft in Tactical Aviation will gradually decline. * 

E: During the past year there has been a marked increase in the 

tempo of Soviet naval activity; a larger number of units have operated 

at a distance from Soviet waters. We believe that Soviet naval capa­

bilities for operations far from home bases will continue to increase 

over the next ten years with the introduction into the forces of more 

long-range submarines and support ships. 

F. The USSR is seriously concerned about the Polaris threat to 

the homeland and has intensified efforts to improve its antisubmarine 

warfare capabilities. We estimate that, even so, the Soviet capability 

to detect, identify, and destroy sul:ma.rines operating in the open seas 

will remain severely llmited for the next several. years. 

* The ACS/Ihtelligence, USAF is unable to reconcile Conclusion B, which 
estimates a probable improvement in capabilities of Soviet general 
purpose forces for non-nuclear warfare, with this conclusion that there 
will be a further increase 1n·tactical. missiles which are cost-effective 
only with nucl~/cw warheads, but a reduction 1n Tactical. Aviation, 
which has an iron bomb as well as a nuclear and air defense capability. 
He notes furth~r that reduction of Tactical Aviation as predicted 1n 
each of the past several years has not materialized. He would sub­
stitute the fillowing for the final sentence: "Barring a marked change 
in the overall structure and size or Soviet general purpose forces 
we believe that the numbers or aircraft 1n Tactical Aviation will 
remain about the same as at present,. and introduction or new aircraft 
will provide improved capabilities.' 

- 3 -
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G. The Soviets have shown increasing interest in airborne and 

amphibious capabilities :ln support of theater operations. Over the 

next ten yea.rs they will probably improve these capabilities and seek 

to develop some capability for distant limited military action. 

H;' The Soviets and their WarsawPact allies have 45 divisions and 

about 2,900 combat aircraft immediately available for employment against 

the Central Region of NATO. We believe, however, that i:f' the Soviets 

planned to attack NATOthey wuld reinforce these forces, i:f' circumstances 

permitted, with additional ground and air forces from the western USSR. 

- 4 -
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20545 

•• Cbarl•• Jalau• 
Office of lpNtal Aeaiataat lo tlae 
heaUat f• •ttoaal Affair•....,,c, 

.,... Vlalt• Boue 

Dear•.JollM•s 

1ollwtaa ,.,.. conenaU.• with Bal ..... ,a,orf of tlda of!lce, I aa 
traullf.tCllla llenwi.tla for your nYl• •,...,_ .. letter fr• Dr. ,._., 
to IDdlu AIC QaaU'IIIII aolli 3. lubba F-s=i•laa Dr. llaahlla'• dla41U8• 
■l-- wlU die Ca 1 1••1• •urtaa Illa Ylatt te •aalauat• fr• fal'Wll7 19 
to f•N111UJIJ, 1965. Aa 7eu a.. tbea• dlaeuaatOM were bel4 u part 
of• ...,...i eff.rc tba UDtc.i ltat•• f.• Mldq to ealumce tu taap of 
ladia '• ■cf.nttflc -,.,lllty ... tlle ,rtMt,al lt- that .. 4ta ...... 
C011Nl'Md t• pr-,..&a of c1 .... v.1.-wta --,•atl• 111the ftel• 
of tlle ,....hl UNa of atGld.c ... ru. !be,..._ • .__ were a fell•.., 
cm tbe -ct ... c..l••l-r ,a1fr•1 U.S l ud with Dr. lllabba .. d ... 
eur •lalt la India Jam11rJ 21 to .,._r, 31, 1965. 

I 1Nlt• .. the letter la laraely ••lf-.s,la■ t.ory ud, •• Bal hdioate• 
to ,.... ewer tbe ,.._., MDJ •f tbe propoa .. oooperatln a.tl•it1- wldcb 
we •ueuaed vltll Dr. lbabba are aodeat ta •oope ad are a loatoal out• 
p-wcJa of our alnuy aalatllla coeperatt .. ralatt•■lllp• vltla IDdla. 
la ecller won•, .. ,r__.1J voul• baft .-. &bead with a ..,.._. of 
CMae aetlvitf.ea 111uy c:&ae evea ba.t ~ 1IOt bNll uaed to P,ft .,..w 
attentl• to bdla at tlda tiae. 

!be •raft baa..._ revt..ved and cleared. 1tJ tbe Dep&rtMDt of Seate. 

r.J.lwilta your r••lw and alpature by tba CbaU'IIIII, tbe letter vf.11 
be ••t '7 tbe Stat• DefUCMDC to ..... _.., lallll•• for appro,rtate 
••llftS'J. n.. •--••••• baa alr_.7 Nell iDforaad of tlae htpllpt•
of tile .tlawiea. Yeu will note tbat tu firat vlait •zoli ■np la to 
tau ,i ... 111At,ril. 

l ..i, be •nJ to auver -, •••tlou JOU bav• on Chia •tter or to 
die-■ UJ of tbe iteaa furtlaer. 

11.,r• I. kacur, Director 
DlYlaloa of laeerutioaal Affair■ 

AttN-■-tl 
h-,•ed Letter to »r. lbabba 
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March 22, 1965 

Mr. C. Johnson: 

Chuck: This looks OK to me, and 
State political bureau has cleared it. State's 
and our clear understanding is that these 
projects will be over and above the current 
economic aid program. Most of the things 
proposed here don 1t look expensive enough to 
disrupt the overriding economic effort. Bowles 
can keep this in context. 

Assume you and Spurgeon are looking 
at the scientific policy angles. 

Hal S. 

-,,99p 
D- ,LASSIF,:O 

E.O 1J21'2, 2 :;_ . 
ByCba,4'_, . kA, a· 3'lctJ9 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 205'5 

,Af f 9 \96~ 

Mr. Charles Johnson 
Office of Special Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs 

The White House 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

Following your conversation with Hal Bengelsdorf of this office, I am 
transmitting herewith for your review a proposed letter from Dr. Seaborg 
to Indian AEC Chairman Homi J. Bhabha summarizing Dr. Bhabha's discus­
sions with the Conmission during his visit to Washington from February 19 
to February 23, 1965. As you know, these discussions were held as part 
of a general effort the United States is making to enhance the image of 
India's scientific capability and the principal items that we discussed 
concerned the prospects of closer u.s.-Indian cooperation in the field 
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. The discussions were a follow-up 
on the meetings Commissioner Palfrey and I had with Dr. Bhabha during 
our visit in India January 21 to January 31, 1965. 

I believe the letter is largely self-explanatory and, as Hal indicated 
to you over the phone, -ny of the proposed cooperative activities which 
we discussed with Dr. Bhabha are modest in scope and are a logical out­
growth of our already existing cooperative relationships with India. 
In other words, we probably would have gone ahead with a number of 
these activities in any case even had we not been urged to give special 
attention to India at this time. 

The draft has been reviewed and cleared by the Department of State. 

Following your review and signature by the Chairman, the letter will 
be sent by the State Department to Ambassador Bowles for appropriate 
delivery. The Ambassador has already been informed of the highlights 
of the discussion. You will note that the first visit exchange is to 
take place in April. fa-"-en 
I would be happy to answer any questions you have on this matter or to C/J

<
discuss any of the items further. u ..J 

U.l 

U.l ....Sincerely yours, 
o. 

..J 

1 • . . ' - , 

·' • c:: :oi. ~~tor >,b.:::::.. 
z 

a:.itom.:tically de - , ssiiied Division of International Affaits 
Thw ma:e:lal cou:ains lnfotcari:.n c-:teclillg the 

Attachment: J'la?'icnal c!!'len~e o! t!·,c U,iiif<d ~:10101 witilin the 

• Proposed Letter to Dr. Bhabha l':loo,-;in, ::,f • ' rsplo11u:;.- ,, :, •. Titla 10, U.S.C .. 

!.ia< 7':.1l Cl,-: -':11, tho tl.:.111 rJ.U~ kn er rovc.lr.1lion 

CJ! whch n c,11.. r.~::mner10 cµ 'Jl.lN"tlr:ir~ poc;;ou 

ls prohibitod i>y law. c:/d'-51 J 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. ZOIMI 

Dear Dr. Bhabha: 

We were very pleased to have the opportunity to meet with you 
during your recent visit to Washington to discuss the various 
prospects for more intensive cooperation between the United 
States and India in fields related to the peaceful uses of 
atomic enP.rgy. I believe we found ourselves in general agree• 
ment that there were several interesting and important areas of 
cooperation that warrant further exploration. In the following 
paragraphs I shall attempt to summarize the principal points that 
we discussed and the conclusions we came to regarding the 
appropriate next steps. 

1. u,s,-Indian Exchange In The Field of Thorium Recycle. As a 
result of your meeting with C011111issioner Ramey, it was agreed 
that we should take prompt steps to initiate an intensive 
exchange of information and personnel, in areas of technology 
related to thorium based fuel cycles. As a first step it was 
concluded that an Indian team will visit the United States in 
April for an overall orientation on the C0111Dission's principal 
activities related to this field. We shall forward to you 
shortly a rec011111endeddetailed itinerary for the visit. At 
the end of its tour of the appropriate AEC facilities we 
understand that the Indian group will plan to visit the 
USAEC Headquarters to put into final form a letter agreement 
covering our proposed cooperative exchange in this area. An 
outline of the principal provisions that we would anticipate 
would be incorporated in such a letter agreement is appended 
to this letter. We would anticipate that both thermal and 

. 'fast reactors of significance to the thoriU11 cycle would be 
covered in the proposed exchange. One of the first activities 
we would be prepared to consider in terms of implementation 
would be the long•term assignment of a u.s. reactor specialist 
to Trombay to work on the critical experiments using the Zerlina 
reactor. 

DECLASSIFIED 
B.O. 13526, Sec.3.S 

NU (r2f\c I'1·:15~ 
By Ulu) NARA DateO ·C8·◄ 011.f 
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2. Joint Study Regarding How India Might Utilize Its Uranium 
And Thorium Resources Most Effectively. In the course of the 
meeting we agreed that it would be desirable to establish a 
joint working group, comprised of about five to six people, 
to study and prepare a report on the various approaches that 
the Government of India might take, in its future nuclear 
power program, so as to achieve the most effective use of 
India's reserves of thorium and uranium. It was agreed that, 
during the April team visit referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, general discussions on this subject will be held, 
and that around May or June the USAECwould send a team to 
Trombay to meet with your designees and undertake the initial 
phases of this investigation. Our representatives would plan 
to review with your people the long-term studies that already 
have been prepared by the Indian AEC in this area and they 
also would be prepared to make available to your scientists 
the results of the recent studies performed by the USAEC.on 
advance converters. We would expect that both thermal and 
fast reactors would be considered in this evaluation. 

3. Fast Reactor Exchange. We agreed that it would be desirable 
for the-United States and India to consider the development 
of a more intensive exchange of information and people in the 
field of fast reactors. As already noted, our proposed co­
operative long-term study regarding the effective utilization 
of India's thorium and uranium resources and our exchange on 
the thorium based fuel cycle will each include a c9nsideration 
of fast as well as thermal reactors. I propose that after 
these two activities have been initiated we consider further 
what specific type of cooperative activity in the area of fast 
reactors would be most appropriate. 

4. Maritime Reactors. During our conversations you expressed an 
interest in exploring the development of a joint project that 
might serve to assist India in establishing its own program 
in the field of nuclear maritime reactors. You explained that 

(this area might be particularly promising in view of the 
relatively high cost of the oil now used to fuel Indian 
merchant ships. It also was observed that the successful 
execution of such a project in India, with heavy reliance 
on Indian scientific and engineering personnel, could serve 
to demonstrate India's impressive capabilities in the field 
of atomic energy. As we explained, the u.s. nuclear program 
in the •ritime field is now undergoing an overall reevaluation 
and this necessarily will influence the extent of our ability 

https://USAEC.on
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to cooperate with the Indian AEC at the present time. Within 
these limits, however, we would be pleased to discuss the 
various possibilities for joint cooperation in further detail 
and to furnish the Indian AEC with our views on the economic 
studies you already have performed on the relative merits of 
fossil fueled and nuclear fueled vessels. As an initial step, 
we have agreed that the Indian AEC will send a team to the 
United States at a time to be mutually agreed, as soon as 
these preliminary Indian studies have been completed. 

5. Plowshare Program. In the course of our conversations you 
indicated that it was conceivable that the u.s. PlCMshare 
Program might be able to make an important contribution, in 
time, to the solution of some of India's basic engineering 
problems. It was noted, for example, that nuclear devices 
might be employed to deepen the ship channel between Ceylon 
and India, or to shorten the water flow distance in the 
Hooghly River, which, in turn, would increase .the water flCM 
gradient and reduce the rate of silt deposition. It was 
observed that the latter application probably could be 
performed with wholly-contained nuclear devices. In order 
to permit the Government of India to assess the current 
status of the u.s. technology in this area, it was agreed 
that the Commission would send a u.s. team of experts to 
India, at a mutually agreed time, to (a) present some 
lectures to appropriate Indian scientists on the current 
status of the U.S .• Plowshare Program (including the remaining 
experimental work that needs to be done), and (b) assist the 
Government of India in evaluating the possible role this 
technology might play in helping India solve some of its 
engineering problems. Follat~ing this visit, and at a time 
to be agreed, a team of Indian scientists might wish to visit 
the United States and hold further preliminary discussions 
with our scientists on the matter. We noted that these dis• 
cussions would be held without any commitment to proceed 
further on the matter and that the actual performance by the 
United States of any Plowshare projects overseas (in India 
or elsewhere) would depend on the further development of the 
technology and the relevant political considerations at the 
time, including whatever implications the specific project 
involved bad insofar as the Limited Test Ban Treaty is 
concerned. 
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7. 

Desalting. We expressed our willingness to furnish the Goverwnt 
of India vith full information on the u.s. program in the field 
of desalting and to consider the possibility of a joint program 
in this area. You explained that the Indian studies in this 
field are still in a very preliminary stage and that, accordingly, 
this •tter could be taken up more profitably as soon u th••• 
preliminary studies bad been completed. 

Assistance In The Design And Construction Of Particle Accelerator. 
In the course of the discussions you indicated that there vu 
some interest in India in building, with heavy reliance on 
Indian personnel, either a 20•25 Mev Van de Gruff (tandem type) 
accelerator or a 50 Mev variable energy cyclotron. You inquired 
as to the possibility of obtaining the assistance of two or 
three u.s. scientists in helping the Indian group design and 
conatruct ·the •chine that •Y be selected. We _indicated that 
in terms of our own experience ve felt it would be exceedinaly 
difficult for India to construct a tandem Van de Graaf£ 
accelerator and that if such a machine was desired it probably 
could beat be purchased from the High Voltage Engineering· 
Company. I gather that this coincides with your own evaluation. 
It was noted, however, that several u.s. institutions bad 
successfully built, _as of late, variable energy cyclotrons. 
Accordingly, as a first step and to assist India in its further 
study and evaluation of this alternative, it waa concluded that 
you would send a team to this country, at a time to be agreed, 
to visit various laboratories and universities that either 
have or are planning the establishment of variable energy 
cyclotrons. We will be pleased to assist your people in 
planning and arranging the itinerary for such a visit. To 
assist you in this regard, I am appending a list of u.s. 
facilities that might be of·interest as well as a table on 
isochronous cyclotrona located in various countries. You may 
also wish to refer to the ''Proceedings of the International 
Conferences on Sector-Focused Cyclotrons", University of 
California, April 17•20 1 published by the Borth Rolland 
Publishing Company. Thia volume contains a number of papers 

.on the design and operation of variable energy cyclotrons. 
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8. Potisible Transfer Of u,s, Plutonium. I understand that during 
your meeting with COlll'nissioner Ramey you inquired as to whether 
it might be feasible for the C011mission to transfer to India 
an amount of plutonium for use in your proposed research and 
development program related to plutonium and thorium recycle. 
We explained that due to questions of policy as well as the 
current limited availability of such material we were obliged 
to consider requests involving the transfer of sizeable 
quantities of plutonium on a case-by•case basis and it was 
agreed that you would furnish us for our review a detailed 
outline of your requirements. We observed that either a new 
Agreement for Cooperation or an amendment to our existing 
Agreement for Cooperation would be required to permit us to 
transfer additional quantities of special nuclear material 
to India (for uses other than the Tarapur reactor). We also 
explained that it is now our policy to include a provision 
in our Agreements for Cooperation to the effect that the 
safeguard responsibility will be promptly transferred to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. I gather that you would 
not foresee any difficulty in our agreeing on such a formula 
regarding the IAEA in this case. I suggest that we resume 
our discussions on the possible need for an amendment to our 
existing Agreement or a new Agreement when the Conmission has 
had an opportunity to review your requirements for plutonium 
in detail. I understand that you would prefer to handle this 
matter in a new Agreement for Cooperation rather than in an 
amendment to the Tarapur Agreement. 

The C0111nission is.extremely pleased over the prospects outlined above 
for more intensive cooperation with the Indian ABC in these areas, 
and we are confident that they will, in time, be supplemented by 
exchanges in other new areas as well. 

As a closing note, I would like to state that the Commission bas no 
intention to publicize this letter with the understandina that you 
also do not intend to publish the contents. 



·1t waa indeed a pleasure for all of ua • and a personal pleuure for 
me• to see you 1n Washington and I look forward to seeing you on 
your next visit. 

Sincerely. 

Chairman 

Dr. Bomi J. Bbabba. Chairman 
Department of Atomic Bner_gy 
Apollo Pier Road 
Bombay 1. India 

Bncloaurea: 
1. Principal Provisions Anticipated to be 

Incorporated in Letter Agreement 
2. Liat of U.S. Facilities 
3. Table on Isochronous Cyclotrons 

Chai,rmQI· (Z) •cct Commissioner Bunting 
CommissionerPalfrey . 
Ccm:nissionerRa.~Y 
commissioner Tape 
GM 
AGHIA 
secretariat (2) 
OGC 
AA/LA Br., IA 
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PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS LIKELY TO BE INCLUDED IN A U.S. - INDIAN 
EXCHANGEARRANGEMENT TO THORIUM RELATING RECYCLE 

1. The United States Atomic Energy Commission and the Indian Atomic 

Energy Commission recognizing their mutual interest in fields of ·. 

research and development related to the use of thorium in thermal and 

fast reactors shall exchange information in the following fields: 

(Detailed technical scope to be delineated following visit 
of the team of Indian scientists to the U.S. in April, 1965.) 

2. The foregoing information shall be exchanged by reports, letters, 

drawings, ~pecifications, visits, and the long-term assignment of 

personnel and such other means as the Parties may agree from time to 

time. 

3. The information exchanged under this arrangement shall be available 

for use in the programs supported by the U.S. AEC and the Indian AEC and 

may also be made available to industry in the respective countries for 

normal commercial use. 

4. A coordinator shall be designated by each Party for the purposes of 

developing and controlling the detailed arrangements for implementing 

the effective exchange of information under this arrangement. This 

shall include, among other things, the nomination of correspondents on 

each side to deal with specific areas of technology. 

5. Th'e Parties shail arrange joint meetings at approximately annual 

intervals for overall discussions in areas relating to the scope of 

this exchange. 

6. Insertion of an applicable patent clause covering the disposition 

of rights to inventions or discoveries made as a result of the exchange. 

DECLASSIFIED 
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The text of an appropriate patent clause will be forwarded by the U.S. 

AEC to the Indian AEC for its consideration. 

7. This arrangement shall come into force upon receipt of a letter 

from the Indian Atomic Energy Commission stating its concurrence in the 

terms outlined above, and shall remain in effect for a term of ___ _ 

years. The Parties may review the arrangement from time to time to 

determine whether any modifications are indicated. Moreover, they 

may each terminate the exchange on one years notice if they so desire. 



~ Variable Energy Cyclotron Facilities 

University of Colorado Prof. David. L1nd 
Boulder, Colorado 

52 inch ~ Mev protons l ma int. current 
~ Mev alphas 

Research program incl.udes experiments on p1cJmp reactions and 
elastic ano. inelastic proton scatteriDg. 

University of M1ch:1gan Prof. Will1am Par.ld.Dson 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

40 Mev protons l. ma int. curren'ti 
'fO Mev deuterons 

Cy'clotron in operation but on limited basis pending ccm;pletion ~ 
additional shieldiDg. 

Oak Ridge National Lab. Dr. Robert s. Livillgston 
Oak Ridge, Tei:messee 

76 inch 75 Mev protons l ma int. current 
heavv ions ':J>100 Mev 

PickU'p react_ion studies. Polarized woton scattering. 

Lawrence Radiation Lab. Dr. Bernard Harvey 
Berkeley, California 

88 inch 55 Mev·protons l ma int. current 
120 Mev al'Phas 

Polarized 1>r~on studies·. Elastic and inelastic scatte.ring ~ ~­
p,t and p, He reactions 

Argonne National Laboratory Dr. John J. Livingood 
Argonne, Illinois 

Design study of 170 inch variable enew cyclotron. 10(? Mev 
protons. 24o Mev alphas. 360 Mev Ne • 

University of California Prof. John J\mgeman 
Davis, California 

Cow ot 7(:11 Oak Ridge cyclotron with modest engineerillg 
chang~s. Scheduled completion end of 1965. 
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Texas A8rM Prof. Royce Jones 
College Station, Texas 

Copy of 88" Lawrence Radiation Laboratory cyclotron.· Preliminary 
engineering completed. 

University of Maryland Prof. Harry Holmgren 
College Park, Maryland 

To be designed to obtain 100 Mev protons and 130 Mev alphas. 

National Science Foundation Project 

Michigan State 
East Lansii:ig, 

University 
Michigan 

Prof. Henry Blosser 

64 inch 50 Mev protons 1 ma int. 
Beam recently obtained. 

current 

AEC Electron Linear Accelerator Facilities 

Yale University 
New Haven, Connecticut 

Prof. Howard Shul. tz 

4o Mev 750 .I,(amp av. current 

Neutron capture Yray studies, photonuclear reactions, electron 
scattering. • 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute Prof. Erwin Gaerttner 
Troy, New York 

66 Mev 720 ~ amp av. current 

Neutron cross section measurements. Reactor physics measurements. 

MIT Prof. Peter Demos 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

Proposed 4ooMev 100 J{ amp av. current 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory Dr. John A. Harvey 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 

Proposed 120 Mev machine. 

Non-AEC: National Bureau of Standards Dr. William Koch 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 

150 Mev 100 ,i.(a:cips av. current. 
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UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WA9HINCITON, D.C. IOMI 

Mr. Charle• Johnson 
Office of Special Aasiatant to the 
President for National Security Affair• 

The White House 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

Following your conversation with Hal Bengelsdorf of this office. I am 
transmitting herewith for your review a proposed letter from Dr. Seaborg 
to Indian AEC Chairman Bomi J. Bhabha summarizing Dr. Bhabha's discus­
sions with the C0111nisaion during his visit to Washington from February 19 
to February 23. 1965. Aa you know, these discussions were held as part 
of a general effort the United States is making to enhance the image of 
India's scientific capability and the principal items that we discussed 
concerned the prospects of closer U.S.-lndian cooperation in the field 
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. The discussions were a follow-up 
on the meetings Commissioner Palfrey and I bad with Dr. Bhabha during 
our vi~it in India January 21 to January 31, 1965. 

I believe the letter is largely self-explanatory and, as Hal indicated 
to you over the phone, many of the proposed cooperative activities which 
we discussed with Dr. Bhabba are modest in scope and are a logical out· 
growth of our already existing cooperative relationships with India. 
In other words, we probably would have gone ahead with a number of 
these activities in any case even had we not been urged to give special 
attention to India at this time. 

The draft bas been reviewed and cleared by the Department of State. 

Following your review and signature by the Chairman, the letter will 
be sent by the State Department to Ambassador Bowles for appropriate 
delivery. The Ambassador has already been informed of the highlights 
of the discussion. You will note that the first visit exchange is to 
take place in April. 

I would be happy to answer any queationa you have on this matter or to 
discuss any of the it ... further. 

Sincerely yours, 

I 

( o•••• - .., • .. ,• I • 1 ✓ """'•I ~ 
~ .., .. -.. . ' ~ ,·. : 
• l:"'1·::.'.•c,:r.;".OL •Ia.J~om..:tic;r:1 cl:--:'.:!l~iilc1 i-

!::t!=~1~tor 
Division of International Affair• 

'--· ~ Thia r.1a!e;lal i:<)ll:c!J.U b!•.r.r..~cl.:;n , ii.i.::lu-:r L'I• 

Attachment: r,;licnal !!P!P.n:;e Q! 1:,e U.i!Ld !'.:1.1101,·,a:,11,11,e 

• Proposed Letter to Dr. Bbabha r.1(IO!;ln; cf :h,, r:,j>IO\lu;,' l~:,l, 'f;tla !(l, U.S.C., 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WA8HINGTON, D.C. 10M1 

Dear Dr. Bhabha: 

We were very pleased to have the opportunity to meet with you 
during your recent viait to Washington to diacusa tne varioua 
prospects for more intensive cooperation between the United 
State• and India in fields related to the peaceful uaes of 
atomic en~rgy. I believe we found ourselves in general agree• 
ment that there were several interesting and important areas of 
cooperation that warrant further exploration. In the following 
paragraphs I ehall attempt to summarize the principal points that 
we discussed and the conclueione we came to regarding the 
appropriate next atepe. 

1 •. u,s,-Indian Exchange In TheField of Thorium Recycle. As a 
result of your meeting with Conwnissioner Ramey, it waa agreed 
that we should take prompt step• to initiate an intensive 
exchange of information and personnel, in areas of technology 
related to thorium baaed fuel cycles. Aa a first step it was 
concluded that an Indian team will viait the United States in 
April for an overall orientation on the C00111ission's principal 
activities related to this field. We shall forward to you 
shortly a recommended detailed itinerary for the visit. At 
the end of its tour of the appropriate AEC facilities we 
understand that the Indian group will plan to viait the 
USAECHeadquarters to put into final form a letter agreement 
covering our proposed cooperative exchange in thia area; An 
outline of the principal provisions that we would anticipate 
would be incorporated in such a letter agreement is appended 
to this letter. We would anticipate that both thermal and 

. 'fast reactors of significance to the thoriwa cycle would be 
covered in the proposed exchange. One of the first activitiea 
we would be prepared to consider in terms of implementation 
would be the long-tera assignment of a u.s. reactor apecialiat 
to Trombay to work on the critical experillenta uaing the Zerlina 
reactor. 
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2. Joint Study Regarding How India Might Utilize Its Uranium 
And n,orium Resources Mor,t Effectively. In the course of the 
meeting we agreed that it would be desirable to establish a 
joint working group, comprised of about five to six people, 
to study and prepare a report on the various approaches that 
the Government of India might take, in its future nuclear 
power program, •o a• to achieve the most effective use of 
India's reserves of thorium and uranium. It was agreed that, 
during the April team visit referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, general discussions on this subject will be held, 
and that around May or June the USAECwould send a team to 
Trombay to meet with your designees and undertake. the initial 
phases of this investigation. Our representatives would plan 
to review with your people the long-term studies that already 
have been prepared by the Indian AEC in this area and they 
also would be prepared to make available to your scientists 
the results of the recent studies performed by the USAEc·on 
advance converters. ffe would expect that both thermal and 
fast reactors would be considered in this evaluation. 

3 •. Fast Reactor Exchange. We agreed that it would be desirable 
for the-United States and India to consider the development 
of a more intensive exchange of information and people in the 
field of fast reactors. As already noted, our proposed co­
operative long-term study regarding the effective utilization 
of India's thorium and uranium resources and our exchange on 
the thorium based fuel cycle will each include a c9nsideratioa 
of fast as well as thermal reactors. I propose that after 
these two activities have been initiated we consider further 
what specific type of cooperative activity in the area of faat 
reactors would be most appropriate. 

4. Maritime Reactors. During our conversations you expressed an 
interest in exploring the development of a joint project that 
might serve to assist India in establishing its own program 
in the field of nuclear maritime reactors. You explained t•t 

'this area might be particularly pr0111ising in view of the 
relatively high cost of the oil now used to fuel Indian 
merchant ships. It also was observed that the successful 
execution of such a project in India, with heavy reliance 
on Indian scientific and engineering personnel, could serve 
to demonstrate India's impressive capabilities in the field 
of atomic energy. A• we explained, the U.S. nuclear program 
in the •ritiM field ia now undergoing an overall reevaluation 
and this neceaaarily will influence the extent of our ability 



to·cooperate with the Indian AEC at the present time. Within 
these limits, however. we would be pleased to discuss the 
various possibilities for joint cooperation in further d_etail 
and to furnish the Indian AEC with our views on the economic 
studies you already have performed on the relative merits of 
fossil fueled and nuclear fueled vessels. As an initial step. 
we have agreed that the Indian AEC will send a team to the 
United States at a time to be mutually agreed, as soon as 
these preliminary Indian studies have been completed. 

5. Plcx-,share Program. In the course of our conversations you 
indicated that it was conceivable that the u.s. Plowshare 
Program might be able to make an important contribution. in 
time, to the solution of some of India's basic engineering 
problems. It was noted, for example, that nuclear devices 
might be employed to deepen the ship channel be~1een Ceylon 
and India, or to shorten the water flow distance in the 
Hooghly River, which, in turn, would increase .the water flow 
gradient and reduce the rate of silt deposition. It was 
observed that the latter application probably could be 
performed with wholly-contained nuclear devices. In order 
to permit the Government of India to assess the current 
status of the u.s. technology in this area, it was agreed 
that the Commission would send a u.s. team of experts to 
India, at a mutually agreed time, to (a) present some 
lectures to appropriate Indian scientists on the current 
status of the U.S .• Plowshare Program (including the remaining' 
experimental work that needs to be done), ·and (b) assist the 
Government of India in evaluating the possible role this 
technology might play in helping India solve some of its 
engineering problems. Follat~ing this visit, and at a time 
to be agreed, a team of Indian scientists might wish to v~sit 
the United States and hold further preliminary discussions 
with our scientists on the matter. We noted that these dis• 
cussions would be held without any commitment to proceed 
further on the matter and that the actual performance by the 
United States of any Plowshare projects overseas (in India 
or elsewhere) would depend on the further development of the 
technology and the relevant political considerations at the 
time, including whatever implications the specific project 
involved bad insofar as the ;1m1ted Test Ban Treaty is 
concerned. 



Desalting. We expressed our willingness to furnish the Government 
of India with full information on the u.s. program in the field 
of desalting and to consider the possibility of a joint program 
in this area. You explained that the Indian studies in this 
field are still in a very preliminary stage and that, accordingly, 
this matter could be taken up more profitably as soon u these 
preliminary atudies_had been completed. 

7. Assistance In The Design And Construction Of Particle Accelerator. 
In the course of the discussions.you indicated that there was 
some interest in India in building, with heavy reliance on 
Indian personnel, either a 20-25 Mev Van de Graaf£ (tandem type) 
accelerator or a SO Mevvariable energy cyclotron. You inquired 
as to the possibility of obtaining the assistance of two or 
three u.s. scientists in helping the Indian group design and 

•construct ·the machine that may be selected. We indicated that 
in terms of our ownexperience we felt it would be exceedingly 
difficult for India to construct a tandem Van de Graaf£ 
accelerator and that if such a machine·was desired it probably 
could beat be purchased from the High Voltage Engineering· 
Company. I gather that this coincides with your ownevaluation. 
It was noted, however, that several u.s. institutions had 
successfully built, as of late, variable energy cyclotrons. 
Accordingly, as a first step and to assist India in its further 
study and evaluation of this alternative, it was concluded that 
you would send a team to this country, at a time to be agreed, 
to visit various laboratories and universities that either 
have or are planning the establishment of variable energy 
cyclotrons. We will be pleased to assist your people in 
planning and arranging the itinerary for such a visit. To 
assist you in this regard, I am appending a list of u.s. 
facilities that might be of·interest as well as a table on 
isochronous cyclotrons located in various countries. You may 
also wish to refer to the ''Proceedings of the International 
Conferences on Sector-Focused Cyclotrons", University of 
California, April 17-20, published by the North Bolland 
Publishing Company. Thia volume c~ntains a number of papers 

.on the design and operation of variable energy cyclotrons.-
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8. Possible Transfer Of U.S. Plutonium. I understand that durlng 
your meeting with Commissioner Ramey you inquired as to whether 
it might be feasible for the C0111Dissionto transfer to India 
an amount of plutonium for use in your proposed research and 
development program related to plutonlwa and thorium recycle. 
We explained that due to questions of policy as well as the 
current limited availability of such material we were obliged 
to consider requests involving the transfer of aizeable 
quantitie• of plutonium on a case-by-case basis and it was 
agreed that you would furnish us for our review a detailed 
outline of your requirements. We observed that either a new 
Agreement for Cooperation or an amendment to our existing 
Agreement for Cooperation would be required to permit us to 

• transfer additional quantities of special nuclear material 
to India (for usea other than the Tarapur reactor). We also 
explained that it is now our policy to include a provision 
.in our Agreements for Cooperation to the effect that the 
safeguard responsibility will be promptly transferred to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. I gather that you would 
not foresee any difficulty in our agreeing on such a formula 
regarding the IAEA in this case. I suggest that we resume 
our discussions on the possible need for an amendment to our 
existing Agreement or a new Agreement when the Coanission bas 
had an opportunity to review your requirements for plutonium 
in detail. I understand that you would prefer to handle this 
matter in a new Agreement for Cooperation rather than in an 
amendment to the Tarapur Agreement. 

The Commission is.extremely pleased over the prospects outlined above 
for more intensive cooperation with the Indian AEC in these areas, 
and we are confident that they will, in time, be aupplemented by 
exc~nges in other new areas as well. 

A.a a closing note, I would like to state that the CoaaiHion bas no 
intention to publicise this letter with the understandina that you 
also do not intend to publish the contents. • 
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Dr. Road 3. Bbabba, Chairman 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 2!1, D.C. 

JUL 3 0 1963 

Mr. Charles N. Johnson 
NSC Stat! Member 
The White House 

Dear Chuck: 

Howard Brown has requested me to provide you with some background 
in!ormation on the International. Atomic Energy Agency and its sate­
guards system, particularly !rom the point ot view of the developing 
countries. As a related matter, I understand you have requested 
information on the interest o! the developing countries in power 
reactors, the ettect ot sateguards with respect to their plans to 
install such reactors, and the role ot the Agency in applying sare­
guards. 

From the very beginning· the notion ot an international agency has 
had wide and enthusiastic support, particularly on the part ot the 
developing countries. This was probably due, in part, to the !'act 
that these countries needed both financial and technical assistance 
to get started in the !'ield o! the peaceful applications o! atomic 
energy. The statute o! the IAEA makes it clear that the Agency was 
not created to be a source o! large-scale financial assistance, 
although it was recognized that the developing countries, which 
constitute a majority o! the member states, would require some aid. 
In practice it has worked this way and a large number of !ellowships, 
equipment grants and cost-tree experts and consultants have been 
made available to these countries through the Agency. 

With respect to sat'eguards, the IAEAhas adopted, subject to approval 
by the General Conference o! the IAEA in September, 1963, a sate-· 
guards system applicable to large reactors and associated materials 
provided through the Agency or, in those cases agreed by the parties, 
bilaterally. During the early development o! the sat'eguards system, 
India and the Soviet Union had gained the support o! several o! the 
developing countries !or the concept that sat'eguards discriminated 
against the developing countries. The principal argument used by 
India was that the industrially advanced countries (U. s. and u. K.) 
were making nuclear weapons; and, by means o! sateguards, were 
attempting to prevent other nation~ !rom doing the same. In June o! 
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this year, however, not a single vote was cast in the IAEA's Board 
ot Governors against the extension ot the sa.teguards system to large 
reactors, although there were three abstensions. 

There has been a growing interest in nuclear power on the part ot 
several developing nations, including India, Pakistan, the United 
Arab Republic, Israel and Brazil. The recently negotiated agreement 
with India with respect to the Tarapur Atomic Power Station is the 
tirst agreement, to our knowledge, covering installation ot a nuclear 
power plant in a developing country. This interest has been generally 
prompted by the reduction in the cost ot producing electricity in 
these type plants to the point where it compares tavorably with the 
cost ot power produced in conventional plants in areas ot relatively 
high tuel costs. This is particularly so in the case ot reactors 
fueled with enriched uranium, although some countries, such as Brazil, 
are seriously considering natural uranium tueled reactors. This is 
so, in large part, because they believe they will be able to supp;Ly 
at least some of the uranium trom domestic sources and thereby decrease 
reliance on toreign sources and, at the same time, conserve toreign 
exchange. 

It has become accepted over the past several years that enriched 
uranium can be obtained trom the United States tor tueling power 
reactors only under appropriate sa.teguards. The Tarapur .Agreement 
provides tor the application ot bilateral sa.teguards, and tor the 
u. s. and India to take steps to arrange tor IAEA application of sate­
guards later. To date, except tor small quantities of material, the 
major suppliers ot natural uranium have retrained trom supplying this 
material without sa.teguards. 

The IAEA can play an important role in applying safeguards to reactors 
and fuel supplied either bilaterally or through the IAEA, and, as you 
know, it is our Government's policy to promote this role. 

It you wish additional intormation, we should, ot course, be glad to 
provide it. 

Sincerely yours, 

A. •U,Director 
Division ot International 

Aftairs 



Excerpt from AEC's 
Bi-Weekly Report, 
August 13, 1963 

US-Indian Agreement for Cooperation Signed 

A 30-year agreement for cooperation with India that pro­
vices the legal framework for installing and operating a 380 MW{e) 
nuclear power station of U. S. design at Tarapur, India, was 
signed on Thursday, August 8th, at the Department of State, by 
Indian Ambassador Braj Kumar Nehru, by myself, and by Assistant 
Secretary of State Phillips Talbot. In compliance with the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the agreement has been placed 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy for a period of 30 
days. Following the waiting period, it would become effective upon 
an exchange of notes between the two governments. The two 
190 MW{e) boiling water power reactors for the Tarapur Station 
will be built by the General Electric Company. As previously 
announced, the agreement provides that at a suitable time, follow­
ing adoption by the IAEA of a safeguards system generally 
consistent with the provisions of the bilateral agreement, the 
Agency will be requested to enter into a trilateral agreement 
with India and the United States for the application of Agency 
safeguards against diversion to military use. 
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UNITED STATES 

TOMIC ENERGY COMMISSI 
WASHINGTON 25, O.C. 

July lQ, 1963 

Dear :tl.r. President: 

The Atomic Energy Commission submits for your consideration, in 
accordance with Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act, the en­
closed _"Agreementfor CoopC:;re.tion Between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Government of India Concerning 
the Civil Use_s of Atomic Energy.' 

T'ne proposed Agreemen·,., for Cooperation, which h,as been negoti~ 
ated by the Atomic Energy CO!l!lllission and the Department of 
State, generally follows the pattern of previous agreements 
with a number of other countries providing for.a cooperative 

. p·ower reactor program. The Agreement with India, however, con­
te.ins features which. reflect the latest Commission policies and 
·1t has been designed specifically to deal only with the proposed 
Tarapur Atomic Power Station which India plans to construct at 
a site no~ ot Bombay. 

The Tarapur Nuclear Power Station is to consist of two nuclear 
rec.ctors of u. s. design and manufacture. Financing to cover 
tha dollar costs of the reactors will be provided by the U.S. 
A ency for International Development. 

The more significant features of this particular Agreement are 
discussed below. 

ThiE! would be the first 11fuel requirements" agreement and would 
give effect to the Commission's new policy assuring foreign oper­
ators of enriched.uranium reactors of an adequate long-term supply 
of fuel. Thus, under Article II, the Commission would agree to 
sup:ply, and the Indian authorities would agree to purchase, all 
of the enriched uranium fuel requirements .for this plant, during 
the term of tl;le Agreement, subject to an overall ceiling of 
·14~500kilograms of U-235 contained in uranium enriched up to '2!J'/J, 
provided construction of the· Station is begun by June 30, 1965. 
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Since the Indian Government plans to build its own reprocessing 
f'acility, Article ·ll would permit reprocessing of the fuel j,.n 
India subject, of' co'll!'se, to the safeguards provisions set forth 
in this Agreement. 

Article VI of the proposed .Agreement, and an Annexure, contain 
a series of safeguard provisions which, while tailored to a 
single project, are the same in substance as those contained in 
a number of existing comprehensive power agreements •. In addition, 
the .~1cle provides that the Government of India shall have the 
right, u~on prior notice to the United· States, to remove from the 
scope of the A&t"eement (including the safeguard provisions) quan­
tities of special nuclear ma.teria.11 provided India has, pursuant 
to mutually accepte.ble measurement arrangements, placed agreed 
~quiva.l.ent quantities of the special. nuclear materia.l. under the 
scope of the Agreement for Cooperation. This opportunity for 
equivalent substitution reflects· a principle that is incorporated 
in the safeguard procedures of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. • 

Article VI:i: contains the required guarantees on the part of India 
• the.t materials, equipment or devices transferred to India will 

not be used for any military purpose and will. not, without u. s. 
·_approval, be transferred beyond the jurisdiction of India. This 
Article a.l.so contains a guarantee by the United State~ that, 
consistent with its announced policy, the United States would • 
not use for any military purposes any p1utonium produced in the 
Te.rapur reactor which it might acquire from India. Provisions 

_with a comparable ettect, 1n whole or in pa.rt, ·have been in­
cluded in some of our other agreements, including our Agreement 
with the IAEA. 

The proposed Agreement would go f'u_-rtb.er than any of our other 
nuclear power agreements in establishing the principle of 
appl1cation of safeguards by the Internationa.l. Atomic Energy 
Agency. Specifica.l.ly, Article VIII includes an agreement in 
principle, by the Parties that, at a suitable time, the Inter­
national Atomic Energy·Agency will. be requested to enter into 
a tril.atera.l. agreement for the implementation of the safeguard 
provisions in ,Article VI as follows: After the Agency has 
adopted a system of safeguards for large scale reactors of the 
size of the Tarapur Nuclear Power station, and at a reasonable 
time to be mutually agreed upon, the United states and India will 
consult with each other to determine whether the .6.gency' s system. 

https://Specifica.l.ly
https://f'u_-rtb.er
https://ma.teria.11
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so. adopted is generally consistent with the safeguard provisions 
contained in Article VI. If' the system is generally consistent 
'With these provisions, the Parties wiJ.l request the Agency to 
enter into a trilateral agreement regarding th~ implementation 
of safeguard res- ~~r·ies recognize that 
the trilate·· ..u.d be implemented 
as soon e.s.:.. . . , ........ ; .. . ....... order to avoid any dis-
location or~.~ rts.inty during the period of early operation of 
the TaraJ?' . Nuclear Power Station, that the Government of India 
may spec ;.'y that the agreement with the Agency shall not be 
implem .J.ted until the Tarapur St2.-ti.... . .. "J..'ached reliable full­
power operation. 

Article VIII also provides that the Government of the United 
States is prepared, in principle, to include appropriate pro­
visions in the trilateral agreement with the Agency which would 
enable the Agency to apply its safeguards to any special nuclear 
materials produced in the Tarapur project and returned to the 
United States. The inclusion of this principle is compatible 
with the strong support the United States has given to the evo­
lution of safesua,rds administered by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency and to the concept that Agency controls should 
effectively follow special nuclear materials produced in Agency­
safeguarded facilities. 

The Agreement was designed to assure the Indians of a long­
term supply of fuel over a 25-year period and since it is 
anticipated that construction of the Station will require from 
four to four and one-half years, Article X provides that the 
Agreement shall remain in force for a period of 30 years. 

The other provisions of this Agreement are ~1m1Jar in content to 
those contained in comprehensive power-type Agreements for 
Cooperation which we have with a number of countries •. 

The Commission, having considered the proposed Agreement, recom­
mends that in accordance with the Atomic Energy Act you determine 
that its performance will promote and will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to the common defense -and security; that you 
approve it and authorize its execution. The Department of State 
supports the Commission's recommendations. 
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Following you:r approval a.nd authorization, the Agreement will be 
formally executed on behalf of the Government of the United 
States of America, by appropriate representatives of the Atomic 
Energy Cc ssion and the Department of State. In compliance 
with Section l23c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
the .Agreement will then be placed before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

Chairman 

The President 
The White House 

Enclosure: 
Amendmentto Agreement tor Cooperation 
Between the Government of the United States 
ot America and the Government ot India 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C, 

JUL 1 I 1963 

Mr• Frederick C. Schuldt., Jr. 
Assistant Chiet for Atomic Energy 
Mili~y Division 
Bure~u ot the Budget 
17th & Pennsylvania Avenue., N.w. 
Washington., D. c. 

Dee.r Fred: 

In line with your memorandum of May 13., 1963., I am providiJ:ls here­
with background infomation relating to a proposed Agreement for 
Cooperation with the Government ot India wllich the commission has 
sent, or will shortly seed., to the Bureau ot the Budget ~or trans­
mi ttal to the President. 

The proposed Tarapur Atomic Power Station .is to consist ot two 
boiling water power reactors, to be fueled with enriched uranium, 
each vith a rated capacity of l.90 l-Z.1e. International General 
Electric Cam:pa.!lyhas been se1ected by the Government ot India to 
desi~, construct, and put into initial operation the Station OD 
a "turnkey" basis. • The Indians hope to have the Station 1n 
operation by mid-1967., and reportedly have already commenced 
clearin3 the site tor the station at a location 62 miles north 
ot Bombay. 

The proposed Agreement is fl1 mi Jar in many· respects to comprehen­
sive power-type bilateral agreements which the United States bas 
entered into with other countries., althousb it limits cooperation 
only to· the Tarapur ProJect. Variations in this Agreement from 
the usual comprehensive power-type agreements are discussed in 
the letter transmitting the Agreement to the President_. 

Two import:-.n.t controversial issues on which the u. s. and the 
Inoiens have heretofore taken divergent positions arose during 
the :._6otiation ot the Agreement. 
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.The Indians 1 1n the last six or seven years, have been outspoken 
critics ot some of the features of the IAEA's safeguards system, 
notably the concept that control should ~pply to equipment. They 
also generally have felt that IAEA controls nre discriminatory 1D 

.that they apply to the recipients; but not the donors, of atomic 
a.ssiste.nce. The United-stc.tes, Oil the other hand~ has followed 
a policy which favors a concerted effort to place·bilateral agree­
ments under IAEA safeguards. 

The Agreement provides that the Parties "e.gree 1n principle" that, 
at a suitable time, the Agency will be requested to implement the 
safeguards provisions of the bilateral Agreement. This formulation 
provides that 11' the Agency. adopts a system which is generally con­
sistent with the safeguard provisions of the bilateral Agreement, 
the Parties will request the Agency to enter into a trilateral. 
arrangement tor the impl.ementation of safeguards. Assuming the 
J>.8ency ~ystem is consistent with the bilateral Agreement, there 
thus is a positive and unconditional requirement.to transfer 
safeguards to the Agency. Further, if the u. s. and India do not 
reach a mutually satisfactory agreement on the terms ot the turn­
over arrangement, either Party may terminate the bilateral Agreement. 

When the negotiations were begun,_ more than twelve months ago, the 
IAEAhad not taken any steps to amplify its existing safeguard 
system to cover large reactors ot the size ot the Tarapur Nuclear 
Power Station. Accordingly, those ot us who were concerned with 
this matter felt it was ·on1y prudent and appropriate to devise a 
formula that would afford the u. s. with the opportunity to satisfy 
1 tself that any ·expansion in the Agency• s system was adequate be­
fore anactual transfer was arranged. We still believe this 

·opportunity for review is des1rab1e until such time as the expanded 
Agency safeguard system is formal.ly adopted and put into actual 
opere.tion. As the situation now stands, we are heartened with the 
progress that the Agency has made to date in this area. Speciti­
cal.ly, on June 19, 1963, the l3oo.rdof Governors ot the IAEA 
approved a proposed expansion ot the Agency's safeguard system 
for consideration by the forthcoming General Conference. This 
proposed expansion in the Agency's system, 1n our view, is con­
sist:..nt with the safeguard provisions in our proposed .Agreement 
·tor Cooparation with India. Accordingly, it should be only a 
matter of time until the Ta.rapur Agreement is placed under IAEl 
controls. • • 

The other issue on which we encountered ditticulty arose as a 
result of a long-standing belief by India that safeguards shoul4 
not result tran the supply of equipment as contrasted with en-· 
riched uranium, by one nation to another. 

https://formal.ly
https://requirement.to
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The united States has always been of the strong opinion that 
safeguards should be applied to equipment as well as to enriched 
uranium fuel. since reactor facilities and tuel are equally im-
porte. ··.:; to the production of the specie.l nuclear material which C2ll 

be diverted to military use. The Government ot India concluded, 
however, that it was able to agree to this formulation in this 
inst:::.nce, without compromising its basic position on this matter 
since it bas agreed that the Ta.rapur Nuclear Power Station only 
will be operated on U~ s. enriched uranium or pl.utonium produced 
therefrom. ·Specifically, since safeguards would in any case be 
attached to the Tarapur Station by virtue of the controls tha.t 
would follow the enriched uranium, the Government of IDdia he.a con­
cluded ~tits basic policy will not be jeopardized if it permits 
the United States to apply safeguards to equipment and hardware in 
this instance. The traditional u. s. position 1n turn has been 
preserved ince safeguards are cl.early appl.icable to equipment as 
well es fuel under the Agreement. 

In December, 1963:,the Comm1ssion approved an extension and 
amplii"ication of its existing deferred payment pl.an for 1"uel in­
ventories of nuclear power reactors constructed 1n developing 
countries to encompass a total of 1 1000 MW(e) installed capacity. 
Pursuant to this action, the Commission eA"tended the benefits ot 
this pl.an to the Government of India. to make the enriched uranium 
(valued at approximately $].4.7 million) 1n the initial tue1'1nven­
tory tor the Ta.rapur reactors ~vailable on a deferred payment-basis. 
Under this arrangement -India is required to make interest peyments 
identical to the use charge rates (currently- 4 3/41,) paid by u. s. 
reactor operators on the value of the material during the first. 
ten years, with repayment of the ca.pital costs pl.us interest on 
the unpaid balance during the second ten-year period. Replacement 
fuel to COUIJ?ensatetor burnup will be pa1d tor on a current basis 
as it is delivered. 

The Agency tor International Development (AID) has approved an 
Indian loan request in.the amount not to exceed $80 million 
dollars to cover the foreign exchange costs ot the reactors. 
The loan will· tall w1thin the aid comm:l.tments to India by the 
Consortium. • 

We regard this Agreement as an especially important and meri-
torious one. It extends our international cooperative program in 
civilian nuclear power to ·the nation which is, perhaps, most crucial 
1n our competition with the Soviet system. It secures the ad­
herence of India, not only to safeguards, but to the principl.e ot 
1nternationally·8"ro1D1stered safeguards which India has heretofore 
been 1n the forefront 1n opposing. It should, therefore, set the 
trend toward the general acceptance·of such safeguards by other 
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nations. It insures.that the major potential of these facilities 
for the production of material which could be employed 1n weapons 
will be under effective safeguards, a result which would not 
necesse.rily hc.ve been 't;he case if these· reactors had been supplied 
from other sources. 

The project will develop close technical·and economic ties between 
the United States and India. In particular, India must rely for 
the f'Uel tor this reactor for an indefinite period on the United 
States, a factor which will favorably affect our long-term politi­
cal and economic relationShips. Participation 1n the project by 
Indian scientists and industry will, we believe, have an upgrading 
infl.uence on maoy facets of their technology and iildustry. 

From the economic standpoint, the project will help strengthen 
the Indian economy by supplying critically needed power at rates 
which are lower than those of the only feasible alternative, that 
is, coal. 

Tb,e project itself will be a dramatic evidence ot u. s. aid to 
India. Initial. Indian press comment has already been higbly 
favorable. 

With regard to the. ettect that this .Agreement will have on the U. s. 
balance of peyments, all of the f'Unds loaned to India by AID will 
be expended 1n the u. s. for the purchase ot the reactor and its 
components, and there·will, therefore, be no dollar drain. Re~­
ment of this loan 1n dollars will have a long-tem positive ettect 
onthe balance ot ~ts. Payment for replacernen~ tuel will be 
a. positive element 1n the balance~ peyments. Many u. s. firms 
would benefit, since even the prime supplier and contractor, 
International General Electric, would purchase numerous items 
from firms 1n all parts of the country. AID has stated-that turther 
advsntages to our econe>Iey'would accrue via the mul.t1p11er ef'f'ect. 
Favorable effects also will result from establishment of a market 
tor.u. s. replacement and spare parts tor the plant. 

Sincerely yours, 

IY~ . 
. Myron • Kratzer, Deputy Director 
Division of International Affairs 

. 
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UNITED STATES UNITED STATES--n r t 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION DEPARTMENTOF STATE 

Washington 25, D. C. 

No. F-128 June 29, 
Tel. HAzelwood 7-7831 

Ext. 3446 

(The following joint statement by the Governments of 
India and the United States was distributed to the 
news media by the Department of State at 12:00 noon 
(EDT), Saturday, June 29, and is sent to for 
your information 

JOINT' PRESS STATEMENT 
NEGOTIATIONS ON TARAPUR PROJECT 

In the last few days representatives of the Govern­
ment of India and the Government of the United States 
have substantially completed negotiations on _the text of 
a proposed Agreement for Cooperation which would provide 
a legal basis for the installation and operation of a 
380 electrical megawatt nuclear power station, of U.S. 
design, at Tarapuri India. The availability of U.S. 
financing for the project is now being considered by 
the U.S. Agency for International Development. 

The Agreement for Cooperation which has been 
negotiated but not signed is specifically tailored for 
the Tarapur project. Under the terms of the proposed 
arrangement, which would last for thirty years, the 
United States would undertake to supply India with its 
estimated long term fuel requirements for the plant, and 
information would be exchanged on matters pertaining to 
the design, construction and operation of the plant as 
well as problems of health and safety. Unclassified in­
formation 
including 
the use 
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developments 
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Parties during 
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In the course of the negotiations, India and the 
~nited States gave serious consideration to the nature 
of the safeguard arrangements that should pertain to 
the Tarapur Station to assure its peaceful use. The 
Agreement will contain bilateral safeguard provisions 
designed to assure the peaceful use of the Tarapur Sta­
tion. India and the United States have always agreed, 
in principle, that safeguards should be applied to en­
riched uranium fuel but there has been a difference of 
opinion between the Governments with regard to the 
attachment of safeguards to equipment. In the case of· 
the Tarapur projec~, it has been possible to achieve 
a mutually satisfactory arrangement without either 
Government giving up its basic position regarding the 
attachment of safeguards to equip~ent, since the Tarapur 
Station will be operated only on enriched uranium sup­
plied by the United States or on plutonium produced 
therefrom: the United States would guarantee the supply 
of enriched uranium for the period of the Agreement. 

Another major subject that has been under careful 
review is the role that the International Atomic Energy 
Agency should play in the cooperative program. The 
United States and India have recognized that it would 
be desirable for both Parties to avail themselves of 
the services of the International Atomic Energy Agency. 
The International Atomic Energy Agency is not yet in a 
position to apply safeguards to large scale reactors of 
the size to be installed at T_arapur al though the Agency 
is developing a system to cover such large reactors. 
Accordingly, the U.S.-Indian arrangement would ·include 
an agreement in principle that, at a suitable time, the 
Agency will be requested to enter into a trilateral 
agreement for the implementation of the safeguard pro­
visions in the proposed bilateral agreement subject to 
the following conditions: After the Agency· has adopted 
a system of safeguards for large reactors, and at a 
reasonable time to be mutually agreed, the U.S. and India 
will consult with each other to determine whether the 
system so adopted is generally consistent with the pro­
visions in the bilateral agre~mE:nt. If the system is 
generally consiste11t, the Parties will request the 
Agency to enter into a trilateral arrangement covering 

(more) 
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the implementation of safeguard responsibilities. The 
Agreement would permit deferring implementation of the 
arrangement with the Agency until after the Tarapur Nu­
clear Power Station has achieved reliable full power 
operation. 

It is expected that the proposed Tarapur Station 
will make an important contribution to the development 
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

- 30 -
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 

Mr. Charles E. Johnson 
NSC Staff Member 
Th• White House 

Dear Chuck: 

In response to our telephone conversation of today's date, this note 
briefly describes the current status of our proposed cooperation with 
India on the Tarapur Nuclear Power Station. 

In the last few daya, representatives of the Department of State and 
the Comaission have completed negotiations on the text of an Agreement 
for Cooperation which would serve ae the basis for the installation 

. and operation of a 380 electrical megawatt nuclear power station, of 
u.s. design, which India plans to construct at Tarapur, north of 
Bombay.· The proposed Agreement, which would last for thirty years, 

-is similar in substance to the nuclear power agreements that the 
.United States baa in effect with other countries except it has been 
specifically tailored to cover one project. Under the terms of the 
•rrangement, the United States would undertake to supply India with 
its estimated long-term fuel requirements for enriched uranium fuel, 
.and unclassified inforaation would be exchanged in fields related to 
the construction and operation of the reactor. 

The Agreement includes appropriate safeguards designed to assure the 
peaceful use of the Tarapur Station. During the initial stages, these 
safeguards will be administered by the United States, since the 
International Atomic Energy Agency is still in the process of de­
veloping an expanded safeguard syst• which would be suitable for 
such large-scale reactors. As one of its moat notable features, 
however, the Agreement include• an agreement in principle between 
the United Statea and India that, at a suitable tiae, the 1AIA will 
be aaked to enter into an arrangement for the illplementation of the 
safeguard provision, provided that the Agency'• expanded safeguard 
system is generally consistent with this provision. The Agreement 
thus would go further than any of our other nuclear power agre•ents 
in cOllllllittina the Parties to the principle of safeguards administered 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

Dr. Seaborg recently briefed Senator Pastore and other members of the 
Joint Congressional Conaittee on Atomic Energy on this matter. Although 
Senator Pastore had previously expressed some concern over this matter, 



Mr. Johnaon 

he varaly conaratulated the Adainiatration f~ ita handling of th• 
neaotiationa and atated that hi• previoua ■iaaivinga bad been put to 
reat. 

India baa requeated a loan froa the Agency for International Deftl.,_..t 
covering the ••ti■ated dollar coat• of th• plant ($78,000,000). we 
underatand that AID ha• approved th• loan request 
the Inter-Agency »evelopaant Loan Co.d.tt••• 

aubject to reviw by 

Th• Co.aiaaion plana to aub■it 
for bi• reviw and apprnal in 

th• 
th• 

propoaecl Agre ... 
next fw daya. 

nt to the Pr•aident 

Sincerely youra, 

A, A~ Director 
Diviaion of International Affair• 

-
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UNITED STATES-INDIAN NEGOTIATIONS 
ON NUCLEAR POWERSTATION AT TARAPUR, INDIA 

In the last few days representatives of the Government of India and 
the Govemment of the United States have substantially completed negotia­
tions on the text of a proposed agreement for cooperation which would 
provide ~·legal basis .for the installation and operation of a 380 megawatt
nuclear power station of United States design at Tarapur, India. The 
availability or United States financing for the project is now being con­
sidered by the United States Agency for International Development. 

The agreement for cooperation which has·been negotiated but not signed
is specifically tailored for the Tarapur Project. Under the terms of the 
proposed arrangement, which would last for 30 years, the United States would 
undertake to supply India with its estimated long term t'uel requirements
for the plant and information would be exchanged on matters pertaining to 
the design, construction and operation of the plant as well as problems
of health and safety. Unclassified information in related fields of re­
search and development, including developments in boiling water technology
and the use of plutonium as a fuel would also be exchanged between the 
parties during the period of the agreement. 

In the course of·the negotiations, India and the United States gave
serious consideration to the nature of the safeguard arrangements that 
should pertain to the Tarapur station to assure its peaceful use. The 
agreement will contain bilateral safeguard provisions designed to assure 
the peaceful use of the Tarapur station. India and the United States have 
always agreed in principle that safeguards should be applied to enriched 
uranium t'uel, but there has been a difference of opinion between the govern­
ments with regard to the attachment of safeguards to equipment. In the 
case of the Tarapur project, it has been possible to achieve a mutually
satisfactory arrangement without either government's giving up its basic 
position regarding the attachment of safeguards to equipment, since the 
Tarapur station will be operated only on enriched uranium supplied by the 
United States or on plutonium produced therefrom; the United States would 
guarantee the supply of enriched uranium for the period of the agreement. 

Another major subject that has been under careful review is the role 
that the International Atomic Energy Agency should play in the cooperative 
program. The United States and India have recognized that it would be 
desirable for both parties to avail themselves of the services of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. The International Atomic Energy Agency
is not yet in a position to apply safeguards to large scale reactors of the 
size to be installed at Tarapur although the Agency is developing a system 
to cover such large reactors. Accordingly, the United States-Indian 
arrangementwould include an agreement in principle that, at a suitable 
time, the Agency will be requested to enter into a trilateral agreement
for the implementation of the safeguard provisions in the proposed bilateral 
agreement, subject to the following conditions: 

After the Agency has adopted a system of.safeguards for large reactors, 
and at a reasonable time t~ be mutually agreed, the United States and India 
will consult with each other to determine whether the system so adopted is 

generally 
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generally consistent with the provisions in the bilateral agreement •. If 
the system is generally consistent, the parties will request the Agency 
to enter into a trilateral arrangement covering the implementation of safe­
guard responsibilities. The agreement would permit deterring implementa­
tion or the arrangement with the Agency until after the Tarapur nuclear 
station has achieved reliable full power·operation. 

tant 
It 1a expected that 
oontri~tion to the 

the proposed Tarapur station 
development of the peacef'ul 

will 
uses 

make an impor­
of atomic energy. 

* * * 
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India Yields 
On A-Plant 
Inspection 

India has put aside earlier 
hesitations and agreed to in• 
ternational inspection of a pr~ 
posed nuclear power plant 
that the United States will 
help finance at Tarapur, near 
Bombay. 

Homi J. Bhabha. Secretary 
~f India's Department of 
Atomic Energy, disclosed his 
country's change of mind 
while visiting U. S. officials 
·here this· week. 

The 100-million-dollar 380-
megawatt reactor would be by 
far the biggest power plant 
to come under the inspection 
facilities of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency in Vi­
enna. The inspection would 
mark a major step in advanc• 
1ng an international control 
aystem over the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy. 

Until now, India has had no 
objection to having its pro­
posed nuclear power. plant 
subjected to safeguard in• 
apection by any single nuclear 
power, such as the United 
States or the Soviet Union. 
But India has had objection 
to exposing its power plan'tsI 
to groups of small-nation in-; 
spectors, such as its border 
enemy Pakistan, In the fear 
that such inspectors might try' 
to embarrass India in their re- : 

ports. 
The change in India's po-1 

1 

sition came after the Soviet 
Union, after a long history of 
objections, agreed last week 
to empower the IAEA to in• 
spect large-scale, or over 100-
megawatt-size, nuclear power 
reactors. 

The United States, which 
has indicated its. willingness 
to finance some $78 million of 
the Indian plant, has been 
·under considerable pressure 
from Sen. John 0. Pnstore (D­
R I.), Chairman or the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, 
to sec ·to it that India com­
plied with IAEA's internation­
al Inspection safeguards. 

Pastore accused the Admin­
lstation of "pussyfooting" with 
the Indian government and 
allo.wing its desire to open a 
U. S. atomic market In India 
to take priority over·the need 
to further international nu­
C'lrar snfe,::uards. 

0 y 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 2!5, D.C. 

MEMORANDUM Mr. JohnsonFOR: Charles 
The White House 

SUBJECT: SAFEGUARD FOR TARAPUR ARRANGEMENTS ATCMIC PWBR 
PROJECT 

In accordance with your request, I am enclosing copies of 
coamunicationa relating to the safeguards arrangements for 
the proposed Tarapur power station. It is my understanding 
that Senator Pastore advised Chairman Seaborg that the 
Senator intended to raise this question with the President. 
According to Chairman Seaborg, Senator Pastore implied he 
would do this not so much to take issue with the President, 
but rather to seek some assurance that the President was 
behind the project and our position on it. 

Division of International Affairs 

Attachments: 
As stated 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY. COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON U, D.C. 

JUN 3 1963 

MDl>RANDUM CIIAIRNAR1'01. TIii 

THROUGHGBHBlW, MANAGER-

SUBJECTz TARAPUllPIOJBCT 

The .Joint Coamittee staff has advised that Senator Pastore intend• 
to send you a letter ~ritical of the u.s. Qovermnent'a poaition on· 
Tarapur safeguard•• and requesting that no further action be taken 
until member• of the COIIIDf.tteehave an opportunity to di•cu•• the 
matter with the Coaaf.••ion. The following backp-ound .information 
is for your use in thi• regard. 

In conversation• with the Joint Colllmittee ataff IDllllber•• they have 
identified three related areas of concern to th•• Theee. and our 
comments are outlined belova 

1. Why should we merely be seeking "agreement in prillciple"• 
rather than.unconditional agreeaent. that Agency aafeguarda 
will apply to the project! 

From the time the u.s. position on this iaaue WU first fonulated. 
as the Conaittee baa been informed• our poaition•haa been to seek 
"agreement in principle". Senator Pastore. in his earlier letter, 
took strong exception to the fallback poaition but mentioned no 
diasatiafaction With our·illitial position of "agreement ill principle"• 
We have, accordingly, aaaamed that there waano JCAB objection to 
thia position. 

The·formulation "agreement ill principle" vu cboaen since the Agency 
baa not developed and adopted a safeguard• sy•t• for large reactors. 
We believed that it was unreasonable to requeet other governments to 
billd themselves to the acceptance of aiaAgency safeguard• ayatem which 
has not yet been defined. Of equal lf not greater illportance 1• the 
undesirability of entrusting aafeguards to an Agency sy•t• which aay 
prove to be illadequate~ eonaru• wu concerned· With the reliability 
of the ~ u a c:utodiaaa of u.s. aateriala and.aMllded ~ Atollic 
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BncS7 Act to require Congreaaional authorisation of any material 
to be supplied to the IARA. Th• underlying concern, o·f courae, 
is equally applicable whether material i• supplied through the 
IABA, or only safeguarded by it. 

We believe that the approach of "agreement in principle" continuea 
to be valid. The C01111littee also may have an,exaggerated.impre■• 
sion of the uncertainty implied by "agreement in principle". The 
provision as a whole requires that the parties request the Agency 
to en.tar into an agreement.!! the Agency'• ayatea 1• generally 
consistent with the bilateral aystem.· Pailure of the Indiana to 
fulfill this obligation would constitute·• br~achof the Agreement. 

2. Bow can we proceed with the Agreement 'in view. of our 
differ~g interpretation of the Agency'• rolef 

At the conclusion of the March negotiating session• with Dr. Bhabba, 
the Indian positic;>n wu that the Agency should be "associated" with 
the implementation of aafeguards wliile the u.s. position was that 
the .Agency should have complete responsibility.· The Indian.desire 
to retain some u.s. participation in safeguards even after the Agency 
takes over does not appear to be entirely unreasonable when it iB 
recalled that our own initial approach to auch arrang•enta was to 
retain u.s. bilateral inspection rights intact during the period of. 
Agency safeguards. Si11ic• March, the Indian position has moved sub­
stantially toward the u'.s. position. Dr. Bhabha has agreed that the 
Agency should have a responsible role, not excluding the role 
visualized by the u.s. The two positions are, therefore, no longer 
far apart. In view of this, coupled with the fact·that the language 
more reasonably supports our interpretation than any other, and the 
fact that the Agency is establishing precedent• as to ita appropriate -
role in safeguards, we consider it probable that the trilateral agree• • 
ment will conform to our position. However, while it is not our 
intention to so advise ·the Indiana, we would uot, at the time Agency. 
implementation begins, rule out some degree of continuing u.s. 
participation or reaidual rights if the Agency bu no objection • 

. 3 •. Was the Indian behavior at the recent Agency safeguards 
drafting coaaittee meeting unsati ■ factory, and should not 
their performance when the Agency Board act• on aafeguarda 
thi• month determine whether we go ahead_o~ ~ot.~ .. 

The Indian repruentative at the drafting coiaittee •••difficult 
and tedious :la the debate•• A JCAI staff aember wbo vi.sited Vienna 
aubaequently wu tolcl that the Indian vu "obstreperous"• . We believe 
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it would be most undesirable to place great weight on a matter such 
u the behavior of the Indian representative• since th~• obviously 
is so largely dependent on personal factors.rather than governmental 
instructions. Of more significance are the Indian position• on 
safeguards. In thi• regard. the Indian•• u expected• restated their 
classic position that safeguards abould not be applied to natural 
uranium and "hardware"• While we disagree with this position• the 
fa~t that the Indiana bold it i• not inconsistent with their agreement 
in principle to Agency safeguard• on Tarapm-. and cannot in any •as• 
be interpreted as bad. faith. • 

The Indians also opposed the establishment• in advance. of an inspec• 
tion frequency foraala for large reactor•• extending up to "access 
at·all time•" for reactors of the Tarapuraize. They were in fawr 
of a mre flexible ayat•• with the Board determining inspection 
frequency on a case-by-cue basis. While we oppose this approach. we 
cannot conclude that it is necessarily inconsistent with the concept 
of Agency adminiatration of safeguards on Tarapur. provided that the 
Indians would not claim that such a system. if adopted by the Agency. 
was inconsistent with the bilateral safeguards. In a third area.· the 
application of safeguards to subsequent generations of produced 
plutonium (pursuit) the Indian position was somewhat more cooperative 
than in the past. They acknowledged the principle of pursuit. but 
argued that it was premature to embody it in the Agency'• regulations 
at this time• since aubaequent generations of material will not exist 
for some time. 

The Joint Comm.ttee staff has advocated for some time that we should 
press the Indiana to support our safeguards position• in the Agency. 
aa part of their obligations under the Tarapur arrangement. The 
Department of State ia strongly opposed to attempting to require the 
Indian Government to abandon positions which appear to be honestly 
held 41lld which it has long and publically.supported in exchange for 
u.s. assistance on Tarapur. We believe they are right in this con• 
clueion.· On the other band. the Department.feels that there is a 
point beyond which the Indians cannot go in opposing safeguards at 
Vienna. if we are to conclud, that they are acting in good faith in 
respect to their agre4!1D18lltin principle to Agency safeguards when the 
Agency baa adopted a system which. is generally consistent with the 
bilateral provision•• 

At the drafting ·committee meeting. the u.s. member. Mr. Kratzer,. 
followed this approach in advising the Indian.representative of 
the unfortunate implication• of the Indian ·•upport·for a Soviet 
proposal that would have inspection frequenciea decided bj the· 
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Board on a case•by•cue buie, Within a ceiling-•perhap• •ix per year•• 
approved by the General Conference. As a consequence, the Indian 
representative dis-eociated himself from the Soviet poeition, and the 
Soviet proposal was modified to omit the ceiling figure~ In the same 
spirit, we have juet met With the Indian representatives to remind them 
of the necessity for acting consietently With their undertakings in the 
proposed Tarapur agreement. We emphasized, however, that we were not 
suggesting that they .-t abandon their long-held position on matters 
such u the application- of safeguards to equipment and source material. 

We are inclined to believe that the Joint Committee attitude on the 
Tarapur safeguards problem, wJlile undoubtedly representative of their 
belief in the importance of Agency safeguards, results in equal or 
greater ~uure from a feeling that if the Indiana want our usistance, 
they should accept our terms on aaf eguards • The Agreement as worked 
out is not entirely in accordance with our deairea; it admittedly 
contains compromises. We believe that it is th• beat agreement that 
we can get, and that the alternative to it 1• no Tarapur Project. (Aa 
you know, the principal iseues were referred to the Prime Minister.) 
Even so, the Indiana moved imlleaaurably further to acc0111DOdateour 
positions than have we to acC0111DOdatetheirs. Even With these com­
promises, we think it is a good agreement which will be looked on by 
the world at large not as a setback, but u a major step forward in 
the development of Agency safeguard•• 

We believe there may be some tendency on the part of those who feel 
strongly on this issue to overlook the fac;t that our assistance on 
the Tarapur project would not be extended simply on the baaia of our 
desire to be helpful, but on the buis of 1-portant benefits which 
we are convinced would flow to the United Statea from this drmnatic 
and unique example of cooperation. We believe these affirmative 
upects of the project should be stressed in·fu·ture discussions With 
the Committee. The a>et important of theae upacts u ve see them, 
arei 

1. Thi• would be .the first important case in which India bu 
agreed to saf eguarde of any kind, and the firet in which they . 
have agree, ·even ·1n principle, to Agency eafeguards. Thi• will 
advance, and not eet back international safeguards • 

. 2. Clo•• teclmical and economic ties will inevtt·ably result 
from the project. In particular, India will have a $100,000,000 
facility, aupplying an important part of ite power for industrial 
development, which will be dependent indefinitely on the u.s •. 
for its fuel eupply. • 
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3. The project will be a major counterweight to the impact 
of Red Chin••• atomic ener11 development•• both civil and 
military. • • 

4. Th• project Will have great political and public impact 
in India. Th• u.s. Ambassador regard• it as a major asset 
in the continuing eff~rt·to keep India on the fr•• world 
aide. 

tid:1Lldia 
Diviaion of International Affair• 

CCl Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Haworth 
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TBROUGBGIRlllAL MARAGlll -

SUBJIC'?a TAIAPuaPIOJBCT 

The .Joint Comlittee ataff hu advised that Senator Putore intend• 
to •end you a letter critical of the u.a. Oovtll'UMut'• poaition on 
Tarapur aafeguarda, and requuting that no farther .action be taken 
until aeabera of the Collld.ttee haft an opportunity to diacusa the 
matter with the COlaiaaion. 'l'ba followtna backp-omad information 
1• for your aae in thi• regard. 

In converaation• With the Joint COlllittH ataff. llalllber•, they have 
identified three related areu of concern to th•• Thue, and our 
C011MDt• are outlined belova 

1. VhJabould ve merely be auking "agi-e11N11t ill principle", 
rather than unconditional agrUMDt, that Agency aafeiuards 
will apply to the project!· 

Prom the tille the u.s. poaition on thi• iaaue vu first foraalated, 
u the Coadttee ha been informed, our po•ition hu ~- to seek 
"agreement in principle"• Senator Putore, in hi• earlier letter, 
took ■ trong ezception to the fallback poaition but 11eDtioned no 
diaaatiafaction with oar initial poaition of "agr .... t in principle"• 
Ve have, accordf.Ggly,·unaect that there vu no JCABobjection to 
thia poaition. 

The .foraslation "agreement in principle" vu cboaen ■ tnce the Agency 
hu not developed and adopted a safeguard• syat• for large reactors. 
Ve believed that it vu unreuonable to requeat other aovernment• to 
bind theuelvea to the acceptance of an Agency safeguard• ayat• which 
hu not yet been defined •. of equal if not greater iaportance ia the 
undesirability of entraatiaa aafeguarda to· an Agency ayat• which aay 
prove to be inadequate. Coqru• vu concerned with the reliabiU.ty 
of the J.A&lu a c:uto4ien of u.a. Mteriala and .... ed ~ Ato_alc 

https://reliabiU.ty
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Inergy Act to require CongreHional autborization·of any material 
to be supplied to the IAEA. The underlying concern. of course, 
is equally applicable whether material is supplied through the 
IABA, or only safeguarded by it. 

We believe that the approach of "agreement in principle" continu .. 
to be valid. The COIIIDittee also may have an exaggerated impres• 
&ion oft~ uncertainty implied by "agreement·in principle". 'J.'he 
pr_ovisioo as a whole requires that the parties • request the Agency 
to enter into an· agreement j! the Agency's system is generally 
consistent with the bilateral system. Failure of the Indians to 
fulfill this obligation would constitute a breachof the Agreement. 

2. Bow can we proceed With the Agreement • in view of our 
differing interpretation of the Agency'• role? 

At the conclusion of the March negotiating sessions With Dr. Bhabba• 
the Indian position was that the Agency should be "associated" with 
the implementation of safeguards while the u.s. po1ition was that 
the Agency should have complete responsibility. The Indian deaire 
to retain some u.s. participation in safeguards even after the Agency 
takes over does not appear to be entirely unreasonable when it is 
recalled that our own initial approach to such arrangements was to 
retain u.s. bilateral inspection rights intact during the period of 
Agency safeguards. Since March; the Indian position has moved aub-
s tantially toward the u.s. position •. Dr. Bhabha 'bas agreed that the 
Agency should have a r .. ponsible role• not excluding the role 
visualized by the u~s. The two poaitiona are. therefore, no longer 
far apart. In view of this, coupled with the fact that ·the language 
more reasonably supports our interpretation than any other, and the 
fact that the Agency 1• ... tabliahing precedent ■ as to its appropriate· 
role in safeguards, ve·consider it probable that the trilateral agree• 
ment will conform to our position. However, while it. is not our 
intention to so advise the Indian•• we would not. at the time Agency 
implementation begins• rule out some degree of continuing u.s. 
participation or residual rights if the Agency bu no objection. 

3. Was the Indian behavior at the recent Agency safeguards 
drafting committee meeting UDSatisfactory, and abould·not 
their performance when the Agency Board acts on safeguards 
this month determine whether we F ahead or ~t f . 

Th• Indian repr .. entative at the drafting committee vas difficult 
and tedious in the debates. A JCAI ataff member vbovisited Vienna 
subsequentl7 vu tolcl that the Indian vu "o'batreperoua" • . V• believe 
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it would be most undesirable to place great weight on a matter such 
as the behavior of the Indian representative, since this obviously 
is so largely dependent on personal factors rather than governmental 
instructions. Of more significance are the Indian positions on • 
safeguards. In this regard, the Indians,_. as expected, restated their 
classic position that safeguards should not be applied to natural 
uranium and "hardware". While we disagree with this position, the 
fa~t that the Indiana bold'it is not_ inconsist~t With their agreement 
in principle_ to Agency safeguards. on Tarapur, and cannot in any sense. 
be interpre~ed as bad faith. • 

The Indiana also opposed the establishment, in ~vance, of an inspec• 
tion frequency formula for large reactors, ext~ding up to "access 
at all times" for reactors of the Tarapur size. They were in f awr 

• of a more flexible ayst•, with the Board determining inspection 
frequency on a case-by-case basis• While we oppose this approach, we 
cannot conclude that it is necessarily inconsistent with the concept 
of Agency administration of safeguards on Tarapur, provided that the 
Indiana would not clai.lll that such a system, if adopt~d by the Agency, 
was inconsistent With the bilateral safeguards. In a third area, the 
application of safeguards to subsequent generations of produced 
plutonium (pursuit) the Indian position was somewhat more cooperative 
than in the past. They acknowledged the principle of pursuit, but 
argued that it was premature to embody it in the Agency's regulations 
at this time, since subsequent generations of material will not exist 
for some tiae. • 

The Joint CODlll:lttee staff has adwcated for some time that we should 
press the Indians to support our safeguards positions in the Agency, 
as part of their obligations under the Tarapur arrangement.· The 
Department of State ia strongly opposed to atteq,ting to require the 
Indian Government to abandon positions which appear to be honestly 
held and which it has long and publically supported in exchange for 
u.s. assistance on Tarapur. We believe they are right in this con~ 
cluaion. On the other hand, the Department feels that there is a 
point beyond which the Indiana cannot go in opposing safeguards at 
Vienna, if we are to conclude that they are acting in good faith in 
respect to their agreement in principle to Agency safeguards when the 
Agency has adopted a syetem which is generally consistent with the 
bilateral provisions. , • 

At the drafting conaittee meeting,· the u.s. member, Mr. Kratzer, 
followed this approach in advising the Indian representative of 
the unfortunate implication• of the Indian support for a Soviet 

_proposal that would have ~pection frequenci .. decid~ by the 
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lS<>ardon a case•by•case basis, within a ceiling-•perhapa aix per year•• 
approved by the General Conference. As a consequence,· the Indian 
representative disassociated himself from the Soviet position, and the 
Soviet proposal was modified to omit the ceiling figur.e. In the same 
spirit, we have just met with the Indian representatives to remind th• 
of the necessity for acting consistently with their undertakings in the 
proposed Tm:apur agreement. We emphasized, however~ that we were not 
suggesting that they muat abandon their long-held position on matters 
such as the applicati~n- of safeguards to equipment and source material. 

We are inclined to believe that the Joint Committee attitude on the 
Tarapur safeguards pr~blem, while undoubtedly representative of their 
belief in the importance of Agency safeguards, results in equal or 
greater measure from a feeling that if the Indiana want our assistance, 
they should accept our terms on safeguards. The Agreement aa worked 
out is not entirely in accordance with our desires; it admittedly 
contains compromises. We believe that it is the best agreement that 
we can get, and that the alternative to it is no Tarapur Project. (Aa 
you kuow,.the principal issues were referred to the Prime Minister.). 
Even so, the Indiana moved illllleasurably further to _acc0111DOdate .our 
poaitiona than have we to accoUD>date theirs~ Bven With these com­
promises, we think it is a good agreement which will be looked on by 
the world at large not as a setback, but as a major step forward in 
the development of Agency aafeguard•• 

We believe there may be aome tendency on the part qf those who feel 
strongly on this issue to overlook the fact that our assistance on 
the Tarapur project would not be extended simply on the baaia of our· 
desire to be helpful, but on the basis of important benefits which 
we are convinced would flow to the United States from this dramatic 
and unique example of cooperation. Webelieve these affirmative 
aspect• of the project should be stressed.in future discussions with· 
the _Committee. The most important of these aspects as we see them, 
are: 

1. Thi• would be the fiJ:"•t ~tant case in which India has 
agreed to safeguards of ·any kind, ·and the first in wbich·they 
have agree, evenin principle, to Agency safeguards. Thia "111 
advance, and not set back international safeguards. 

2. Close technical and economic ties will inevitably.result 
from the project. In particular, ·India vf.11 bave·a $100,000,000 
facility, supplying an important part of its power for industrial' 
development, which Will be dependent indefinitely OD the u.a •. 
for it• fuel supply. 
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3. The project will be a major.counterweight to the impact 
of Red Chin••• atomic energy developmenta, both civil and 
military. 

4. The project will have great political ·and public impact 
. in India. Th• u.s. Ambaaaador regards it aa a major asset 
in the continuing effort to keep India on the free world 
aide. • • 

-11z·· · tL~/·d:?Llt 
Division of International A.ffair• 

CCl Chairman Seaborg . 
Commisaioner Haworth 
Commiasioner Palfrey 
Commissioner R.aimey 
CommiaaionerWilson 
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February 19, 1963 

' 
Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

I have your letter of February 8, 1963 with regard to the U. S. 
policy toward the International Atomic Energy Agency. . As I understand 
from your letter, and from the Department of State letter of January 2~, 
which you referenced, it is the policy of the United States· to make a 
determined effort to transfer safeguard arrangements as soon as possible 
to the International Atomic Energy Agency and get all ~ew bilateral 
partners to acc~pt Agency safeguarqs. • • 

In view of this policy, I cannot understand why th_e United States ..... 
is not more forceful in negotiating with the Indian Government on the : :·.:-.'./;{. 
Tarapur reactor case. .It would seem to me that any proposed agreement •·)tr

) for cooperation with: India should contain a provision r·equiring the IndianS' • · 0 0 . ·:t,; • 
to permit inspection by the ;IA.EA once such a system has· been set up. 
I do not believe that a provision calling for· 11sympathetic consideration to 
the application of Agency safeguards" or similar pussy-footing on our 
part will further the stated United States• policy~: 

I am at a loss to understand how we can expe·ct ·other nations· to 
come arou."'ld to our policy when we fail to adhere to it in ou:r negotiations 
with the Indians· for a. new bilateral aareement/ Now i• the time to s·et a 
precedent when we are being asked to finance, through A. L D. and other · · :':'' • 
arrangements, the.Indian project amounting to over $100,000,000. (It is· ·i:::.-:';. 

:~t~$;~~~~~~ot~~;::;!~~;.t~-n !:db=~~;!:::::i;u~;~~~: ttt::i~-- • . , ·..;'.~;~J:~f; 
.. civil construction throu~h U.S. counterpart funds.) • • • • .. • < \ : (::·/\ 

Separate and distinct from the safeguards pr:oblem,• there is , • • 
anothff!.' ~.rr, )Ortant !actor which I believe should be con·sid·e·red in connec- • .: ,.;: '··· • , ••• . . ; . •, >/ >:~<··~.:· 
tion with . pr·oposed Tarapur project. Despi~e the efforts o! our very . .. . , 
best react.:" experts, constructbn ;'irms;. and reactor opera~g ·special-·: • ,:.•· ,)>: 

ists we ha ~ experienced numer(>us· problem~ in. the. construction. and • • • /:.:;:.:i_: {... 
operation ci our large scale pow·~r reactor·s~;. When:one· consider·s· the. • ... ::.'.,· 
remote area, the difficulties ~ b~. enc~unter~d .~ utilizing· loc~ cons.truction' .·: .··,., ( :: • 

.· . ~ .:• . . . . ' ·. 

J.-:..-.,:.orable Glenn T~ Seaborg 

Atomic Energy Commission 

·=-,_,>·/:>·>:·'.··.
·..... . 
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Hon. Glenn T. Seaborg 

personnel and the generally less experienced nuclear reactor operators 
in India, it is questionable whether the construction 0£ _such a large full 

1scale power reactor in India. should be undertaken at this tim~. I don't 
beliovo w~ should encourage a nation to become involved in a project which 
it may not be technically competent to support.· Instead of expected 
gratitude, in the event of technical difficulties, the United States may find 

1i;self in the long run subject to severe criticism by this same Governme~t. 

While I am in strong support o! the siAtoms Fo:r: Peace" program· 
.,...and £or assisting foreign nations in the peaceful use o; atomic energy, I .....,-, - . 

believe premature and ill-advised projects can a'dversely a.fiect no~ only 
our "Atoms For Peace" program but the United States prestige in the eyes. 
of the worl~_-...:- • • • • •... 

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Secretary.of State so that 
the Department may_ have, rn_y views b:1·this matter~-1 
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I •• 14: lllla 119...._ ,- •~ •.:. ,n.acm~ •t-tt~ of ou·, eaod t=iou 
VS.~ t !: 1enzaat of WI.a caa tlrJl:...-~t to: (;Ocr,'-!r.lttoa ccwed.ag 
t.he t.1 ! :~ Tarapw: ALOldc , ...... StaU.. "baa l 1 , ot.e )'OIi m 
Uda •~J::.t on Marcia 1, l 11Dt:e£tbac t, waa Olll' .. fir& isic.erttioa of 
eaeab114" • the pd.aclpla o! •nl1catS.. of s&tepama ~ tho tilter- • 
D&tiDltal , .toalc la.era, ~ 1 111our ae eciatiau vl~ t.ba Iw.liaa• 

o tllll, • ·•tar bnvo coat1••:l te alnt ia ~ poelU,on. , a 
c ri.a~..:r.-: • 1Dd14 baa 1IGUace&f'ted • provialaa la tlae agreer.; .. -· COD• 
,:-rniac; t o turnov r of uf~ :do ce u.. JA~tiGD&l Atomc £Mr&1 
\ ·'1 c.7 ( ~. lhader th1a fl'OV1.sJ.oa• the pa1rtta ould "aar e in 
p incl •l ~nat ac a nltable eta die Apacy will bo r•queac°'1 to •• 
t r 1Dt:o • trilateral a&reeMllt fol'.* Sllp1WDtatlol:a of the D fc m-r ~ 
provlcio of tbla qrNlllllt. aata aeaoc&atioa vil1 taka place after 
the A&oa.cy b4a adoptecl • safepazda •.r•taa f« tarp ructora wbicb la 
£-morally coaaietenc ntla Cba •11ateral •feplll'lla ,rovutoa... 

' hav: Jv1s t. Oovoraacm: of IDdla t~t. 1t 1a our tDterpr Uld& 
of bl 1rovuioa tbac tba Ageac7 S. to uM the prbaa ns~o,• ibJ.Uty 
f ~ c:aaataU.oa of uf~uard•• Oil its o:t. kd1a llaa &CJmowledjed 
ca: me. ::pr~t&tlcm of cba turncwer pnd.sio s of tL qi.-..nc, Md b~s 

dviaed ua c ~t vblle aot. exclu••~ tbe G1Vb,z of pr1DI r..,_.lblllty 
to cbe I.::•. or IJl,1Glllmtation of 1afe4'uarde» it !ocsla tbAt tba ln• 
~•J ·_;a • not. exclude ot!Msc .u:-4ns11m~t.a v1tb rupcmalbl• role, fW 
•'• IA:.~ • Ill autna tills poi. t • Dr• lbaWaabaa apha•lsed tbat lie ia 
~ ~ fid~ ~ ;:hat lmlla Ifill bG ~ ,1 ·• to achieve • utlafACtory ~t 
u_,h th~ 1te4 Stacn c4 coo?AF.Aoa tbls tter vhea tlle actml 
J taUe4 ~raafer urang.a-.nc are .. , .. lated. • 

'o·mllne t11at tba 1 r.~uap earwe4 upon, c u. te.s vun cbe proviaiou 
f t.Jaa -'alllCJ at~te £Rll pl'IICOdeDt1ao1n c bl~ by oci..r quacual 

aar-ta for applicatlGD of £&OAC1as ~ua ..da• lead to u an-a....,..t 
w'blcb would pJ.ace apoa die Apac1 ~- p,:uaa rea,ouildU.t·y vbicb ·• 
ngad u lt• qproprJ.ata role. ~. tWDOY«r artklo also bcludea 
• pnwlal.on ull1cb award• to ucla pare, &be unilateral d,pt of ctn:• 
ldnatia of tba qnwt lD ~ wat a eacutacto9 ~-.,:oo t dtJa 
the "&WI ia IIOt ccmcludacl. 

-'I. ~ 
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t believe that Indta•a aare ~lt ~ princ ple to tbo t~ of 
a enuards to tho~. whf.c conati utca thG fir-at such asr mient 
t.nvolvins a 1.ar e p01»1e:t' ructo •• repr c a an imporC4llt devol~ 
in the cvoluttoD of offc.ctlve izitU'DQ.tt.c=Al ,c :.:: da c::i4 conerol.e. 
'ni• ta p rticlllarly aua in 91ct, of Ind •3 lo • tQ:Uii ~position 
to tho c.cept nee of A~ u e£> • 

l gotL'lt!ou ue ~ p o~ . alas oa the r inder of ui ci •.t for 
c , ntton coneernins the T" pur Project. 1D aenerAl. tbta 6- • 
~nt 1:!ll pnrallel our e.xiati~ es-re nt for c pcration but 1t.a 
lzm.,"'"Wle.will be tailored to the fact tb:it the zrcel?le t will be con• 
fin~ apeieifically to the Tarapur Project. Omt new proviaiou of tb4 
srQ'-"=~~ ~s prea tly visual!: woul be a .itC!!:lent tl-.at the United 

...tctes is pr:, ed 1n principle to include ppropri te provio!ona ia 
the err el!lent turm.ns o-oer aafc rda tc> the UEA . tell would enable 
the A nc to apply lt1 a.fesu,:n-<13ay!ltai to o.ny spcci l nucl t.1ate• 
rial prCX:UCed 1n tho 'Iarapu.r Prpject mid r tt.ml44 to thG United Statea •. 
'rtiia i , of CC'..xrsc. consistent with our position of etrona au~rt for 
t.he prtnelplo of UEA aaf guards and la one \1Mch tre have alv~:rs con­
e!<.! r M a nece ur, conscquer~ of the application of o f ev r • by 
t!la v.-r.- • Aa you kr.oar• the ~"I l• r.ow sue~sfully urry out 
ina~ecti ot four -=all r tora 1A the united Stntea cmd B1l'1u-
r !'1. t: providins for A~ iDapectioua in thA uni~ States will 
b~ conduct~ ao as to aesuro that thGr 1a 130 ~s• by Aa-,cy 
in pee to aostticted Data • 

. ed vith th Indians that VO a'ball develop 4 joint a .· :sch 
in adviai the a on thU •ubject. Until tl\ia 4t tcrr..:mt luls bee 
4eveton • ,ind mtually agre to, w ue b'uttn th9 tnfo tion 
aa tha ~t c of the pNViaf.on relattns to the IAEA u " fficial tJse 
only". wa alao do not int n4 to publt.ct Dr • ..u .... ..,..,..,.•eo senr tioa 
r d1nSthe 4egre. of r~ib 11ty to k .., ~ d by the LUA. 
aince to do ao would tend to 1ud aupport to Ida approach to th11 
matter. 

If you have afZf_quutlona 011 thb aatter. ve ah 11 be gld to ~r ' 
them. 

a1acero17. 

C9&1.1irman Seabor 
COl::Elissio.or Hcwort 
Cornm1o$1oncrPalfrey 
Con:mio ion.er R,,.-ny 
Con::miasicnerWilson 
GM

ROSWLabl .Jobno. 1'4store, CM,t.,.. AGMIA Secret ri t (2) 
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CongreSll uf tha Ullited StatC4 
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February 19, 1963 

Dear Dr. Seaborg: 

I have your letter of February 8, 1963 with regard to the U. s. 
policy toward the International Atomic Energy Agency. As I understand 
from your letter, and from the Department of State letter of January 22, 
which you referenced, it is the policy of the United States to make a 
determined effort to transfer safeguard arrangements as soon as possible 
to the International Atomic Energy Agency and get all new bilateral 
partners to accept Agency safeguards. 

In view of this policy, I cannot understand why they United States 
is not more forceful in regotiating with the Indian Government on the 
Tarapur reactor case. It would seem to me that any proposed agreement 
for cooperation with India should contain a provision requiring the Indian 
to permit inspection by the IAEA once such a system has been set up. 
I do not believe that a provision calling for "sympathetic consideration to 
the application of Agency safeguards" or similar pussy-footing on our 
part will further the stated United States• policy. 

I am at a loss to understand how we can expect other nations to 
come around to our policy when we fail to adhere to it in our negotiations 
with the Indians for a new bilateral agreement. Now is the time to set a 
precedent when we are being asked to finance, through A.I.D. and other 
arrangements, the Indian project amounting to over $100,000,000. (It is 
my understanding that consideration is being given to furnishing approxi­
mately $70,000,000 through A.I.D. and approximately $30,000,000 for 
civil construction through U.S. counterpart funds.) 

Separate and distinct from the safeguards problem, there is 
another important factor which I believe should be considered in connec­
tion with the proposed Tarapur project. Despite the efforts of our very 
best reactor experts, construction firms, and reactor operating speeial­
lists we have experienced numerous problems in the construction and 
operation of our large scale power reactors. When one considers the 
remote area, the difficulties to be encountered in utilizing local construction 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
U.S. Atanic Energy Conunission 



Hon. Glenn T. Seaborg -2-

personnel and tre generally less experienced nullear reacior operators 
in India, it is questionable whether the construction ·of such a large full 
scale power reactor in India should be undertaken at this time. I don1t 
believe we should encourage a nation to become involved in a project which 
it may not be technically competent to support. Instead of expected 
gratitude, in the event of technical difficulties, the United States may find 
itself in the long run subject to severe criticism by this same Government. 

While I am in strong support of the "Atoms For Peace" program 
and for assisting foreign nations in the peaceful use of atomic Energy, I 
believe premature and ill-advised projects can adversely affect not only 
our 
of the 

"Atoms For Peace" 
world. 

program but the United States prestige in the eyes 

I am sending a copy of this 
the Department may have my views 

letter 
in this 

to the Secretanr 
matter. 

of State so that 

Sincerely yours, 

John O. Pastore 
Chainnan 

cc: Secretary of State 
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In line with our recent conversation, I am enclosing 
herewith a •110rand1111which I have prepared tar AID 
which I believe gives JOU all ot the relevant 
information on the Tarapur safeguard■ negotiations. 
Should JOU naed anything additional, plus• call 
John Trevithick in my office and he wi 11 dig out 
whatever 70u •1 need. 
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AID/OC • ,._ • Drew Jw. s, 196) 

8CI - Char lea W• Tboaa• 

&.'riat H1st.ar1cal Surft7 of t.he Ne«-1at.1ou on the 
Tarapar l•l.Mr Power ProJeot. 

S.ftral 79ara •iO t.be Ind1aa Goftr .. nt. CHCided t.o bu.lld a large 
nta01Nr power p-oJMt. at. Tarapur eut.1 ulea north ot Bo.Gay. Their 
initial plan vu t.o oonaider onl1 111&t.aral araniua react.ara ,ad t.o exclad• 
rroa oond4erat.1on enriched uranium reactor• whiob are the Jrinoipal \7Jlll ■ 

tthat are bldlt. 1n the United St.at.a. On the 1nit.1at.1n ot • o. s. ooapaay­
\ (preawaol.J •• ■tillghoue) t.he Indian p-opo•l w.a obanged. t.o lnalade •11-

ricl»d urwua pli&at.a. In June, 1961 ahortl.J after t.hia change waa •de, 
the India• appoeobed ••ba•Mdor Gw.Uarait.b and ••_. U U. t1naDD1n& 
ot t.hi• proJMt. oow.d be oouaidw.d by t.be u. s. Go•erment. •• •a addlt.1.Mal 
loan to India beyond our cOl!altaent• Wider t.be oonaart.11.n. In Jum eL 1961 
tbi ■ q•ation vaa oona1dered in th■ Deparlant. or St.ate, \he ~ am \ha 
tbla IC .. , in conJIIDDtion vit.h \•• ■--dor Gallraith, aad 1\ w• deterai.ct 
that the Un.i\ed State ■ ooald not coaait. 1\•lt t.o •••iat thi• proJeot oat.aide 
tJle oonaort.iua. 

0a augua\ )1, 1961, the IncU.ana reoe1Ted aeNa laid• t• t.bl Tarapar 
proJeot, t.vo tr• British oo..,.ru, ODIi rro. a rrenoh uoup, ODIi tr• a 
Canadian group, and t.hree tr011 ,1•rica11 ONpani•• - Int..ernational Ge111rol 
11.Nt.rio, W.at1agbou. and Genaral 11t.aic•• ~tter l.oac oona1derat1on, \ha 
Indiana decided t.hat. tbe International 0.aenl Uectric bid w.a t.be beat, 
the Weat1ngboa• t.he aeoond beat., •nd tbl rrenoh the third. •t t.hi• t.1• 
\he7 •d• • nav ai:,:::rc-eb to then. s. Goftrmaeat.•bout •••iatam,e t.o t.hi• 
pro~t. uder .11> &ad aa J)llrt ot \ha o. s. oouor,iua ca,ait.ant.. .\tter1a 

app-oJr1ate oonalllt.t.1.oM 1o w.ahi~n, t.be Indi&u were 1.nt~d thiiat \be 
United St.tea oolll.d oonaider the r,n.aoiQI ot t.hi• p-oJNt., p-cwidlld t.bree 
basic oonditiou were •t.• Tl:eN condit.iou were• (l) That the 1WClear 
power plant. vCNld be rM80111ibl7 ocas-t.it.i•• wit.h • CCIIIYent.1onal pawer pia. 
in the •• area; (2) That the Indian Genrnant. voald be villlnc t.o rtn 
W• proJeot t.he Ficlt.7 ~uired t.o iaold it 1a t.he cnenll tin ,ear 
India11 dnelepatnt. plaaJ and (J) ?baat Iadia llnd t.be o. s. GoMrmant. oo.ld 
rMOh • at11al.ly .,_t,iat..otory poa1t1oe OD at•aaarda oneriag t.be nucleu 
•teriala •ad eqaipant. aui:;i:,lied tar t.b■ JrOjeot. • tart.her condition ot 
• p-opoeed •t•cuarda ,gr .... nt. *• \be o. s. propoeal that \be Iad1.an 
Gcner .... nt would be wllllog t.o onait. 1t•lt ia principle t,o p-ot'ide an 
alt.i•te role tcr the International "te.lo lntrgy A~flM1 (LL) in the 
applloation of •fegaarda t.o the TU"apar Pl.ot. Upon pt.ting t.hi• oon-
di t.ional agr ..... nt that the United State• would con■ ider the p-oJMt, the 
Indian Gcmrrnaeat. oOllaitted it.Nlt to aooept,in,( t.be IGK bid tor two 190 
•gavat.t. electrioal n.ucla.r react.or• t.o be built on • turnkey ba•i• at 
Tarapur. 

CQ'WIZFHl· 
P ES P. 

https://at11al.ly
https://oonalllt.t.1.oM
https://deterai.ct
https://1nit.1at.1n
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In Jalz of 1962 a group ot Indiana, t.aded by Mr. Chakranr\1, the 
ohiet ot the Tarapar Project., ea• t.o waahinct,on and bad tentat.1Te cll.­
OUNiou with ott1cLt.la ot U. Dei-.rt.ent ot St.at• and thl a,o&aic lnara 
COlllli.•aioe ooncerninc the tnt ot • bilateral "~ciewnt. tor Coo~raUOft" 
oOTeri..ng tlw Tarap&r ProJeot.. Tbll p!IIH'al t.ena ■ ot an &grN•at which wre 
worked oat. on an IQ. Nl!pr:,ndm baai• p-o.1ded tar tnlt.ial u. s. bilateral 
atecurda on the p-oJect, tor \be a11pply ot t•l by the U.S. A.D; and tor 
an ulU ... t.e t.ranater of tbl aalecmrd• tuot.1ou to the UL. 

On t.hll •t.ter of \raMferring the •f•guard• to t.he UX.., t.bll u. s. 
~1.ator• encOQllt.eNd •riou d.1t.ticult7 vi\h t.ba Indiana. Tbt ladi&aa 
•1nta1Dl9d t.bid tbe7 wen perfect.17 villlni t.o accept. u. s. bilateral .r.-
1aarda on both th• enrict»d t•l t.o be HppU.d and OG t.he reaotar, ••pit.• 
\be tact t.bat t.bey b.t.ff al.war• oppoaed at•cuard• • naof.ar•• Tbair 
rationale tor acoep\inr bi lkt.eral Nfecuarda on thia p.rticlllar rNO\or 

la7 1n the tact. t.bat '-be u. s. GoYerinen\ 1a the OIU.JMUrCe ot enriched 
araniua and t.hat thb reactor collld op&rat.e onl.r by the ue ot ••h enriched 
urani1111. Theretc~ •, it U.1 accei:i'ed ategua.rda on the uran1• 1 \be react.or 
it .. l! wollld autoaw.ticall7 fall tmder •t•~ beca11.ae at it.a op1raU111 
vith .r.gau-ded araniwa. They wre atrai.d, hove•er• \bat it t.be7 aco.phd 
L1.E4 eateguarda on t.hla JrOJeot, peopla wou.M u.ae t.hia aa a precedeat. \o 
pt tbea to ace.pt. L.L -.tecu,arda on n&taral m-an.iua rNctor ■ vhich \bey 
aight ■ D.baequently bu;r rr011 France, C.n.&d.a, or t.ba United lucdN• A.a 
additloaal objection that. t.be7 bad \o !AL aatecuarda la7 1n U.ir beU.t 
\hat. \be7 ware clacrillioa\arf lo the tirn 1.Jiat.anoe ~1.nat. all aoe-nMlMr 
powr ■ •nd 1o \he NCond 1.ut.ance againl't all anderde••lo~d er dltftlopi.og 
coanviea. Tbe7 up-••aed the •i•v that. it wa ■ hardly fair for tb9 Oai.\ed 
Stat.ea \o 1.uiat on •teclMU"CLil oi. ~•till •to.rial.a in cOWIU'iea NOh a■ 
lad1a vben at. \he •• t.i• tbl Uait.ed St.at.ea did Dot accept ateparda on 
it.a ovn ailltary •t.eriala DOr •speot t.hat ■ ucb oOll.atrt.• a ■ lu■ia, the 
Oait.ed lincdoa or P'ranc• accept tbea on t.lwir aillt.ry JrOCl"&U• 

In t.h.11 connection t.be Indiana are alao ffl"J critical ot the u. s. 
poeilon 1o IIOt r.qulrlac lurat.oa countrl•• \o acoep\ Ia.\ at'eparc,...ao.. 
,-..r ■ baclc t.be Onited State ■ •cr-ed vith lm-atoa t.hat. t.hat. crganiaat.1oa 
oollld eatabll ■ h it ■ c,-.,n a!eguard.a ■7•t.ell and that the o. s. Go••rwa\ 
voctl.d accept luratoa 1nai:eot1on■ on o. s. at.vial• and equip111Hat. aabJect. 
to the ooadit.1011 t.hat. the lurat0t1 1:r-t,n vou.ld be leapt. aonata,eat. vit.h the 
u. s. 'bilateral k!egaard.■ ■19tH a.ad th• atega.rda -,wt• ot \be :Ulil. 
Tbt Indiana pointed out that. with pollt1eal wut1cat.lon ot U. luratoa area 
thh would amount to Nl! ina}»Ctioa vhioh t.be7 rep.rd •• -coeJ"able. 
!hair beU.t 1n the diaoriainat.ion agaiMt I.LDderde••loped 804llltrie• lay 1o 
\be tact. t.hat. • hlghl,- induat.r1a ll•d couat.ry VOCll.d • 1n • poet t1011 
t.ecbAioall7 to duplicate a rMctor pa:rcbaNd under ■ateguarda and t.bu pt 
an identical waaateguarded reectar. nw u.ndardilftloped ooantry, in contra.-t, 
vou.ld al.wa,- haft to bu7 it.a reactor ■ rroa ~•loped eoaa\ri•• •nd then.tare 
all react.er ■ 1n l&Dderdneloped oOWlt.ri.e ■ would reaain ader atecm.rda wbenM&a 

ca• MI I 

https://react.er
https://couat.ry
https://at'eparc,...ao
https://lurat.oa
https://aillt.ry
https://St.at.ea
https://dltftlopi.og
https://beca11.ae
https://react.or
https://perfect.17
https://ott1cLt.la
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Control:Action 6833 '. 
Rec'd: JUNE9SC 

12: 50 - ILT),lrFROM:NEW DELHJ 
Info 

SR TO: Secretary of State 
L 
EUR NO: 4853, JUNE9, 6 PM 
NEA 
IO 
p ACTION DEPARTMENT VIENNA28, 1001 • 4853, INFORMATION BOMB~Y 

INR VIENNA FOR USDEL IAEA 
AEC 
WHB DEPTEL4262 
RMR 

fONSEC DESAI CALLED ME IN TODAY ON QUESTION OF IAEA SAFEGUARDS. 
HE HAD EVIDENTLY HAD REPORT Of CONVERSATION REfTEL.DESCRIBED 

I PUT TO DESAI ALL Of THE CONSIDERATIONS SET FORTH IN REFTEL. 
HE TOOK fULL NOTE Of THEM, BUT ASKED THAT I CONVEYTO DEPARTMENT 
GOI VIEW THAT EXTENSION Of SYSTEM BEIAEA SAFEGUARDS SHOULD 
DEFERREDAND NOT TAKEN UP AT JUNE MEETING1 ON BASIS THAT GOI 
AND OTHER DEVELOPING COUNTRIESHAD NOT HAD OPPORTUNITY TO 
CONSIDERPROPOSED IAEA SAFEGUARDSEXTENSION SYSTEM. DESAI 
HOPED CONSIDERATION COULDBE DEFERRED UNTIL NEXT SEPTEMBER. 
I MADECLEAR USG COULD POSTPONEMENTNOT CONSIDER AT THIS 
TIME, ANO STRESSED WHATEFFECTS WOULD LIKELY FOLLOW fROM ANY 
GOI EffORT TO KILL EXTENSION Of IAEA SAFEGUARDS SYSTEMOR 
POSTPONECONSIDERATION. 

SCP-3• 

TIMt-ONS 
\ 

BAP 
\ DECLASSIFIED 

E 0. 1 292, Sec. 3.4 " 
By~ NARA,Date.,_/ ,tl1 

-~~e!P!!'r!!t~-o!!c~tt1F:r!!!e1~..,.~-- REPRODUCTIONFROM THIS COPY IS •• • ••••-• ..- PROHIBITEDUNLESS"UNCLASSIFIED"-

, .'' STAL 
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USIA 
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ACTION: Am!rabaa.,- VIENNA 2999 'JuH6 6 ti PM'63 
Illl"01 Aml!mbaH7IIE1IDEIBI ~ 

AmConGen BOMBAY 607 -------
VIENNAFCE IAIA 

Dept and ABCtoday- bad diacusaion Kriahnamoorthi and Ghoa• Inlian Embasey, 

and Dayal, Indian ~. With regard to Indian stance in forthorotill'lg' ~tf 

meeting as it relates eJ<tenaion IAIA. safeguards system, USG 1nforllll8d Indi~n 

,__J 

repe that, without wiahing to influence •~ traditional Indian technical 

poaitiona on safeguard.a, it important they- understand that any effort QOI 

to kill proposed eJttenaion Agency- safeguarda ay-atem or to postpone its con­

aideration will very llkel.J have serious adverse etf ects in USGani might well 

lead to long term poatponement Tarapur Project. Indian reps made strong point 

that GOI baa not had opportunity- consider propoaed elltenaion IAF.Asafeguards 

ayatem aince document not received until May 22. USG pointed out that proposed 

system is, with minor uceptiona, mereq elltenaion a7ste111 now in t1Se tor lower 

power reactors and ahollld conaequantl.3 not require long atud7 b7 GOI. USG 

pointed out further that decision Februar7 Board meeting to consider this 

question in June meeting it poaaible ha ■ been known to GOI since February and 

that ae member technical committee on elltenaion safeguards, GOI had full 

knowledge of proposed ellteruiion by mid-April and should conaequently have 

Dnhlb,,. 

had ample time to consider 

SCI aCwrholll&s aem 16/6/63 
ISOA- Mr. Adame 

ita implications. 
T ............. llllu~ 

........,.__,~ SCI - Charles W. ThOlllla 

OF.S - Mr. Fannemore ( 8~) 

1uil1&Iff ilt 
REPRODUCTIONFROM THIS COPY IS 
PROHIBITED UNLESS "OFFICIAL USE 
ONLY" OR "UNCLASSIFIED" 

' 
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Page 2 of telegram to _________ V:...;;t.._==L.....::.le,=w....;De:...::..:J=b=:t.....:an:l==:......-=Boi=■ _=ba:=tt.______ 

CU!l&&ld!f-

Indiana then atated that deepite the.1 fa't• and at 1--.at in part becaue 

absence ot Bbabba GOI had not 19t couidn,,d t"9 que ■tion and would i:robabq not be 

able to reach awopriate deciaion p-ior Juna Board meting. Thay- then •k•d tmG 

to spomor IIOtion tor postponement ar support ■ IICh motion U iit roduced bJ others. 

USG atated it iapoaaibla consider poatpone•nt at this time because ot imminenoe 

man,-other negotia.tiona on application AgeD07 aateguarda which· depend on extension 

ot Agency q■tem. In ■ lllllllley USGuraedIndia. not place it ■elt in position ot aading 

tight to poatpona or atop apprcnal ot ■7■te11 vhila, at •• ti• 1t tbe7 ao wish, 

maint.abing their traditional position on auoh qmationa aa •teguarda on hardware. 

InditAna agreed to oaretull3 reaaseea their position. Kriahnamoorthi advised he wou.ld 

be in touch vith Dept and J.IC in near tatm-e. 

SCP3 DD 

RLSK 

~p jJ •1t1 -. 
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Action 
SCI 

Info 
ss 
SR 
G 
.SP 
L 
EUR 
NEA 
IO 
p 

SIA 
~ 

~ 
RMR 

>SWimzitl n 
Control: 7212 ,. 
Rec'd: J~ lfl, 19 

11:17 AM 

. 

FROM:Rew Delhi 

TO: Secretary of State 

NO: 4865, June 10, ~-PM 

AC?IClf DEPARTMENT INFORMATION 29,4865, VIENNA 
B<ICIAY1107 . 

VIENNAF,-»8DBL UEA / 

DEPTEL4262/EMBT~L4853 

In connection ay conversation with FCl1SECDesai, 

_ 

-
-- \ ~ f 

'l 

..J ut ?E 
-P. ROTT 
-S U "'DERS 
-SCHL JNGER 

consfJHN R 
it aost desirable Department and AEC take advantage 
Bhabha's presence in US to make clear to hill what US 
poaition .is on safeguards issue, and why. Bhabha.can 
aake decisions that camot be lllflde by any Indian in 
Vienna or, for that 1118tter, in Boabay or Delhi (except 
Nehru). 

SCP-3. 

TIMMONS 

LI.11/3 

f~ 
{~ 

C S ! L 
. . ? 2, c: .4J, 

By~ A,U J-1~ 

• ___ _.!!!~~~~~~~ REPRODUCTION THIS COPY IS FROM 
_ lid i ...-.a.~ UNLESSPROHIBITED "UNCLASSIFIED" 
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Action 

SCI 
FROM: Vienna 

Info 
ss 
SR TO: Secretary or State _ KIU)l 1,= 
G _ h.LtlJ.' 

SP NO: 2510, June 11, 8 p.m. _KO lE 
_ ROT 

H 
L 

)-- =-:s2~i1~~~ER 
EUR PRIORITY _SMIT 
NEA _WIESNER 
IO .ACTIONDEPAR'nfENT INF<llMATION PB.IOtlITY.52510,. NEW-DELHI 
p 
USIA IAEA 
NSC 
INR 
CIA 
NSA 

·Dasgupta (India) just 
pose US on extension 
make st•tement reiterat

informed 
safeguards. 
ing·traditional 

Smyth.that-India would not op­
Said India would, however, 

objection to safeguardsWHB on hardware. (FYI, Dayal attended today's board.meeting.)RMR 

SCP-EXEMPT. 

RIDDLEBERGQt 

- , . ~r .. 

. -LIMITED 
• 

OFFICIAL USE 
REPRODUCTIONFROMTHIS COPY IS 
PROHIBITEDUNLESS"UNCLASSIFIED" 

j 



5J _BU:t'DY-SMITll.. 
_BELK 
_BURRIS

INCOMING Department of StateTELEGRAM _CHASE 
DI CEMAN 

_DUNGAN 

48 UNCLASSIFIED _FELDMAN 

Control: 2971 c:ORR ALAction. • . CH
Rec'd: JUNE5, 196 JOH SON 

NEA 9:51 A .. M. _K\Y.I'. 
FROM:NEW DELH I _K FF

Info _KL I. 

TO: Seoretary or StateSP 
L 
IO NO: 4 775, JUNE5 
SCI 
UIB 

ACTION DEPARTMENT 993•47751 INFO BOM3AY E 
IGA 

TODAY'SSTATESMAN TO THE CARRIES STORY SAYING "THE LAST HURDLES AID 
p PROGRESSOf INDIA1S FIRST NUCLEAR PCMERSTATION AT TARAPLJR ARE 

LIKELY TO BE REMOVES SOON AND THE CONSTRUCTION Of THE380 MEGAWATTUSIA 
PLANT IS EXPECTEDTO BEGIN IN OCTOBER". NSC 

lNR. 
STORY STATES THAT "THIS IS REPORTEDTO BE THE RESULT OF CURRENT CIA 
NEGOTIATIONSIN WASHINGTON DR. BHABHABETWEEN AND REPRESENTATIVES NSA 
Of THE U.S. GOVERNMENT FIRM WHICH AS WELL AS THE AMERICAN WILLOSD 
SET UP THE PCMER STAT I ON. -1NDO-US AGREEMENT IS LIKELY TO BE ARMY 

NAVY ANNOUNCED WITHIN THE NEXT TWO OR THREE WEEKS OVER.THETWO POINTS 
AIR WHICH HAVE HELD UP THE NUCLEAR PCMER PROJECT SO FAR: 
AEC FINANCIAL-ARRANGEMENTS ADDS THAT "ACCORDING AND SAFEGUARDS". TO 
COMAUTHORITATIVESOLJRCESHERE IT WOULDBE POSSIBLE FOR INDIA AND 
TRSYTHE USA TO AGREE ON THE QUESTION Of SAFEGUARDSWITHIN THE FRAMEWORK 
RMR Of THE INDIAN POSITION". 

RE FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS, STORY SAYS "ALL THAT INDIA WANTS IS 
THAT THE MONEY, TO BE PROVIDED BY THE USA, SHOULD NOT BE COUNTED 
AS PART OF THE CONSORTIUM TO IT,AID:, BUT GIVEN IN ADDIT-ION 
AND THAT THE RATES Of INTEREST SHOULD BE LOW. LITTLE DIF"FICULTY 
IS FORESEENON THIS ACCOUNT, ESPECIALLY IN VIEW OF THE tACT THAT 
CANADA,.WHICH HAS PROM.I SEO TO HELP IN SETT I NG UP THE SECOND NUCLEAR 
POwER STATION -IN-RAJASTHAN, HAS ALREADY AGREEDTHAT ITS CONTRIBUTION 
TO THE-POwER STATIONWOULDNOT BE COUNTED IN HER ASSISTANCE TO 
INDIA THROOOH THE CONSORTIUM". 

TIMMONS 
RWN 

REPRODUCTION THIS COPY IS FROM 
___ U_N_CL_A_S_S_I_F_I___ PROHIBITEDE_D UNLESS"UNCLASSIFIED" 
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April I, 196S 

:rS!IW&CIML 

MEMO&.ANDUM FO.ll Ma. l<.ATSEN 

SUBJECT: N11c:1aar ............. .._. Aap1da el the 
Tar.,...Deal 

Qulea Tbom•• tol4 me tlla& u a re.U of tu cl•cm1aMNII 
of &be Cwawfo-' ~mol'ta♦e:n -•H•1 .ttb era~•• talk• 
wl&b W••• CM&r ldeace Ableor la larul. tban la aa -~ 
lo♦eete ~-- la tbe MmMr oJ .aw•la Cioftl"IIIDN& &ha& 
tu u.a. la &:lieoalra1cleu ..,.uer &bu la leelett .. - ............ 
J-Mwart• me to make au• 111M,.. ... Bolt Komiar wen aware 
of U.. fact tbat all of •• aulou SIi.atan la a poaldoa to -,plJ 
ebber nactGr ..-1pm..a or 11,-aeleem,wept Fraace, an ..,_claa 
effactln .......... Tu Fnacb haft beea uwgperadw. 

TM ucwela bnpol'tu& la tum• of &be Tuapar .. al. 1MtPZP\lcb 

aa the Frueh bl• will lte eoa .... NMI "' Ille CiOI it •• are -.ltla 
tonacll ...... rr-e.awltlltumoa..,_,...._. TlaeFnacbW..W 
ee■PM tu reactor a.,......._ a._..... of lta couofllam ,. ... 
to Ille l'eactor. 

llld .... •Hr, Tia.om•• feel• tbat U we remala fla:llt oa oar 
~Uc, wltb "••• to applJlal ..,., ...... UDMr a MJateral ...,... 
meat aa a lall•b&ck ,-oelUoa U we c•-- ..... oa uat-c .,_ lilA 
medtaNem, u la o,Mml.atc oa •• ..... ,1 <M&&come,TIie WI•• 
are comJaa la..._, to cllec1111 _.. ...-ac•wlalcb TluamN tlwlka 
1oe• a-. W&J' la mMtiaa ou ~--· 

Qaarlaa JC. 1oh•ao• 

JONIWDI!e 
DEClASSl-=tED 

E.O. 32G2; ec.3.4 
Byclwt/.t, NA-·A, Date .J·l'f1?1 



51 -UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN February 

Dear Chuck: 

In accordance with your request, I am enclosing 
a copy of the Chairman's letter to Senator Pastore, 
dated February 8th, and a copy of the Senator's 
reply of February 19th regarding the Indian 
Tarapur Reactor. 

seL 
Chris L. Henderson 
Staff Assistant 

to the Chairman 

Mr. Charles Johnson 
The White House 

2 Enclosures 

~ 



CMln' HOUl'la.D. CALIP'.--­MD.YIN PIIICc.ILL. • 
WAYNS N. -NALL, COLO. 
--U,Tml. 
-AS.__._ N. MO. 

0# .-.,._l. .i. HI:: ,.00~1;111• IO\YA WII.UAM Mo IIATD, --Qtongrcssof tbe llniteb &>tatei -·---·. ~,1G-: o . . Y.., 1n 

WAI.LACS F'. aE.,.. :n, UTAH -----.iu.. 
CARL. T. CUln";C. r...;wr . -·--··-JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 
JOHN T. CAHWAt • ..:X.:-C,1.,TIVCDHIIECTOII 

February 19, 1963 

::){!G>rDr. Seaborg: 

I have your letter of February 8, 1963 with regard to- the U. S. 
P~ 'icy toward the International Atomic Energy Agency. As I understand 

um your letter, and from the Department of State letter of January 22, 
which you referenced, it is the policy of the United States to make a 
Ci.etermi:n.<::d effort to transfer safeguard arrangements as soon as possible 
to the International Atomic Energy Agency and get all new bilateral 
partners to accept Agency safeguar~s. 

In view of this policy, I cannot understand why the United States 
is not mvre forceful in negotiating with the Indian Government on the 
Tftoapur reactor case. It would seem to me that any proposed agreement 
fo:v"cooperation with. India should contain a provision requiring the Indians 

-ro permit inspection by the IAEA once such a system has been set up. 
1 do not believe that a pr·ovision calling for "sympathetic consideration to 
the application of Agency safeguards"· or similar pussy-footing on our 
part will further the stated United States• policy. 

I am at a loss to understand how we can expe·ct other nations to 
come around to our policy when we fail to adhere to it in our negotiations 
with the Indians for a new bilateral agreement. Now is the time to set a 
precedent when we are being asked to finance, through A. L D. and other 
a-r ...1.Ilgements, the Indian project amounting to over $100,000,000. (It is· 
:ny understanding that consideration is being given to- furnishing approxi­
mately $70,000,000 through A. I. D. and approximately $30,000,000 for 
civil construction through U.S. counterpart funds.) 

Separate and distinct from the safeguards problem,. there is 
~nother· important factor which I believe should be considered in connec­
tion with the proposed Tarapur project. Despite the efforts of our very 
be st reactor experts, construction firms, and reactor operating special­
ist.:; we have experienced numerous· problems in the construction and 
operation .;.: ..->ur large scale powe.r reactors. 'When one consideTs the 
remote area, the difficulties to be encountered in utilizing local cons.truction 

Honorable Glenn T~ Seaborg 
Chairman 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission 



Hon. Glenn T. Seaborg -z-

personnel and the generally less experienced nuclear reactor operators 
in India, it is questionable whether the construction of such a large full 
scale power reactor in India should be undertaken at this time.' I don't 
believe we should encourage a nation to become involved in a project which 
it may not be ·technically competent to support.' Instead of expected 
gratitude, in the event of technical difficulties, the United States may find 
itself in the long run subject to severe criticism by this same Government. 

While I am in strong support of the "Atoms For Peace" program 
and for assisting foreign nations in the peaceful use of atomic energy, I 
believe premature and ill-advised projects can adversely affect not only 
our "Atoms For Peace" program but the United States prestige in the eyes 
of the world.· 

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Secretary of State so that 
the Department may have my views in this matter.;'l 

l 

cc: Secretary of State 



514 UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON U. D.c. 

FEB 8 1963 
. . 

Dear s~r.atar Pastorea 

0Zl J.m~7 19, 1963, reproacmt.atifta ot the J)epartment ot State, 
aeaist1=:l b7 rcpresentatlvoa tlae Atcado DaerQ COmm11101oD,ot mt 
vith Jci!lt CCDllittee etatt me.d>eraIID4 br1ei'ed them m the ncen~ 
adopted United State• ;pc.a1t1on011 the tranatc- ot bilateral aate­
gua::c. • rcsponai'bUltiea to the ID'ternat1cmal Atcldo IDorQ A8,fllJq 
(IA!:1'.). A copy ot the Department ot State'• p>J1q natemnt m 
this Gtib~ect vaa aubaoquentl.1' piwi4ed. t~ the Cc:ndttee'• ~Gl:'­
r.ation, ":, tbe ~t, OD Ja1111U7221 1963. 
1'he c~c1on activeq partici»ate4 1D the nn• ot u. a. po'U.q 
towaru ·I.he IAEA and :IJl tom.ilat1Dg the nevq eatabl.iabed policy. 
The ~1c ol>Joctive vu to deterllSDe hov the v.s. lddlt boat "PO­
coca. to tr:;r ·::1E,;thenthe A&ell07'• aateeua,1"4 respcnaibilitie• DOV tbat 
tho A;; ey baa rJCcesatull.y eatabliahec.\ an 1Jd.ual •-tegua.rd qata 
vhicl:l ccvcra A~C-4 reactora ot u., to lOO ill 'liberal.. Duriu~ th1a 
zen.cv the princ1p&l. quoaticm wu vhethor the u.s. a0\114 Snsin 1ibat 
coope11:?.t1ngz:ationa IUbm:l.tto IAEl u.te@l&l'da tr whetber 1t shoul4 
CODt1Due to tallow a perauuive am,rcach :Ill encoarag1.ng other natiou 
to IUbmlt to lAZl caatrol.a. ParUcu1ar &ttatiCID ,... g1Tcmto the 

'role the %Ar.Albcul.4 p1aJ 1n azq u.s.-?n4Su cooperative U"l'UfPlll8Dt 
:IJl camect1ml 111th t.he pl'OJ0904 !llrQur Atcuio Pwer ProJect. AR 
Olltl1ne ot tu p>JJ.07 la aet tort.la bel01r1 

a. The Un1te<I.State• rill continue to ll4opt a per­
suasive appzimch :Ill encouragin& coopcratlng countries to 
subrd.t to Agenq aafeeuard•• Thia approach· ~ 1lae 
been rca"':.c:::,ah~ succc~stul and isl~ to be enza more 
so in the future. The altemativo ot a4opting a nmdata17 
policy coul.4 reS\11.t 1D the cenecllaticm ot IOQO important 
existing proJecta or 1D torcin8 uoi:e countries to acek tbeU 
~aa1atence trcm au:ppliera 1lho cto not recius.n aate~-::cts. 

b. At tbo 8atlO ts.me, bolfffer, a eubatant~ gi·cater 
diDl,c'!:'.atic effort Y11l be lllldo to perauade countrice to 
c,.sr~~ -;o r.A control.a. ~ tb18 end, aru tbe next aiz 
to eiellt ~ tu the J>epar1imllltor state vill m.ke a 

https://encoarag1.ng
mailto:u.te@l&l'da
https://�-tegua.rd


Senator Pastore 

vigorous ettort to place a number ot our bilaterol. agree• 
mcnta under the ex1at1Dg (100 Ma) Aecncy sa:t'egua.rds system 
and to persuade our new bilateral pa.rtnero to accept IA.EA 
controls, 1D principle, 1D conjunction with the ne~otiatim 
of ncv agreements. 'l'h1a ettort wW. exclude the EUP-.ATC»l 
nations oince baa own multilateral safe~EURATCl-1 its 
system. 

c. Inaemuch as the A£:,erJJ:Y'srole as a supplier ot 
mtorials e.r,pcus to be leas mca.nin8f'ul,than its role 1D 
e.pply1ng aa:feguards it baa bean agreed that the u. s. 
should continue to supply tia:,ioiw.ble materials e1thor 
bila:teral.J.y or throUJYl the Agency depending on the wishes 
ot tlle cooperating country-. 

d. The proposed now palicy will be applied 1n the 
tollotdng fc.shion to t?:leIndian ~pur case: (1) .An 
c:ttcmpt vill be ma.de, at the hie.heat level, to persua.de 

!.... Indians 1n principle, IAEAeateguard.3to accept, 1 
nc.-:, reco~zing that such e.greet.ent mu:stbe subject to 
:f\i.rther ne.::;otiationa when IAEA so.:f'eguarda ere aet up 
for hie;h ,c··:er reactors ot aver 100.?,Zv thermal.. (11) 
The u. ".-I:.eia.n bilateral agreement will contain ef'tective 
bilatenll. ooi'e~ds and the cla.use contemplating a trans­
fer or saf'esuards to the IAEAtha.t 1a normally found 1D 
our coz::prchensive bilatera.l agreements. Thia clause en-

o cc either party to ca.ncel the agreement 1D the event 
of ·allure to ec;ree on the application ot Ae,ency sa.f'e• 
e· rds. (111) Fa1l.1ng the achiev.c:ncnt ot the objcctivea 
c -~lined 1n paragraph (1), an W'ldcrstanding would be 
re:::chcdwith India that India v1ll be expected to give 
CJ. ~:xthetic consideration to the ar,plication ot Aeency 
oa.fc~ds to Tarapur vhen these safeguards have been 
developed. ~e United States, 1n turn, would be w1JJ1ng 
to describe to India the circumstruices under wl.dch wo 
might cxercisa our right to terminate the agreement it 
India does not accept A.£,enc:,saf egua.rda when they are 
developed. 

Representntivea ot the Commission and ot the Departmentot state plan 
to ~~ ...with Dr. H. J. Bha.bhe.1 Cho.irman, Indian ~, and other India.D 
oft" .:. 1 c: on February ll o.nd l2 in C--eneva,while 1n El.\rOpe to attend 
the I...::. •s :eoord ot Governor's Meeting, to diacuso the above out­
lined policy and other matters rel.a.ting to cooperation with respect 



to ~c Ttu'apur Project. Since ve hope, ot course., to ac!u.evc our 
1n1t~3l. pozit1on 1n neeotiation:s v1tll the Indio.na, ve believe any 
pu".):!icity at thio til:?e on our position, po.rticul.Arly the "tnllback" 
position, would be detrimental to achievemen't ot this obJectivo. 
We would bo ver:, a~precie.tive. ot the Commit.toe'• cool)el'at1on 1D 
tb.1a rce,ard. 

Ye G ~ k~c:a, the Cor~ttee infoz,ood ot a1gn1ticaut developments en 
tbiG m ttel" • 

Sincerely, 

Cbairoan 

none.-, Jclln o. Pastore 
Chc.ir-· - , Joint Cotmlittee 

on i. t .d.:! _ ~z-
Congres .. c~ t!l-3 United States 

. ---«.1/.f-.
cc: Chairman Seaborg (2) ~ • 

Commissioner Havortb 
CoI:!Illissioner Pal:t'rey 
Commissioner Ramey 
Co:;mssioner Wilson 
General Manager 
Secretariat (2) 
AGMIA 
Congressional Liaison (2) 
Tho:nas, State, (2) 

https://Indio.na
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