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AR : EGAL

NOTE: Set forth below are the legal requirements for U.S.
participation under several possible scenarios for supply of
a light-water reactor to the DPRK. The details of these
legal requirements are described in the attachment.

I. U.S. Performan rant

Proj D ription: The U.S. would not provide equipment,
construction services, or financing. It would actively promote
the project by seeking to arrange suppliers and financing. It

would guarantee that, in the event the reactor project is
terminated, the U.S. would ensure provision of the reactor.

o Agreement for Cooperation: Because the U.S. might have to

supply the reactor or major reactor components in order to
make good on its guarantee, the DPRK would have to accept as
a condition of the guarantee that it would "enter into an
agreement for nuclear cooperation in the event that the U.S.
had to supply the reactor or major components thereof.”

-- A sample agreement for cooperation, tailored to the
DPRK, should be attached to the guarantee letter in
order to set the bounds of this condition. We will have
to explain the agreement for cooperation, as some of its
requirements will probably put off the DPRK initially.

-- We could negotiate the agreement before the guarantee is
triggered so that the Congressional review period of 90
continuous session days would not delay carrying out
work under the guarantee.

-- This approach could lead to contentious negotiations
with the DPRK and contentious Congressional review of an
agreement that ultimately may not be needed. Moreover,
work would probably not be delayed anyway since the U.S.
would take some time to get the project going.

-—- Congressional review could be avoided if the reactor
were provided under an IAEA project agreement (which,
pursuant to the U.S.-IAEA agreement for cooperation,
would incorporate the same requirements as would be
required of a U.S.-DPRK agreement for cooperation). The
DPRK would have to rejoin the IAEA under this option.

0o Minor Components: If the U.S. had to provide minor
components in order to make good on its guarantee, the DPRK
would have to agree to safeguards, peaceful use, and no
retransfer without U.S. consent. Safeguards and peaceful
use will already be a condition of the guarantee, and the
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DPRK will have already consented to the concept of no
retransfer in connection with the draft agreement for
cooperation. Therefore, no action would be needed prior to
the need to export the components.

Technology: If the U.S. had to provide technology or other
assistance requiring Energy Department authorization in
order to make good on its guarantee, the steps already
agreed to by the DPRK as a condition of the guarantee would
probably provide a sufficient basis for the findings needed
to authorize such assistance.

-- In addition, we would have to determine whether the
primary supplier would be using U.S. technology, in
which case U.S. reexport restrictions might apply.

Nuclear Trade Sanctions: The relevant departments and
agencies could begin the preliminary evaluations needed to
support a waiver of nuclear trade sanctions under section
129 of the Atomic Energy Act. Actual processing of the
waiver would not be necessary until the guarantee was
triggered. In the meantime, we presumably would be
developing a record of DPRK compliance with the conditions
of the guarantee. (The waiver would be subject to
Congressional review for 60 days of continuous session.)

Trading With the Enemy Act: Similarly, no specific steps
would have to be taken under the Trading With the Enemy Act
(TWEA) until actual transactions by U.S. persons with the
DPRK were contemplated. However, it would be prudent to
consult fully with Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets
Control (OFAC) and Commerce so that any eventual
transactions could be approved efficiently.

Terrorism Contrgls: As with TWEA, no specific steps would
have to be taken before the guarantee was triggered, but
consultations with the Commerce Department would be prudent.

Liability: Liability will pose a significant obstacle to
U.S. contractors' involvement in the project. The U.S.
should begin to evaluate the steps that would be necessary
to meet contractors' concerns with a project in North Korea.

Environment: Preliminary environmental evaluations should
begin, to the extent possible, before the guarantee is
triggered.

Indemnification: 1If the ROK is the primary supplier of the
reactor, we should consider obtaining an indemnification
pledge so that the cost of any replacement reactor would be
borne by the ROK. (Such indemnification is probably beyond
the capability of the Russians.)



II. ~B Efforts” aran
Proj D iption: The U.S. would not provide equipment,
construction services, or financing. It would actively promote

the project by seeking to arrange suppliers and financing. The
"guarantee" would not legally commit the U.S. to provide a
replacement reactor in the event the reactor project was
terminated.

—— The President could provide a political commitment to
"use the full powers of his office" to ensure the supply
of the LWR to the DPRK.

-- Alternatively, the U.S. could provide a binding
guarantee to "seek" to ensure the supply of the LWR,
without undertaking to pay for a replacement.

o Agreement for Cooperation: Since the U.S. would not be

obliged to provide the reactor or any major components, even
under the guarantee, an agreement for nuclear cooperation
under section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act would not be
required.

0 Minor Components: Similarly, no prior steps would be
required for possible minor component exports under the

guarantee.

o0 Technology: The same would be true for possible transfers
of nuclear technology (but we would still have to determine
if U.S. technology was being used by the ROK or Russia).

0 Nuclear Trade Sanctions: No prior steps would be necessary,

but it would be prudent to begin section 129 evaluations.

0o Trading With the Enemy Act: No prior steps would be
necessary, but it would be prudent to consult with OFAC and
Commerce.

o Terrorism Controls: No prior steps would be necessary, but
it would be prudent to consult with the Commerce Department.

0o Liability: Liability issues should be examined as early as
possible.
o Environment: Environmental evaluations should begin as

early as possible.

o0 Indemnification: An indemnification pledge from the primary
supplier would be useful, but not as critical given the
qualifications to this "guarantee."



I1T. -ROK int Ventur
A. Venture Accompani Bindin ran

Proj D iption: The ROK would provide the reactor, the
construction services, and financing. The U.S. would provide
certain project management services and would deal with the
DPRK. It would also guarantee to the DPRK that, in the event
the reactor project is terminated, the U.S. would ensure
provision of the reactor.

o Agreement for Cooperation: An agreement for nuclear

cooperation would not be required.

-- The Atomic Energy Act provides that such activities may
take place pursuant to an agreement for cooperation.
Congress might expect negotiation of an agreement for
cooperation due to the sensitivity of this case.
However, an agreement for cooperation is not required.

-- However, the DPRK would have to accept as a condition of
the guarantee that it would "enter into an agreement for

nuclear cooperation in the event that the U.S. had to
supply the reactor or major components thereof" under
the guarantee.

0 Minor Components: If the U.S. were to provide minor

components either as part of the primary project or in order

to make good on its guarantee, the DPRK would have to agree
to safeguards, peaceful use, and no retransfer without U.S.
consent. As previously noted, the DPRK would have already
agreed to these concepts in the guarantee letter.

0 Technology: The U.S. joint venture partner would have to
obtain a specific authorization from the Department of

Energy to engage in the North Korea project. Congress would

have no statutory role in this process.

-—- The steps agreed to by the DPRK as a condition of the
guarantee might provide a sufficient basis for the
findings needed to authorize such participation.

-- The U.S. firms participation could be approved
incrementally, with broader activities being linked to
DPRK nonproliferation actions.

--— In addition, we would have to determine if U.S.
technology was being used by the ROK.

0o Nuclear Trade Sanctions: A waiver of sanctions under
section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act would not be required
(though the appropriate evaluations could begin in case

nuclear exports from the U.S. were ultimately required under

the guarantee).
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o Trading With the Enemy Act: The U.S. joint venture partner

would have to obtain a license from OFAC for all of its
transactions with the DPRK. Congress would have no
statutory role in this licensing process. Consultations
with OFAC would be advisable at the earliest opportunity.

0o Terrorism ntr : It would be prudent to consult with the
Commerce Department to make sure that any exports
anticipated by the U.S. joint venture partner pursuant to
Commerce license could in fact be approved without delay.

o Liability: Liability would pose a significant obstacle to
U.S. contractors' involvement as joint venture partners.

-- 8Since the purpose of U.S. participation in the joint
venture 1s primarily to make the proposal more palatable
to the DPRK, the ROK should be asked to hold the U.S.
joint venture partner harmless for liability incurred in
connection with the project.

0o Environment: Environmental evaluations likely would not be
required for U.S. participation in the joint venture (absent
U.S. component exports).

o Indemnification: The U.S. should obtain from the ROK an
indemnification pledge so that the cost of any replacement
reactor would be borne by the ROK. If the ROK wants this
business, it should be willing to hold the U.S. harmless
against the costs of its failure to perform.

B. Venture Accompanied by “"Best Efforts™ Guarantee

Project Description: The ROK would provide the reactor, the
construction services, and financing. The U.S. would provide

certain project management services and would deal with the
DPRK. We would also guarantee that, in the event the reactor
project is terminated, the U.S. would "seek" to ensure -- or
use the full powers of the President to ensure -- the provision
of the reactor to the DPRK. This "guarantee" would not legally
commit the U.S. to provide a replacement reactor.

o Agreement for Cooperation: An agreement for nuclear

cooperation would not be required, nor would the DPRK have
to accept in principle the terms of the agreement for
nuclear cooperation.

0 Minor Components: If the U.S. were to provide minor
components either as part of the primary project or in
connection with its "guarantee,” the DPRK would have to
agree to safegqguards, peaceful use, and no retransfer without
U.S. consent.
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o Technology: As in the previous scenario, the U.S. joint
venture partner would have to obtain a specific
authorization from the Department of Energy (and we would
have to determine if U.S. technology was being used by the
ROK) .

o Nuclear Trade Sanctions: A waiver of nuclear trade

sanctions under section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act would
not be required (though the appropriate evaluations might
begin in case we ultimately chose to export components under
the "guarantee").

0 Trading With the Enemy Act: The U.S. joint venture partner

would have to obtain a license from OFAC.

o Terrorism Controls: No advance steps would be necessary in
connection with U.S. terrorism controls, but again, it would
be prudent to consult with the Commerce Department.

o Liability: Liability would still pose a significant
obstacle to U.S. contractors’' involvement as joint venture
partners.

-- Again, we should seek from the ROK a commitment to hold
the U.S. joint venture partner harmless for liability
incurred in connection with the project.

0o Environment: Environmental evaluations likely would not be
required for U.S. participation in the joint venture (absent
U.S. component exports).

o Indemnification: The U.S. could obtain from the ROK a
pledge to indemnify the U.S. in the event of nonperformance,
but it would not be essential since the U.S. would not be
legally bound to provide a replacement reactor.

IV. .S s neral ntractor

Proje D ription: The legal issues under this approach
would be roughly the same as under the U.S.-ROK joint venture
scenario, assuming the general contractor would be a U.S. firm
(the USG should not undertake such an effort itself). As in
the joint venture scenario, this approach could be backed by a
political commitment or a binding guarantee from the USG.

0 Adgreement for Cooperation: The need for an agreement for
cooperation (or an IAEA project agreement) might be greater
since the U.S. firm would be directly responsible for
completion of the project and might want the option of U.S.
supply in the event that foreign equipment suppliers did not
perform.



o Indemnification: Under this approach, unlike the joint
venture scenarios, a U.S. general contractor might not be
able to obtain liability indemnification from its
subcontractors -- even if ROK subcontractors would be
performing most of the work.

V. Financial Guarantee

o Proj D r ion: The U.S. would not provide equipment,
construction services, or financing. It would actively
promote the project by seeking to arrange suppliers and
financing. It would guarantee repayment of the loan (i.e.,
stand behind the DPRK if it fails to repay the lender --
most likely Japan or the ROK). This approach would address
the financial risk involved in the project, but not the risk
of nonperformance by the primary supplier.

o Agreement for Cooperation: Unnecessary.

0 Min mpon : No steps necessary.

0o Technology: No steps necessary (but we would have to
determine if U.S. technology was being used by the primary
supplier).

o Nuclear Tra nctions: No waiver necessary.

0 Trading With the Enemy Act: All necessary approvals would

have to be obtained from OFAC and Commerce pursuant to TWEA.

0o Terrorism Controls: No steps necessary.

o Environment: Environmental documentation likely would not
be required.

o Liability: Liability concerns would be virtually removed.

o Indemnification: An indemnification pledge from the primary

supplier would be advisable (particularly if the ROK were
carrying out the project).

Drafted by: L/PM - Newell Highsmith



ENT: AL RE NT

Atomic Energy Act: Agreement for Cooperation

o The U.S. cannot transfer an LWR, major reactor components,
or nuclear fuel to the DPRK until it has entered into an
agreement for nuclear cooperation pursuant to section 123 of
the Atomic Energy Act. (Major components are pressure
vessels, primary coolant pumps, fuel charging or discharging
machines, and control rods.)

In addition, a waiver of nuclear trade sanctions under
section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act would be required,
as well as the necessary licenses from the Nuclear
Regqgulatory Commission, the Treasury Department (under
the Trading With the Enemy Act), and the Commerce
Department (terrorism controls). These requirements are
discussed in subsequent sections.

0 In order to enter into an agreement under section 123, the
DPRK will have to agree to the following:

A guarantee that it will maintain IAEA safegquards in
perpetuity on items subject to the agreement.

A requirement, as a condition of continued U.S. nuclear
supply, that it will maintain full-scope IAEA safequards.

A provision permitting the United States to apply
fall-back safeqguards (i.e., U.S. inspections) in the
DPRK in the event IAEA safeguards cannot be effectively
applied.

A peaceful use guarantee (i.e., the DPRK will not use
items subject to the agreement for any nuclear explosive
device, for research on or development of any such
device, or for any other military purpose.

A U.S. right to cease cooperation and require the return
of items subject to the agreement if the DPRK detonates
a nuclear explosive device or terminates or abrogates a
safeguards agreement with the IAEA.

A guarantee that it will maintain adequate physical
security with respect to items subject to the agreement.

A U.S. right of prior consent before the DPRK may
retransfer to a third country items subject to the
agreement.

A guarantee that it will not reprocess, enrich, or alter
in form or content nuclear material subject to the
agreement.
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-- A U.S. right to approve in advance storage facilities
for separated plutonium, uranium 233, and highly
enriched uranium subject to the agreement (though it is
not anticipated that the DPRK would possess such
materials).

-— A prohibition on the transfer of sensitive nuclear
technology and restricted data under the agreement.

-- A guarantee that all key conditions and controls will
remain in force in perpetuity with respect to items
subject to the agreement, even if the agreement expires
or is terminated.

This agreement would have to be submitted to Congress for a
review period of 90 continuous session days. Congress could
disapprove the agreement during that time by joint
resolution (which the President could veto, requiring a 2/3
majority for override).

-- Congress has never disapproved a nuclear cooperation
agreement, but in the case of U.S.-China agreement, it
imposed stringent conditions on the commencement of
exports pursuant to the agreeement (which have never
been met).

-~ In this case, the LWR agreement will already impose
stringent nonproliferation conditions on the DPRK, which
might satisfy Congress's concerns. However, Congress
likely would reject the agreement if the DPRK had not
yet allowed special inspections to take place.

An agreement for cooperation does not commit the United
States to any specific exports or other activities, but
rather establishes a framework of conditions and controls to
govern subsequent transactions, if any.

-- We might mollify Congressional concerns by proposing an
agreement for cooperation with the DPRK that would
permit only this one reactor project (i.e., any
additional cooperation would require amendment of the
agreement, which Congress would again review for 90
continuous session days).

Even with an agreement in force, significant exports made
pursuant to it require a license from the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

IAEA Project and Supply Agreement: The U.S. could supply a
reactor to the DPRK through the IAEA, subject to the

U.S.-IAEA agreement for cooperation.
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-- This approach would not require an agreement for
cooperation between the U.S. and the DPRK (though the
DPRK would have to agree to the same requirements in its
project agreement with the IAEA and the U.S.).

-- Congress would not have a role in approving a project
agreement (as would be the case with an agreement for
cooperation).

—-- The DPRK would have to rejoin the IAEA to become
eligible for such a project.

Atomic Ener i __Expor f Minor mpon

0 An agreement for nuclear cooperation is not needed for
exports of minor reactor components (basically, all nuclear
reactor components other than pressure vessels, primary
coolant pumps, fuel charging or discharging machines, and
control rods).

—-- For export of a minor component, section 109(b) of the
Atomic Energy Act requires guarantees from the recipient
government that (1) safegquards will be applied to the
item, (2) the item will be used exclusively for peaceful
purposes, and (3) the item will not be retransferred
without U.S. consent.

Atomic Energy Act: Technology Transfers
0 An agreement for nuclear cooperation is not needed for a
transfer of nuclear technology to the DPRK. (Technology

would include everything from a reactor design to reactor
safety knowhow. It would include any transfer of
information or knowhow, including during consultations,
seminars, exchanges, studies, evaluations, etc. It does not
include "public information"” -- i.e., information available
to the public in books, periodicals, electronic media,
public libraries, open meetings, etc.)

0 The basic requirement for a transfer of nuclear technology
to the DPRK would be issuance of a specific authorization by
the Department of Energy based on a finding that the
transfer "will not be inimical to the interest of the United
States.” This finding would require the concurrence of
State and consultation with Defense, ACDA, Commerce, and the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

-- Neither an agreement for cooperation nor full-scope
safeguards is strictly required, though effective
full-scope safeguards is typically an important factor
in the finding of noninimicality.



If another country were supplying the reactor, we would have
to determine whether the reactor incorporated U.S.
technology, in which case reexport controls might apply.

The U.S. does not typically obtain reexport consent rights
in connection with nuclear technology transfers, but it has
done so in a few cases.

Atomic Eneray Act: Nuclear Trade Sanctions

(o]

The U.S. could not transfer an LWR, major reactor
components, nuclear fuel, or minor reactor components unless
the President waived the prohibition in section 129 on such
trade.

Section 129 prohibits such nuclear trade on two grounds that
are applicable to the DPRK: (1) where a nonnuclear-weapon
state has materially violated an IAEA safeguards agreement;
and (2) where a nonnuclear-weapon state has "engaged in
activities involving source or special nuclear material and
having direct significance for the manufacture or
acquisition of nuclear explosive devices, and has failed to
take steps which, in the President's judgment, represent
sufficient progress toward terminating such activities."

-- The stringent nonproliferation commitments in the LWR
agreement could form the basis for a determination by
the President that the DPRK had taken sufficient steps
to terminate its proliferant activities, thereby
avoiding sanctions under the second provision cited
above.

Either provision could be waived if the President determined
that cessation of nuclear trade "would be seriously
prejudicial to the achievement of United States
nonproliferation objectives or otherwise jeopardize the
common defense and security."

-- This waiver determination would have to be submitted to
Congress for 60 days of continuous session before it
took effect.

-- Congress could disapprove the waiver during that time by
joint resolution or other enactment (which the President
could veto, requiring a 2/3 majority for override).

Trading With the Enemy Act

o)

The President has exercised his authority under TWEA to ban
all trade and financial transactions with North Korea absent
a license from the Treasury Department's Office of Foreign
Asset Controls (OFAC). (For exports of Commerce-controlled
items, OFAC defers to Commerce's decision on issuing an
export license.)
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0 OFAC could issue the required license, or the President
could relax the ban. Neither action would require
Congressional consent or consultation.

EAA Terrorism ntrol

o0 The DPRK was designated a "terrorist country” in 1988 for
purposes of the terrorism controls in the Export
Administration Act. It therefore is subject to an outright
ban on exports of munitions list items, as well as a
requirement of an individual validated licenses for some
other items.

o Prior to the export of an item, the Secretary of State would
have to determine whether the item "could make a significant
contribution to the military potential of such country,
including its military logistics capability, or could
enhance the ability of such country to support acts of
international terrorism."

—-— If the item could not make such a contribution, Commerce
could issue an individual validated license for its
export.

-— If the item could make such a contribution, Commerce
could still issue an individual validated license, but
only after providing 30 days advance notice to Congress.

0 The criteria for removing a country from the terrorist 1list
are demanding and would be difficult to meet in the case of
the DPRK (e.g., a Presidential certification that there has
been a fundamental change in the leadership and policies of
the country, that the country is no longer supporting acts
of terrorism, and that the government has provided
assurances that it will not support terrorist acts in the
future).

Liability for Accidents

o U.S. firms have been somewhat reluctant to participate in
efforts to improve the safety of Russian reactors due to
their concern that they would be targeted in the event of a
nuclear accident.

0 The same concern would likely exist in this case whether
U.S. firms were involved in a Russian or South Korean
reactor project. (Even with a U.S. reactor, there might be
concerns that North Korean operators could not be relied
upon to operate the reactor properly.)

o Accordingly, if U.S. firms were to participate, there would
probably have to be arrangements to ensure that such firms
were not exposed to unlimited liability.
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-- One step might be for the DPRK to adhere to the Vienna
Convention on Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage.

-— A U.S. firm in a joint venture with South Korean firms
might seek an indemnification agreement from those firms.

Environmental Requirements

o

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) would not apply
to this overseas project.

Instead, E.O. 12114 covers major Federal actions with
environmental effects abroad.

The "Federal action" in this case would be the government
approvals necessary for U.S. participation in the reactor
project.

If the USG were approving the export of reactor components,
the appropriate environmental documentation likely would be
required.

-- This requirement would not apply if the approval action
were taken either (1) by the President, or (2) at the
direction of the President or a Cabinet officer when the
national security is involved.

If the Department of Energy were approving the participation
of U.S. firms in the North Korean reactor project,
environmental documentation likely would not be required.

—— The procedures adopted to implement E.O. 12114 focus on
the provision of a "physical project" and exempt actions
taken under section 57 of the Atomic Energy Act, which
includes DOE approval of nuclear-related activities
overseas.

Drafted by: L/PM - Newell Highsmith



GUARANTEE LETTER

0 Attached are four options for guarantee letters.

-- Option 1 would establish a political obligation rather
than a legal obligation. It might be offered to back up
a U.S.-ROK joint venture fully funded by the ROK.

-- Option 2 would establish a legal obligation, but the
guarantee of project performance would not include
provision of a replacement reactor. 1It, too, probably
would not be sufficient except in connection with a
U.S.-ROK joint venture fully funded by the ROK.

-—- Options 3 and 4 would establish legally binding
guarantees that would have to be submitted for
Congressional approval due to Anti-Deficiency Act
requirements. (In making good on such a guarantee, the
U.S. could not export a reactor from the U.S. except in
accordance with U.S. law. See paper on legal
requirements for U.S. supply.)

0o Most of this paper will discuss the obstacles to options 3
and 4, which attempt to meet the DPRK's request for a
legally binding U.S. guarantee that the DPRK will receive a
light-water reactor (LWR).

o U.S. performance of such a "guarantee" could involve (1)
securing the contractor's performance through diplomatic
means, (2) securing the performance of another party through
diplomatic means, or (3) providing resources to ensure
performance by the contractor, another party, or a U.S.
contractor. The first two alternatives are within the
President's existing powers. Only the third alternative
raises issues of Anti-Deficiency Act compliance and
Congressional approval.

Anti-Deficiency Act:

0 A substitute U.S. reactors would likely cost over $3
billion. The U.S. might be faced with such an outlay after
having already expended funds on the first project in an
effort to secure performance by the primary supplier.

0 Congress would not likely appropriate funds to cover such a
guarantee.

o The Anti-Deficiency Act prohibits any government official
from (1) making an "obligation exceeding an amount available
in an appropriation or fund," or (2) involving the USG in "a
contract or obligation for the payment of money before an
appropriation is made unless authorized by law."

Privileged Attorney-Client Communication
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Therefore, any binding guarantee will have to be approved by
Congress in advance or will have to be expressly subject to
the availability of appropriated funds.

-~ The preferred option for Anti-Deficiency Act purposes
would be a clause concerning availability of funds.

-- However, since such a clause likely would not be
acceptable to North Korea, we would want instead to seek
Congressional approval of a signed agreement before the
agreement entered into force.

-—- Even for this approach, an estimate of the cost of
guaranteeing performance might be required, and Congress
and the Congressional Budget Office might seek a
significant budgetary offset.

-—- The Congressional approval might read as follows (in
order of preference for Anti-Deficiency Act purposes):

ALTERNATIVE: *"The Congress hereby approves the
agreement between the United States and the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea, signed in Geneva

on , and authorizes its implementation
notwithstanding any provisions of law relating to
contracts.”

AL NATIVE: "The Congress hereby approves the

agreement between the United States and the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea, signed in Geneva

on , and authorizes its implementation.
There are authorized to be appropriated such funds as

may be necessary for such implementation."

ALTERNATIVE: "“The Congress hereby approves the
agreement between the United States and the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea, signed in Geneva

on , and authorizes its implementation."”

Since the lender (the ROK or Japan) would be at risk for
nonpayment of the loan by North Korea, the U.S. risk would
be limited to nonperformance of the reactor supply contract,
and that risk might be relatively small if U.S. and/or ROK
firms were responsible for the contract.

-- That risk might be lowered even further by an

indemnification agreement with the U.S./ROK contractor
in the event of the contractor's nonperformance.

Privileged Attorney-Client Communication
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o Loan Guarantee: Guaranteeing North Korean repayment of its
loan would be a less exotic commercial arrangement, and the
potential liability for the U.S. would be capped by the
value of the loan.

-- However, a loan guarantee might not satisfy North Korea
in that i1t protects them only against financial
impediments to project completion, not political
impediments. 1In addition, it would shift the risk of
DPRK nonpayment from the lender to the U.S., and that
risk may exceed the risk of nonperformance.

Binding Guarantee Without Congressional Approval

0 We continue to explore statutory exceptions that might allow

us to make a binding guarantee without Congressional
approval, notwithstanding the Anti-Deficiency Act.

-- Public Law 85-804 (50 USC 1431) provides that the
President may authorize any agency engaged in national
defense functions to enter into contracts and to make
advance payments "without regard to the provisions of
law relating to" government contracting whenever the
President deems that such action would facilitate the
national defense.

-- Section 162 of the Atomic Energy Act (42 USC 2202)
provides that "the President may, in advance, exempt any
specific action of the [Department of Energy] in a
particular matter from the provisions of law relating to
contracts whenever he determines that such action is
essential in the interest of the common defense and
security."

-—- Section 633(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act (22 USC
2393(a)) provides that, "whenever the President
determines it to be in furtherance of the purposes of
[the FAA], the functions authorized under this Act may
be performed without regard to such provisions of law

regulating . . . contracts and the expenditure of funds
of the United States Government as the President may
specify."”

—-- [Would an indemnification agreement with the ROK
eliminate the need for appropriated funds under the
Anti-Deficiency Act?]
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The third statutory exception -- under the Foreign
Assistance Act -- was intended to free overseas procurement
from contract law provisions better suited to domestic
procurement.

-—- This exception was intended to facilitate overseas
procurement in connection with foreign assistance
activities. It could not easily be stretched to cover a
performance guarantee for a DPRK reactor project.

—-- In addition, this exception has typically been exercised
to exempt all FAA actions from specified laws, not to
facilitate particular transactions (as would be the case
with the DPRK reactor project).

The other two statutory exceptions -- national defense and
Atomic Energy Act -- were intended primarily to facilitate
defense-related procurement. (For example, the national
defense exception has been used to justify indemnification
clauses for contractors in U.S. nuclear weapons programs
without regard to the availability of appropriated funds.)

-- Guaranteeing the DPRK reactor project would not readily
fit into this mold because it would not facilitate a
U.S. procurement.

—-- Nonetheless, since these exceptions are not expressly
limited to U.S. procurement contracts, an argument could
be made that the USG can enter into a contract as
guarantor where the completion of that contract would
"facilitate the national defense"” or "is essential in
the interest of the common defense and security."

Using one of these statutory exceptions might prompt
Congress to retailate by curtailing the availability of that
exception.

Congress might also view the unorthodox use of these
exceptions as an effort to undermine Congress's
Constitutional role with respect to both the approval of
international agreements and the appropriation of funds.
The result might be more confrontational than simply
submitting the guarantee letter for Congressional approval.
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Determining Compliance with Reciprocal Commitments
o The U.S. and North Korea will have highly subjective

o

determinations to make as to the other party's compliance
with its commitments under the agreement.

—-- For example, North Korea might cite delays in reactor
construction to argue that the U.S. has not met its
guarantee obligation, thereby releasing North Korea from
its nonproliferation commitments under the agreement.

—-- Conversely, the U.S. and North Korea could have a
dispute as to whether North Korea has met its obligation
to comply with the NPT and IAEA safegquards, particularly
in view of the history of disagreement over the scope of
IAEA safeguards.

The North Korean safeguards obligation and the U.S.
guarantee are not readily susceptible to objective
compliance criteria (though verification is easier with some
other obligations, such as spent fuel transfer, no
reprocessing, no refueling, and no reactor or reprocessing
construction).

Signing the Guarantee

0o With each of these guarantee options, we have the issue of
who should sign the letter.

o A letter from Clinton to Kim would certainly be most
satisfactory to the DPRK, but EAP has noted political
difficulties with Clinton sending a letter to the head of a
terrorist state with which we do not maintain diplomatic
relations.

Limiting Scope of Guarantee

o The letters refer to reactors "designed" to provide 1000

MWe. This formulation is intended to protect the U.S. from
guaranteeing that the reactors (particularly if they are
Russian) will fully meet specifications. If the DPRK
chooses Russian reactors, the DPRK should bear the risk of
poor Russian quality.
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[NOTE: None of these options are precisely modeled on the
guarantee letter signed by President Carter in connection with
the Camp David peace accords. The Carter letter was treated as
a legally binding "sole" executive agreement and was reported
to Congress as such under the Case Act. It was not submitted
to the Senate for advice and consent or subject to other

Congressional approval. In consultations with Congress, we
apparently took the position that the U.S. was legally bound by
the commitments to (1) consult in the event of a violation of
the peace accords, (2) conduct aerial monitoring, and (3) use
utmost efforts to obtain from the Security Council the
establishment of the multinational force. However, the key
commitment for our purposes -- that "the President will be
prepared to take those steps necessary to ensure the
establishment and maintenance of an acceptable alternative
multinational force" -- may have been treated more

equivocally. Some historic documents suggest that it was
deemed not to be an obligation of the United States to provide
the force, only an obligation of the President to "be prepared”
to do so. The caveat at the beginning of the letter "subject
to United States Constitutional processes” also was relied upon
to explain why Congressional approval was not required. 1In the
end, U.S. participation in the MFO was authorized by statute.

L has serious reservations as to whether the language "will be
prepared to" would be adequate in this case to convert the
performance guarantee into a "best efforts" pledge not
requiring the approval of Congress.]

Attachments: Options 1-4

Drafted: L/PM - Newell Highsmith SELOESN 2795
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OPTION 1

[QPTION 1 would represent only a political commitment from
President Clinton. It would not require Congressional approval
and would not violate the Anti-Deficiency Act.

Advantage: We would not have to go to Congress.
Disadvantage: We would have to admit to the DPRK that it is

not legally binding. This Administration might renege on its
pledge, or it might end before the reactor facility is
completed.]

TEXT

I wish to confirm to you that I will exert my utmost efforts
to facilitate arrangements for the construction within North
Korea by [Russia/South Korea/United States] of a light-water
nuclear power reactor facility designed to provide
approximately 1000 MWe. This effort will include arranging for
financing by [Japan][South Korea][a consortium consisting of
Japan, South Korea, etc.]. I guarantee that, in the event that
this reactor project is terminated on grounds for which North
Korea is not responsible, I will use the full powers of my
office to ensure the supply to North Korea of a light-water
reactor facility designed to provide approximately 1000 MWwe,
including if necessary the provision of such a facility from
the United States.

I provide these assurances on the understanding that: (1)
the DPRK will remain a party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and will comply fully with
that Treaty; (2) the DPRK will comply fully with its
obligations under the DPRK-IAEA safeguards agreement; (3) the
DPRK will comply fully with the terms of the Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; (4) the DPRK
will transfer all spent fuel from its 5MW nuclear reactor
to within ___ months of the entry into force of
this agreement; (5) the DPRK will not refuel its 5MW reactor at
any time; (6) the DPRK will cease all further construction on
the reactor(s) at and the radiochemical
laboratory at and will not construct any
reactors or laboratories of these types in the future.




QPTION 2

[OPTIQON 2 would be treated as a "sole" executive agreement. It
would not require Congressional approval or violate the
Anti-Deficiency Act. The obligations to exert utmost efforts
to arrange a reactor project and to "seek to ensure" the
provision of a replacement reactor would be legally binding,
but would be within the existing authority of the President.
This formulation would not bind the U.S. to provide or pay for
a replacement reactor, thereby avoiding Anti-Deficiency Act
problems. To meet its obligations, the U.S. could be required
to issue any necessary export licenses, negotiate an agreement
for nuclear cooperation, etc., but not provide funding.

Advantage: We would not have to go to Congress.
Disadvantage: We would have to admit to the DPRK that the

"guarantee" portion of the agreement does not bind the U.S. to
provide a reactor, but only to seek to arrange for a reactor to
be provided.]

TEXT

I wish to confirm to you that the United States will exert
its utmost efforts to facilitate arrangements for the
construction within North Korea by [Russia/South Korea/United
States] of a light-water nuclear power reactor facility
designed to provide approximately 1000 MWe. This effort will
include arranging for financing by [Japan]{South Korea][a
consortium consisting of Japan, South Korea, etc.]. 1In the
event that this reactor project is terminated on grounds for
which North Korea is not responsible, the United States shall
seek to ensure the supply to North Korea of a light-water
reactor facility designed to provide approximately 1000 Mwe,
including if necessary the provision of such a facility from
the United States.

This offer and guarantee is subject to the following
conditions: (1) the DPRK shall remain a party to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and shall comply fully
with that Treaty;, (2) the DPRK shall comply fully with its
obligations under the DPRK-IAEA safeguards agreement; (3) the
DPRK shall comply fully with the terms of the Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; (4) the DPRK
shall transfer all spent fuel from its 5MW nuclear reactor
to within _ _ months of the entry into force of
this agreement; (5) the DPRK shall not refuel its 5MW reactor
at any time; (6) the DPRK shall cease all further construction
on the reactor(s) at and the radiochemical
laboratory at and shall not construct any
reactors or laboratories of these types in the future.




PTI

[OQPTIQON 3 would legally bind the U.S. to provide a replacement
reactor, if necessary. We would need to seek Congressional
approval in order not to run afoul of the Anti-Deficiency Act.
An entry-into-force provision would allow for referral to
Congress. U.S. supply of the reactor pursuant to the guarantee
would be conditioned on conclusion of an agreement for nuclear
cooperation.

Advantage: Comes closest to meeting the demands of the DPRK.

Disadvantage: Subject to the whims of Congress.]

TEXT

I wish to confirm to you that the United States will exert
its utmost efforts to facilitate arrangements for the
construction within North Korea by [Russia/South Korea/United
States] of a light-water nuclear power reactor facility
designed to provide approximately 1000 MWe. This effort will
include arranging for financing by [Japan][South Koreall[a
consortium consisting of Japan, South Korea, etc.]. The United
States guarantees that, in the event that this reactor project
is terminated on grounds for which North Korea is not
responsible, the United States will take those steps necessary
to ensure the supply to North Korea of a light-water reactor
facility designed to provide approximately 1000 MWe, including
if necessary the provision of such a facility by the United
States.

This offer and guarantee is subject to the following
conditions: (1) the DPRK shall remain a party to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and shall comply fully
with that Treaty; (2) the DPRK shall comply fully with its
obligations under the DPRK-IAEA safeguards agreement; (3) the
DPRK shall comply fully with the terms of the Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; (4) the DPRK
shall transfer all spent fuel from its 5MW nuclear reactor
to within __ months of the entry into force of
this agreement; (5) the DPRK shall not refuel its 5MW reactor
at any time; (6) the DPRK shall cease all further construction

on the reactor(s) at and the radiochemical
laboratory at and shall not construct any
reactors or laboratories of these types in the future. 1In

addition, in the event that the U.S. must supply a light-water
reactor or major components thereof pursuant to this letter,
such supply shall be conditioned on the DPRK agreeing to enter
into an agreement for nuclear cooperation in substantially the
form attached hereto.

This offer and guarantee shall enter into force upon
further notification from the United States that we have
completed our domestic approval process.



OPTION 4

[OPTION 4 is different from Option 3 only in that it requires a
response from the DPRK.

Advantage: Legally binds the DPRK as well.
Disadvantage: We would have to ensure that the DPRK's response

did not attempt to modify the terms of the agreement.]

TEXT

I wish to confirm to you that the United States will exert
its utmost efforts to facilitate arrangements for the
construction within North Korea by [Russia/South Korea/United
States] of a light-water nuclear power reactor facility
designed to provide approximately 1000 MWe. This effort will
include arranging for financing by [Japan][South Korea]l[a
consortium consisting of Japan, South Korea, etc.]. The United
States guarantees that, in the event that this reactor project
is terminated on grounds for which North Korea is not
responsible, the United States will take those steps necessary
to ensure the supply to North Korea of a light-water reactor
facility designed to provide approximately 1000 MWe, including
if necessary the provision of such a facility by the United
States.

This offer and guarantee is subject to the following
conditions: (1) the DPRK shall remain a party to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and shall comply fully
with that Treaty; (2) the DPRK shall comply fully with its
obligations under the DPRK-IAEA safeguards agreement; (3) the
DPRK shall comply fully with the terms of the Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; (4) the DPRK
shall transfer all spent fuel from its 5MW nuclear reactor
to within __ _ months of the entry into force of
this agreement; (5) the DPRK shall not refuel its 5MW reactor
at any time; (6) the DPRK shall cease all further construction
on the reactor(s) at and the radiochemical
laboratory at and shall not construct any
reactors or laboratories of these types in the future. 1In
addition, in the event that the U.S. must supply a light-water
reactor or major components thereof pursuant to this letter,
such supply shall be conditioned on the DPRK agreeing to enter
into an agreement for nuclear cooperation in substantially the
form attached hereto.

If you agree to these terms, I propose that this letter and
your favorable response shall constitute an agreement between
our countries, which shall enter into force upon further
notification between us that we have completed our respective
domestic approval processes.
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NOTE: Set forth below are the basic legal requirements for
U.S. participation under several possible scenarios for
supply of a light-water reactor to the DPRK. The details of
.these legal requirements are described in Tab 2.

I. U.S.-ROK Joint Venture

Project Description: The ROK would provide the reactor, the
construction services, and most of the financing. The U.S.
would provide certain project management services and would
deal with the DPRK. It would actively promote the project by
seeking to arrange subcontract suppliers and additional
financing. The U.S. would also guarantee that, in the event
the reactor project is terminated, the President would use the
full powers of his office to facilitate the provision of a
replacement reactor to the DPRK. This "guarantee” would not
legally commit the U.S. to provide a replacement reactor (see
Tab 3).

o Conaressional Approval: No Congressional approval would be
required since the U.S. would not be obligated to expend
funds to provide a replacement reactor.

o Agreement for Cooperation: An agreement for nuclear
cooperation would not be required. '

-- The Atomic Energy Act provides that the kind of
activities that would be undertaken by the U.S. joint
venture partner may take place pursuant to an agreement
for cooperation. Congress might prefer negotiation of
an agreement for cooperation due to the sensitivity of .
this case, but such an agreement would not be required.

-- An agreement for cooperation would be needed only if
major component exports from the U.S. were to be made as
part of our effort to facilitate provision of a
replacement reactor.

o Minor Components: If the U.S. joint venture partner were to
provide minor components as part of the primary project, the

DPRK would have to agree to safeguards, peaceful use, and no
retransfer without U.S. consent. The same would be true if
such exports were made from the U.S. as part of our effort
to facilitate provision of a replacement reactor.
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Technology: In order to engage in the North Korea project,
the U.S. joint venture partner would have to obtain a
specific authorization from the Department of Energy based
on a finding that its activities "w111 not be inimical to
the interest of the United States. Congress would have no
statutory role in this process.

-- The nonproliferatioﬁ steps agreed to by fhe DPRK as a
condition of U.S. involvement could provide a basis for
the findings needed to authorize such participation.

-~ The U.S. firm's participation could be approved
incrementally, with approval of broader activities .being
linked to DPRK nonproliferation actions.

-- In addition, we would have to determine whether the ROK
would be using U.S. technology, in which case U.S.
reexport restrictions might apply. Approval of such
reexports should not be a problem if the DPRK 1s meeting
its nonproliferation commitments.

Nuclear Trade Sanctions: A waiver of sanctions under
section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act would not be needed as
long as no U.S. components were to be transferred (though
the appropriate evaluations could begin in case the U.S., as
part of its commitment to facilitate construction of a
replacement reactor, were to arrange for the export of major
components by a U.S. firm).

Trading With the Epnemy Act: The U.S. joint venture partner

would have to obtain a license from the Treasury
Department's Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) for all
of its transactions with the DPRK. Congress would have no
statutory role 'in this licensing process. Consultations
with OFAC would be advisable at the earliest opportunity,

Terrorism Controls: It would be prudent to consult with the
Commerce Department to make sure that any exports
anticipated by the U.S. joint venture partner pursuant to
Commerce license could in fact be approved without delay.

Liability: Liability would pose a significant obstacle to
U.S. contractors' involvement as joint venture partners.

-~ Since the purpose of U.S. participation in the joint
venture is primarily to make the proposal more palatable
to the DPRK, the ROK should be asked to hold the U.S.
joint venture partner harmless for liability incurred in
connection with the project.

Environment: Environmental evaluatlons likely would not be
required for U.S. participation in the joint venture since
the U.S. would not be exporting major reactor components.



II. Russian Construction

Russia would be responsible for providing
the reactor and all necessary construction services. Japan
(and possibly other countries in a consortium) would be
responsible for providing financing. The U.S. would actively
promote the project by seeking to arrange suppliers and
financing. The U.S. would also guarantee that, in the event
the reactor project is terminated, the President would use the
full powers of his office to facilitate the provision of a
replacement reactor to the DPRK. This "guarantee" would not
legally commit the U.S. to provide a replacement reactor (see
Tab 3).

o Congressional Approval: No CongreSsional approval would be

required since the U.S. would not be obligated to expend
funds to provide a replacement reactor.

o Agreement for Cooperation: Since the U.S. would not be
obliged to provide the reactor or any major components, even
under the "guarantee,” an agreement for nuclear cooperation
would not be required.

-- An agreement for cooperation would be needed only if
major component exports from the U.S. were to be made as
part of our effort to facilitate provision of a
replacement reactor.

0o Minor Compaonents: If the U.S. were to provide minor

components either for use in the Russia project or in order
to facilitate a replacement reactor, the DPRK would have to
agree to safequards, peaceful use, and no retransfer without
U.S. consent.

o Technology: We would have to determine whether Russia would
be using U.S. technology, in which case U.S. reexport
restrictions might apply.

o Nuclear Trade Sanctions: A waiver of sanctions under
"section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act would not be required
(though the appropriate evaluations could begin in case the
U.S., as part of its commitment to facilitate construction
of a replacement reactor, were to arrange for the export of
major components by a U.S. firm).

o Trading With the Enemy Act: No prior steps would be
necessary, but it would be prudent to consult with OFAC and
Commerce. '

o] Igi;g;iﬁm_ggn;;glﬁ: No prior steps would be necessary, but

‘it would be prudent to consult with the Commerce Department.
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o Liability: Liability would not pose a problem in the sense
that the firms most concerned about such issues (U.S. and
Europeap firms) would not be involved. On the other hand,
concern for the safety of Russian reactors operated by North
Koreans could dry up financing. A Russian indemnification
pledge might not be sufficient to relieve these concerns.

o Enviromnment: Environmental evaluations would not be
required since the U.S. likely would not be exporting major
reactor components.

" III. European/Japanese Construction

Essentially the same factors apply as in Option II above.
Western firms will be more likely to seek U.S. technology
transfer or commodities than in the Russian case. Liability
concerns on the part of European or Japanese firms.
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U.S. Performance Guarantee

Project Description: Under either the first or second

scenario, in addition to the political assurances provided in
connection . with the U.S.-ROK joint venture gr the Russian
project, the U.S. Government could provide a legally binding
guarantee that, in the event the reactor project is not
completed on grounds for which the DPRK is not responsible, the

U.S.

would ensure availability of a replacement reactor. The

notional guarantee letter at Tab 4 will be modified based on
the level and type of risk that the USG decides to undertake.

o Congressional Approval: Because the U.S. would be providing
a performance guarantee involving future commitment of funds
- for which appropriations have not been made, Congressional
approval would be required in order to satisfy the
Anti- Def1c1ency Act.

The Congressional approval should read along the
following lines: "The Congress hereby approves the
entry into force of the agreement between the United
States and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,
signed in Geneva on , and authorizes its
implementation. There are authorized to be appropr1ated
such funds as may be necessary for such implementation."

Under this approach, no budgetary impact would occur
until funds were actually appropriated at a later time.

Because this approach could require subsequent
appropriations, the U.S. could be place in violation of
its obligation to the DPRK if the guarantee were
triggered- and Congress d4id not appropriate the necessary
funds.

In selling this package td. Congress, we would stress
that the contractors bear the risk of sub-standard
performance and the lenders bear the risk of DPRK
failure to repay the loan. _

We would bear the risk of financing a replacement
reactor, but we could seek to lower that risk by
requiring that the primary supplier indemnify the U.S.
in the event of its nonperformance (though such an
assurance from Russia might not be worth much).

If we believed that Congress would not affirmatively
approve the agreement with the DPRK, we might consult
members informally concerning the possibility of using
existing statutory exceptions that allow contracting
notwithstanding the laws of contract.

These authorities have been interpreted to allow -
exemptions from the Anti-Deficiency Act.
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-- Congress might prefer that the Executive Branch stretch
existing authorities rather than seek Congressional
approval of the agreement.

-- If the guarantee were ever triggered, we would have to
“identify the statutory or Constitutional authority to
procure a reactor on behalf of the DPRK. Such authority
might have to be granted by Congress for execution of
this guarantee.

Agreement for Cooperation: Because the U.S. might have to
supply the-reactor or major reactor components in order to
make good on its guarantee, the DPRK would have to accept as
a condition of the guarantee that it would "enter into an
agreement for nuclear cooperation in the event that the U.S.
had to supply the reactor or major components thereof."

-- A sample agreement for cooperation, tailored to the
DPRK, would be attached to the guarantee letter in order
to set the bounds of this condition. We would have to
persuade the DPRK to accept some of the more demanding
requirements of such an agreement.

-- We could negotiate this agreement hefore the guarantee
is triggered so that the Congressional review perlod of
90 continuous session days would not delay carrying out
work under the guarantee. However, this approach could
lead to contentious negotiations with the DPRK and .
contentious Congressional review of an agreement that
ultimately may not be needed. Moreover, work would
probably not be delayed anyway since the U.S. would take
some time to get the project going.

-- Congressional review might be avoided if the reactor
were provided under an IAEA project agreement (which,
pursuant to the U.S.-IAEA agreement for cooperation,
would incorporate the same requirements as would be
required of a U.S.-DPRK agreement for cooperation). The
DPRK would have to rejoin the IAEA under this option. '

Minor Components: If the U.S. had to provide minor
components in order to make good on its guarantee, the DPRK

would have to agree to safeguards, peaceful use, and no
retransfer without U.S. consent. Safeguards and peaceful
use will already be a condition of the guarantee, and the
DPRK will have already consented to the concept of no
retransfer in connection with the draft agreement for
cooperatlon. Therefore, no additional action would be
needed prior to the need to export the components.



o Technology: If the U.S. had to provide additional
technology or other assistance requiring Energy Department
authorization in order to make good on its guarantee, the
steps already agreed to by the DPRK as a condition of the
guarantee would probably provide a sufficient basis for the
findings needed to authorize such assistance.

"0 Nuclear Trade Sanctions: The relevant departments and

agencies could begin the preliminary evaluations needed to
support a waiver of nuclear trade sanctions under section
129 of the Atomic Energy Act. Actual processing of the
waiver would not be necessary until the gquarantee was
triggered (assuming such a waiver had not already been
required in connection with U.S. participation in the
primary supply project). In the meantime, we presumably
would be developing a record of DPRK compliance with the
~conditions of the guarantee. The waiver would be subject to
Congressional review for 60 days of continuous session.

o Trading With the Epemy Act: Similarly, no specific steps
would have to be taken under the Trading With the Enemy Act
(TWEA) until actual transactions by U.S. persons with the
DPRK were contemplated pursuant to the guarantee. (Under
the U.S.-ROK joint venture option, some activities likely
would have been licensed already, but the range of
activities required under the guarantee might be broader.)
In any case, it would be prudent to consult fully with OFAC
and Commerce so that any eventual transactions could be
approved efficiently.

o Terrorism Controls: As with TWEA, no specific steps would
have to be taken before the guarantee was triggered, but
consultations with the Commerce Department would be prudent.

o Liability: Liability could pose a significant obstacle to
U.S. contractors' involvement in connection with the
performance guarantee, particularly if the primary suppliers
were no longer providing liability indeminification. The
U.S. could begin to evaluate the steps that would be
necessary to meet contractors' concerns with a project in
North Korea.

o Environment: Preliminary environmental evaluations should
begin, to the extent possible, before the guarantee is
triggered.:

Drafted by: L/PM - Newell Highsmith



DISCUSSION OF U.S. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Congress's role in approving an agreement with the DPRK
would depend on whether or not the U.S. gave the DPRK a
binding commitment to provide a replacement reactor in the
event that the primary supply project were not completed.

A commitment to use the full powers of the President under
the Constitution to facilitate the provision of a
replacement reactor (Tab 3) would be wholly within the
powers of the President and therefore would not require
Congressional approval.

On the other hand, a legally binding performance guarantee
(Tab 4) could require the U.S. to provide resources to
ensure petformance by the primary suppller, by a third
country, or by a U.S. qontractor

-- The binding guarantee at Tab 4 entails considerable :
risks: the primary supplier may not perform adequately
(particularly a Russian supplier); the U.S. may not be
able to find a contractor willing to provide substitute
performance in the DPRK; the price of substitute
performance might be exhorbltant etc.

-- The text at Tab 4 can be modified based on the precise
level and type of risk the USG decides to undertake.

A binding guarantee would raise serious issues under the
Anti-Deficiency Act, which prohibits any government official
from (1) making an "obligation exceeding an amount available
in an appropriation or fund,"” or (2) involving the USG in "a
contract or obligat1on for the payment of money before an
appropriation is made unless authorized by law.

We do not currently have appropriated funds to cover such a
performance guarantee, and Congress would not likely
appropriate such funds at this time.

Therefore, any binding guarantee will have to be (1)
approved by Congress in advance, or (2) expressly subject to
the availability of appropriated funds (with an
acknowledgement that the agreement does not indicate that
Congress will provide such appropriations).

-- Since conditioning the U.S. guarantee on the
availability of funds likely would not be acceptable to
North Korea, we would want instead to seek Congressional
approval of a signed agreement before the agreement
entered into force.
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The Congressional approval should read substantially as
follows:

"The Congress hereby approves the entry into force of
‘+the agreement between the United States and the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea, signed in Geneva
on , and authorizes its implementation.
There are authorized to be appropriated such funds as
may be necessary for such implementation.*®

-- By maklng clear that actual performance under the
guarantee would require the appropriation of funds by
Congress, this approach would eliminate the need for
budgetary scoring at this time.

-- If the U.S. had to perform under the guarantee and
Congress failed to appropriate the funds, the U.S. would
be in breach of its obligation to the DPRK (but Congress
is often in a position to place the U.S. in breach of
its international commitments). .

In selling this package to Congress, we would want to stress
that the contractors (Russian or U.S./ROK) would be at risk
under their contracts if the- reactor somehow failed to meet
specifications.

-- The guarantee letter refers to reactors "désigned” to
provide 1000 MWe. This formulation is intended to
protect the U.S. from guaranteeing that the reactors
will fully meet specifications.

We would also want to stress that the lender (the ROK or
Japan) would be at risk for nonpayment of the loan by North
Korea.

Most important, we should seek to lower the risk even
further through a government-to-government agreement or a
contractual arrangement requiring that the U.S. be
indemnified in the event of nonperformance by the primary
supplier. (The ROK apparently has suggested the possibility
of such an arrangement if it is the primary supplier.) :

Loan Guarantee: One alternative to the performance
guarantee would be to guarantee the availability of funding
(i.e., stand behind the South Korean or Japanese pledge to
loan sufficient funds to North Korea). Under this approach,
the potential liability for the U.S. would be capped by the
value of the loan.

-- However, a loan guarantee might not satisfy North Korea
in that it protects them only against financial
impediments to project completion, not political
impediments. '
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-- In addition, this approach would require a current
appropriation to meet the risk pursuant to the Credit
Reform Act.

Several existing statutory exceptions permit USG contracting
actions notwithstanding the Anti-Deficiency Act.

-~ Public Law 85-804 (50 USC 1431) provides that the
President may authorize any agency engaged in national
defense functions to enter into contracts and to make
advance payments "without regard to the provisions of
law relating to" government contracting whenever the
President deems that such action would facilitate the
national defense.

-- Section 162 of the Atomic Energy Act (42 USC 2202)
provides that "the President may, in advance, exempt any
specific action of the [Department of Energy] in a
particular matter from the provisions of law relating to
contracts whenever he determines that such action is
essential in the interest of the common defense and
security."

~-- Section 633(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act (22 USC
2393(a)) provides that, "whenever the President
determines it to be in furtherance of the purposes of
[the FAA], the functions authorized under this Act may
be performed without regard to such provisions of law

regulating . . . contracts and the expenditure of funds
of the United States Government as the President may
specify."

The first two of these authorities were intended primarily
to facilitate defense-related procurement (though they are
not, by their terms, so limited). Guaranteeing the DPRK
reactor project would not readily fit into this mold because
it would not facilitate a U,S. procurement.

The third statutory except1on was intended to facilitate
overseas procurement in connection with foreign assistance
activities. It has typically been exercised to exempt all
FAA actions from specified laws, not to facilitate
particular transactions. It could not easily be stretched
to cover a performance guarantee for a DPRK reactor project.
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o Congress might view the unorthodox use of these exceptions
as-an effort to undermine Congress's Constitutional role
with respect to both the approval of treaties and the
appropriation of funds. ‘It might retaliate by prohibiting
the use of funds for the DPRK project.

0o On the other hand, given the likely difficulties in
obtaining affirmative Congressional approval of an agreement
with the DPRK, we might conclude that these authorities
would. provide a solution to an Executive-Congress stalemate.

-- Such an approach should be accompanied by informal
consultations with Congress to ensure that there is-
general agreement that this approach is preferable to
submitting the agreement with the DPRK for approval.

o The U.S. cannot transfer an LWR, major reactor components,
or nuclear fuel to the DPRK until it has entered into an
agreement for nuclear cooperation pursuant to section 123 of
the Atomic Energy Act. (Major components are pressure
vessels, primary coolant pumps, fuel charging or discharging
machines, and control rods.)

-- In addition, a waiver of nuclear trade sanctions under
section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act would be required,
as well as issuance of the necessary licenses from the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Treasury Department
(under the Trading With the Enemy Act), and the Commerce
Department (terrorism controls). These requirements are
discussed in subsequent sections. :

o In order to enter into an agreement under section 123, the
DPRK will have to agree to the following:

-- A guarantee that it will maintain IAEA safeguards in
perpetuity on items subject to the agreement.

-~ A requirement, as a condition of continued U.S. nuclear
supply, that it will maintain full-scope IAEA safeguards.

-- A provision permitting the United States to apply
fall-back safeguards (i.e., U.S. inspections) in the
DPRK in the event IAEA safeguards cannot be effectively
applied.

-- A peaceful use guarantee (i.e., the DPRK will not use
items subject to the agreement for any nuclear explosive
device, for research on. or development of any such
device, or for any other military purpose).
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-- A U.S. right to cease cooperation and require the return
of items subject to the agreement if the DPRK detonates
a nuclear explosive device or terminates or abrogates a
safeguards agreement with the IAEA.

-- A guarantee that it will maintain adequate physical
security with respect to items subject to the agreement.

-- A U.S. right of pricr consent before the DPRK may
retransfer to a third country items subject to the
“agreement.

-- A guarantee that it will not reprocess, enrich, or alter
in form or content nuclear material subject to the
agreement (section 123 requires only U.S. consent, but
we presumably would want a prohibition in this case).

" -- A U.S. right to approve in advance storage facilities
for separated plutonium, uranium 233, and highly
enriched uranium subject to the agreement (though it is
‘not anticipated that the DPRK would possess such
materials).

-- A prohibition on the transfer of sensitive nuclear
technology and restricted data under the agreement.

-- A guarantee that all key conditions and controls will
remain in force in perpetuity with respect to items
subject to the agreement, even if the agreement expires
or is terminated. '

This agreement would have to be submitted to Congress for a
review period of 90 continuous session days. Congress could
disapprove the agreement during that time by joint
resolution (which the President could veto, requiring a 2/3
majority for override). -

-- Congress has never disapproved a nuclear cooperation
agreement, but in the case of the U.S.-China agreement,
it imposed stringent conditions on the commencement of
exports pursuant to the agreeement (which have never
been met).

-- In this case, the LWR agreement will already impose
stringent nonproliferation conditions on the DPRK, which
might satisfy Congress's concerns. However, Congress
likely would reject the agreement if the DPRK had not
yet allowed special inspections to take place.

An agreement for cooperation does not commit the United
States to any specific exports or other activities, but
rather establishes a framework of conditions and controls to
govern subsequent transactions, if any.
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-- We might mollify Congressional concerns by proposing an
agreement for cooperation with the DPRK that would
permit only this one reactor pro;ect (i.e., any
additional cooperation would requlre amendment of the

agreement, which Congress would again review for 90
continuous session days).

o Even with an agreement in force, significant exports made
pursuant to it require a license from the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

o IAEA Project and Supply Agreement: The U.S. could supply a
reactor to the DPRK through the IAEA, subject to the
U.S.-IAEA agreement for cooperation.

-- This approach would pnot require an agreement for
cooperation between the U.S. and the DPRK (though the
DPRK would have to agree to the same kind of

requirements in its project agreement with the IAEA and
the U.S.).

-- Congress would not have a role in approving a project
agreement (as would be the case with an agreement for
cooperation).

-- The DPRK would have to rejoin the IAEA to -become-
eligible for such a project.

Atomic E Act: E t of Mi c I

o An agreement for nuclear cooperation is not needed for
exports of minor reactor components (basically, all nuclear
reactor components other than pressure vessels, primary
coolant pumps, fuel charging or discharging machines, and

- control rods).

-- For export of a minor component, section 109(b) of the
Atomic Energy Act requires guarantees from the recipient
government that (1) safeguards will be applied to the
item, (2) the item will be used exclusively for peaceful
purposes, and (3) the item will not be retransferred
without U.S. consent.

o An agreement for nuclear cooperation is not needed for a
transfer of nuclear technology to the DPRK. (Technology
would include everything from a reactor design to reactor
safety knowhow. It would include any transfer of
information or knowhow, including during consultations,
seminars, exchanges, studies, evaluations, etc. It does not
include "public information" -- i.e., information available

t



to the public in books, periodicals, electronic media,
public libraries, open meetings, etc.)

o The basic requirement for a transfer of nuclear technology
to the DPRK would be issuance of a specific authorization by
the Department of Energy based on a finding that the
transfer "will not be inimical to the interest of the United
States." This finding would require the concurrence of
State and consultation with Defense, ACDA, Commerce, and the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

' -- Neither an agreement for cooperation nor full-scope
safequards is strictly required, though effective
full-scope safeguards is typically an important factor
in the finding of noninimicality.

o If another country were supplying the reactor, we would have
to determine whether the reactor incorporated U.S.
technology, in which case reexport controls might apply.

The U.S. does not typically obtain reexport consent rights
in connection with nuclear technology transfers, but 1t has
done so in a few cases.

-- Moreover, if a U.S. firm had a licensing arrangement
with the ROK requiring its consent for the retransfer,
it could not provide that consent without obta1n1ng
author1zat10n from the Energy Department.

Atomic Ene Act:  Nucl Trade S .

0o The U.S. could not transfer an LWR, major reactor
components, nuclear fuel, or minor reactor components unless
the President waived the prohibition in section 129 on such
trade.

o Section 129 prohibits such nuclear trade on two grounds that
are applicable to the DPRK: (1) where a nonnuclear-weapon
state has materially violated an IAEA safeguards agreement;
and (2) where a nonnuclear-weapon state has "engaged in
activities involving source or special nuclear material and
having direct significance for the manufacture or

. acquisition of nuclear explosive devices, and has failed to
take steps which, in the President's judgment, represent
sufficient progress toward terminating such activities."

--  The stringent nonproliferation commitments in the LWR
- agreement could form the basis for a determination by
the President that the DPRK had taken sufficient steps
to terminate its proliferant activities, thereby
avoiding sanctions under the second provision cited
above.
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o Either provision could be waived if the President determlned
that cessation of nuclear trade "would be seriously
prejudicial to the achievement of United States
nonproliferation objectives or otherwise jeopardize the
common defense and security."

-- This waiver determination would have to be submitted to
Congress for 60 days of continuous session before it
took effect.

-- Congress could disapprove the waiver during that time by
joint resolution or other enactment (which the President
could veto, requiring a 2/3 majority for override).

o0 ' The President has exercised his authority under TWEA to ban
all trade and financial transactions with North Korea absent
a license from the Treasury Department's Office of Foreign
Asset Controls (OFAC). (For exports of Commerce-controlled
items, OFAC defers to Commerce's decision on 1ssu1ng an
export license.)

0 OFAC could issue the required license, or the President
could relax the ban. Neither action would requ1re
Congressional consent or consultation.

EAA Terrorism Controls
o The DPRK was designated a "terrorist country” in 1988 for
purposes of the terrorism controls in the Export
Administration Act. . It therefore is subject to an outright
ban on exports of munitions list items, as well as a

requirement of an 1nd1v1dual validated 11censes for many
other items.

o If the Secretary of State determined that a controlled item
"could make a significant contribution to the military
potential of such country, including its military logistics
capability, or could enhance the ability of such country to
support acts of international terrorism,"” a 30-day prior
notification to Congress would be required before the
issuance of a license.

o The criteria for removing a country from the terrorist list
are demanding and would be difficult to meet in the case of
the DPRK (e.g., a Presidential certification that there has
been a fundamental change in the leadership and policies of
the country, that the country is no longer supporting acts
of terrorism, and that the government has provided
assurances that it will not support terrorist acts in the
future).



 abili for Accident

o)

U.S. firms will be concerned about potential liability for
third party claims arising from discharges of radioactive
materials resulting from an accident. (They have been
somewhat reluctant to participate in efforts to improve the
safety of Russian reactors for that reason.)

In particular, these firms are concerned that their
participation in a project might provide the basis for a
suit . in U.S. courts by foreign plaintiffs (the "Bhopal
scenario").

Accordingly, if U.S. firms were to pérticipate, there would
probably have to be arrangements to ensure that such firms
were not exposed to unlimited liability.

-The most practical approach would be to create an ad hoc

liability structure for this one transaction.

One option might be for a U.S. firm in a joint venture with
South Korean firms to seek an indemnification agreement from
those firms.

Alternatively, we could follow the model used last year with
Russia and Ukraine in connection with the provision of
safety assistance to their civil reactors. A bilateral
agreement would require the recipient State or some other
state (1) to provide for the defense of third party claims
for nuclear damage in any court, (2) to indemnify the
provider of assistance for any judgments that might be
assessed, and (3) to bring no such claims on its own behalf
or on behalf of others.

-~ In the case of the DPRK project, such undertakings might
have to come from the ROK, as the DPRK would not be
regarded as a credible guarantor for the large sums
potentially involved.

There are two international instruments governing nuclear
liability -- the OECD's Paris Convention of 1960 and the
IAEA's Vienna Convention of 1963. The DPRK, the ROK, Japan,
Russia, China and the U.S. are not party to either major
convention. Accordingly, under present circumstances, a
claim for damage resulting from a reactor accident in the
DPRK might be brought against any participant in the DPRK
reactor project in any court or forum that would hear the
case.

One solution would be for all States participating in the
project to join the international system.
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vi tal R .

o The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) would not apply
) to this overseas project.

o Instead, E.O. 12114 covers major Federal actions with
environmental effects abroad.

o The "Federal action” in this case would be the government
approvals necessary for U.S. participation in the reactor
project.

-- However, the procedures adopted to implement E.O. 12114
in the nuclear field exempt the kinds of government
approvals that would be needed in this case other than
approvals for export of a reactor or major reactor
components.

o If the USG were approving the export of a reactor or major
reactor components, the appropriate env1ronmenta1 '
documentation likely would be required.

-- However, this requirement would not apply if the
approval action were taken either (1) by the President,
or (2) at the direction of the President or a Cabinet
officer when the national security is involved.

0o If the Department of Energy were approving the participation
of U.S. firma in the North Korean reactor project,
environmental documentation likely would not be required.

-- The procedures adopted to implement E.O. 12114 focus on
the provision of a "physical project"” and exempt actions
taken under section S7 of the Atomic Energy Act, which
includes DOE approval of nuclear-related activities
overseas.

Drafted by: L/PM - Newell Highsmith



. POLITICAL COMMITMENT

This letter would offer only a political commitment from
President Clinton. It would not require Congressional
approval and would not violate the Anti-Deficiency Act.

I wish to.confirm to you that I will use the full powers of
my office in accordance with the U.S. Constitution to
facilitate arrangements for the construction within North Korea
by [Russia/South Korea/United States] of a light-water nuclear
power reactor facility designed to provide approximately 1000
MWe. This effort will include arranging for financing by
{Japan] [South Korea)[a consortium consisting of Japan, South
Korea, etc.]. In addition, in the event that this reactor
project is not completed for reasons beyond the control of
North Korea, I will use the full powers of my office in
accordance with the U.S. Constitution to facilitate the supply
to North Korea of a light-water reactor facility designed to
provide approximately 1000 MWe, including if necessary the
provision of such a facility from the United States.

I provide these assurances on the understanding that: (1)
the DPRK will remain a party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and will comply fully with
that Treaty; (2) the DPRK will comply fully with its
obligations under the DPRK-IAEA safeguards agreement; (3) the
DPRK will comply fully with the terms of the Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; (4) the DPRK
will transfer all spent fuel from its SMW nuclear reactor '
to -within ____ months of the entry into force of
this agreement; (5) the DPRK will not refuel its SMW reactor at
any time; (6) the DPRK will cease all further construction on
the reactor(s) at ' and the radiochemical
laboratory at and will not construct any
reactors or laboratories of these types in the future.




TAB 4

BINDING GUARANTEE

This letter would legally bind the U.S. to provide a
replacement reactor, if necessary. We would need to seek
Congressional approval in order to satisfy the
Anti-Deficiency Act. An entry-into-force provision would
allow for referral to Congress. U.S. supply of the reactor
pursuant to the guarantee would be conditioned on
conclusion of an agreement for nuclear cooperation.

I wish to confirm to you that the United States will exert
its utmost efforts to facilitate arrangements for the '
construction within North Korea by [Russia/South Korea/United
States] of a light-water nuclear power reactor facility
designed to provide approximately 1000 MWe. This effort will
include arranging for financing by [Japan][South Korea][a
consortium consisting of Japan, South Korea, etc.]. The United
States guarantees that, in the event that this reactor project
is not completed for reasons beyond the control of North
Korea, the United States will take those steps necessary to
ensure the availability to North Korea of a light-water reactor
facility designed to provide approximately 1000 MNe on terms
similar to those of the original reactor project.

This offer and guarantee is subject to the following
conditions: (1) the DPRK shall remain a party to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and shall comply fully
with that Treaty; (2) the DPRK shall comply fully with its-
obligations under the DPRK-IAEA safeguards agreement; (3) the
DPRK shall comply fully with the terms of the Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; (4) the DPRK
shall transfer all spent fuel from its 5MW nuclear reactor
to ‘within ___ months of the entry into force of
this agreement; (5S) the DPRK shall not refuel its SMW reactor
at any time; (6) the DPRK shall cease all further construction
on the reactor(s) at and the radiochemical
laboratory at and shall not construct any
reactors or laboratories of these types in the future. In
addition, in the event that the U.S. must supply a light-water
reactor or major components thereof pursuant to this letter,
such supply shall be conditioned on the DPRK agreeing to eater
into an agreement for nuclear cooperation in substantially the
form attached hereto. -

If you agree to these terms, I propose that this letter and -
your favorable response shall constitute an agreement between
our countries, which shall enter into force upon further
notification between us that we have completed our respective
domaestic approval processes.
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July 27, 1994

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

THROUGH : NICHOLAS BURNSAIE;

FROM: JOHN BEYRLE U503

SUBJECT: Presidential Letter to Representative Markey
and Others on the G-7’s Action Plan for
Chernobyl

Attached are Presidential letters of response to Representatives
Markey, Sharp and Swift, who wrote to the President to urge him
to insist upon fixed dates for Chernobyl’s closure and to oppose
policies that would make nuclear power the energy source of
choice for Ukraine.

Concurrences by: Christopher Chyba, William Danvers, Robert
Fauver t};ﬁ974;n.4%Q:,

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the attached memorandum to the President.

Attachments

Tab I Memorandum to the President
Tab A Letters to Representative Markey and others
Tab B Incoming
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE
SUSAN BROPHY
SUBJECT: Letter to Representatives Markey, Sharp and
. Swift Regarding the G-7’'s Action Plan for
Chernobyl
Purpose

To reply to a letter from Representatives Markey, Sharp and
Swift.

Background

Representatives Markey, Sharp and Swift wrote to you regarding
the G-7’s Action Plan on Chernobyl. They urge you to insist upon
fixed dates for Chernobyl’s closure and to oppose policies that
would make nuclear power the energy source of choice for Ukraine.
Your response assures them that the United States strongly
supports the G-7 decision to place a high priority on the early
shutdown of the Chernobyl reactors, and informs them that U.S.
bilateral assistance would be targeted to the Nuclear Safety
Account of the EBRD as well as to non-nuclear projects, rather
than to reactor completion.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the attached letters to Representative Markey and
others.

Attachments
Tab A Letters to Representative Markey and others
Tab B Incoming

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear EA4d:

Thank you for your letter regarding the action
plan for the Ukrainian energy sector proposed by
the G-7 at the recent Naples summit. The

United States strongly supported the G-7 decision
to place a high priority on the early shutdown of
the reactors at Chernobyl, as an effective
multilateral complement to our own bilateral
efforts with Ukraine to that same end. This
closure would be accompanied by comprehensive
reforms in the energy sector, increased energy
conservation and the use of other energy sources,
as well as the completion of three new reactors
to adequate safety standards.

The World Bank is now in the late stages of its
first power sector loan preparation for Ukraine,
to be focused on thermal power plant
rehabilitation. As you know, the Bank has been
opposed to lending Bank funds for completion of
nuclear power plants. At Naples, the G-7 called
on International Financial Institutions to
support its energy action plan according to their
mandate. United States bilateral support would
not go to reactor completion, but would be
targeted to both the Nuclear Safety Account of
the EBRD as well as non-nuclear projects. I
appreciate your continued interest in this
important issue.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Edward J. Markey
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515



 THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Phil:

Thank you for your letter regarding the action
plan for the Ukrainian energy sector proposed by
the G-7 at the recent Naples summit. The

United States strongly supported the G-7 decision
to place a high priority on the early shutdown of
the reactors at Chernobyl, as an effective
multilateral complement to our own bilateral
efforts with Ukraine to that same end. This
closure would be accompanied by comprehensive
reforms in the energy sector, increased energy
conservation and the use of other energy sources,
as well as the completion of three new reactors
to adequate safety standards.

The World Bank is now in the late stages of its
first power sector loan preparation for Ukraine,
to be focused on thermal power plant
rehabilitation. As you know, the Bank has been
opposed to lending Bank funds for completion of
nuclear power plants. At Naples, the G-7 called
on International Financial Institutions to
support its energy action plan according to their
mandate. United States bilateral support would
not go to reactor completion, but would be
targeted to both the Nuclear Safety Account of
the EBRD as well as non-nuclear projects. I
appreciate your continued interest in this
important issue.

Sincerely,

The HonoraQle Philip R. Sharp
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Al:

Thank you for your letter regarding the action
plan for the Ukrainian energy sector proposed by
the G-7 at the recent Naples summit. The

United States strongly supported the G-7 decision
to place a high priority on the early shutdown of
the reactors at Chernobyl, as an effective
multilateral complement to our own bilateral
efforts with Ukraine to that same end. This
closure would be accompanied by comprehensive
reforms in the energy sector, increased energy
conservation and the use of other energy sources,
as well as the completion of three new reactors
to adequate safety standards. '

The World Bank is now in the late stages of its
first power sector loan preparation for Ukraine,
to be focused on thermal power plant
rehabilitation. As you know, the Bank has been
opposed to lending Bank funds for completion of
nuclear power plants. At Naples, the G-7 called
on International Financial Institutions to
support. its energy action plan according to their
mandate. United States bilateral support would
not go to reactor completion, but would be
targeted to both the Nuclear Safety Account of
the EBRD as well as non-nuclear projects. I
appreciate your continued interest in this
important issue.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Al Swift
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515



Congress of the WUnited States
TBouse of Representatives

Rashington, BE 20515

| N4 py.

Tuly 1, 1994 ’ 32

The President
The White House
. Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We understand the interagency group preparing briefing materials for the upcoming G-7
summit in Naples, Italy has recommended our government support efforts to close two
unsafe reactors currently operating at Chernobyl and replace the generating capacity with
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects. We fully support the Administration’s focus
‘on conservation and renewable energy. However, we are concerned that other G-7 nations,
particularly Germany and France, will insist on international financing for the completion of
three VVER-1000 reactors to compensate solely for the closure of Chernobyl. We strongly
oppose replacing Chemnobyl’s generating capacity with additional nuclear facilities and urge
~ you to carefully scrutinize attempts to secure financing for nuclear power projects in
Ukraine, particularly funding for the completion of additional VVER-1000 reactors, until
further study has proven these reactors reliable and safe.

Instead of making the completion of nuclear power facilities in Ukraine a primary option, we
agree with the Administration that the international community should provide technical and
financial assistance to replace the generating capacity of the Ukrainian reactors with energy
efficiency and renewable energy options, including windpower. According to the World Bank
and the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, conservation measures have the potential to make
the completion of additional reactors unnecessary by providing economic, low-risk solutions
that can be implemented in the near term. No-cost to moderate-cost industrial conservation,
reductions in transmission and distribution losses, and the development of renewable energy
could provide more than 10,000 MW of capacity in the next five years alone.

Seventeen American companies have already written to the Energy Department expressing
their willingness and ability to undertake energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in
Ukraine. The Administration should continue its discussions with these firms so that a
comprehensive energy strategy for Ukraine, one which relies upon conservation and
renewable sources, can be formulated. Such a strategy, in addition to providing Ukrainians
safer, more environmentally-sound energy, has the potential to create thousands of American
jobs. '



President Clinton -
Page 2 '

We urge you to insist upon fixed dates for Chernobyl’s closure and to oppose policies that
would make nuclear power the energy source of choice for Ukraine. If the G-7 ultimately
decides to pursue intemnational financing for nuclear projects in Ukraine, funding also should
be included, at an equal level, for energy efficiency and non-nuclear projects.

Sincerely,

azw;Q . P, /U

Edward XMarkey /éhﬂip R. Sharp
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