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Next Steps for Nuclear Suppliers' Conference

Attached (Tab A) is an outline of some key issues
which would be worthwhile to discuss at your Friday
meeting on the nuclear suppliers' conference. There
are no easy answers to some of the questions, but we
have tried teo highlight the relevant factors to be
considered in making a judgment. This Friday's dis-
cussion could then serve as a basis for the State
Department contribution to interagency consideration
of next steps, which we expect to take place next week.

The most immediate guestion facing us is what to
say to other key suppliers in the aftermath of our
recent bilaterals with the French. Increasing degrees
of detail are identified in the outline and in the
illustrative talking points (Tab B) keyed to the first
part of the cutline.

Attachments:

Tab A - Key Issues

Tab B ~ Talking Points

Tab C - French-US Bilateral Talks

Tab ) - Instructions for US-French Talks
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KEY ISSUES

In the light of the French-US bilateral talks (Tab C),
we need to consider next steps to take with all proposed
conference participants, both before and after we receive
a further French response. The following key issues might
be considered at your Friday meeting.

A. BEFCORE A FURTHER I'RENCH RESPONSE

1. Wwhat kind of basic read-out should the others
receive on our bilaterals? We have undertaken to inform
the other proposed participants of the outcome of our bi-
laterals with the French. The Secretary instructed that
they be given "a low key, general briefing regarding the
results of the US-French talks, but that this not involve
a series of detailed bilaterals" (Tab D). The briefing
could be given in Washington at the Assistant Secretary
level, except possibly for the Soviets who could be in-
formed by Stoessel, and should be given early next week
if possible.

A basic read-out would stop short of providing
details on the French reactions before we receive a fur-
ther French response, on the assessment that Paris would
expect the US to have communicated its positions to the
other key suppliers but would react negatively to a full-
fledged US discussion of French views. The following
points elaborate a possible progression from & minimal
presentation of French reactions to one which also
amplifies the US position:

-- At a minimum, such a read-out would entail infor-
ming everyone that we reviewed our suggested nuclear
safeguards policies and conference proposal with the
French; while it is too early to predict the final French
response, they appeared generally receptive to the sub-
stance of our proposals and, in particular, did net
exclude attending a small, private conference; and we
will be back in touch after the French give us a con-
sidered response, which we expect to receive before
the end of the month. (Talking Point A.)

-- Going one step further, it could also entail
apprising everyone of the US procedural thinking as it

SECRET/NODIS




DECLASSIFIEL - e

Autharity M
By NARA Date H20/lp. -

SECRET/NODIS 2

was shared with the French, including the kinds of agree-
ments or understandings we might expect from the con-
ference, the desirable size and composition of delegations
and the venue of the conference. (Talking Point B.)

~— Finally, if judged to be consistent with the

Secretary's guidance, it could entall briefing the others
on the additional substantive detail which was provided
the French {(so as to maximize the prospects of a positive
response), preferably in the guise of further thinking
associated with the series of bilateral consultations we
have had since last fall, including the latest talks with
the French. However, going this final step might be too
cunbersome for one presentation; we might therefore re-
serve this step for a separate session. (Talking Point C.)

2. Beyond the basic read-out, should we give the
others additional information on the French position at
this time? The other key suppliers will probably push
for additional information on the French reaction to the
US proposals and possibly the French approach to specific
export cases.

-~ They could be told, in general terms if desired,
of the French reactions to the substance and means of
implementation of each of our five points and/or of the
French comments on the suggested conference. (Talking
Point D.) g

-~ We could acknowledge, if asked but without going
into detail, that the Prench explored the implications
of our proposals for specific export cases under con-
sideration in Paris. (Talking Point D.)

Both of these possibilities carry the risk of
revealing too much about the French position too soon,
i.e., possibly antagonizing Paris and giving premature
signals to the others. On the other hand, they may be
disappointed by too cursory a read-out, even if we are
more forthecoming following the final French response.
Again, the Secretary's guildance cited above should be
borne in mind in deciding whether to proceed with a
fuller briefing.

3. Should we offer to discuss with others their
specific export cases? At French initiative there was
specific discussion of export cases under consideration

SECRET/NODIS
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in Paris. The Canadians and Germans may want to discuss
with us pressing export problems regarding Argentina,
Brazil and Korea, and we have an interest in doing so
given the urgency and importance of this case and the

as yet uncertain timing of a conference. In the context
of proposed safeguards policies, should we take this
opportunity to express a readiness to do so?

-~ 1f so, we could simply note at this time that in
view of the prospective multilateral consultations, it
is advisable not to make irreversible decisions on
sensitive export matters prior to such consultations.
{Talking Point E.)

-- In addition (if we wish to be more specific), we
could express readiness to discuss cases involving such
countries as Argentina, Brazil and Korea if the Canadians
and Germans believe it would be helpful to do so in the
near future, perhaps in the course of bilaterals follow-
ing the further French response. (Talking Point E.)

Attached at Tab C are the talking points noted
above, which illustrate what we might say to the other
key suppliers, depending on which of thc above steps we
opt for.

B. FOLLOWING A FURTHER FRENCH RESPONSE

To the maximum extent possible, we should be prepared
to proceed quickly with arrangements, for either a con-
ference or alternative consultations, following a further
French response. In our internal planning, we should
therefore

-- elaborate the US policy proposals, our reactions
to the issues raised in the bilaterals with the French
and the other suppliers, and whatever negotiating flexi-
bility is desirable on points of controversy (e.g., sen-
sitive areas, non-proliferation commitments, multinational
plants and specific export cases); and

~= prepare for possible consultations on next steps
with the other suppliers after the French response is
obtained. (If we receive no response from France in the
next two weeks, we should be prepared to seek the Sec-
retary's authorization to query the Elysee.)

SECRET/NODIS
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Two urgent questions to be considered in our planning
pending a French response are:

1. How should we proceed following the French

esponse? It is anticipated that there will be conditions
attached to the French response, whether it is agreement
to attend the proposed conference or a degree of readiness
to coordinate safeguards policies, bilaterally or multi-
laterally. The French conditions are expected to come in
three general categories: (a) the extent of French readi-
ness to coordinate with the conference, (b) the subjects
France is willing to discuss, and (c¢) the instruments for
expressing multilateral coordination following the con-
ference. For example, with regard to (a) and (c) Paris
might be willing to consult bilaterally but not be bound
by a formal multilateral approach, particularly in the
case of our fifth point on unstable areas. With regard
to (b), there might figure among its substantive con-
ditions refusal to apply safeguards to a recipient's en-
tire fuel cycle, unwillingness to consider restrictions
on reprocessing plants or only partial agreement to accept
a functional eguivalent to the NPT.

-~ The French might agree to attend the conference
on conditions (concerning substantive issues to be dis-
cussed or means of implementation) acceptable to the US.
In that event, it should be possible to proceed with
arrangements for holding the conference, assuming that
other participants agree.

-— Short of attending the conference, the French
might demonstrate sufficient willingness to coordinate
nuclear export policies to lead the US to agree to concert
multilaterally with the other key suppliers on that basis,
if agreeable to the other suppliers.

-~ Conditions for French cooperation {inside or out-
side the proposed conference) might be unacceptable to
the US. 1In the light of French refusal to coordinate
its export policies in an acceptable way, it would then
be necessary to consult other suppliers to decide on where
to go from here. 1In this event, alternatives to our
initial conference proposal could range from "rolling
bilaterals" to a conference of six, with which France would
"harmonize" its policies.

SECRET/NODIS
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2. Sheould the Netherlands and the GDR be invited to
participate? The Dutch, with the support of the British
and Germans, have asked to participate because of their
strong interest in this area, including their ties with
URENCO. The Soviets have urged that the Fast Germans be
invited to attend, primarily for political reasons. At
a minimum, it should be possible for the Soviets to co-
ordinate with the East Germans and for the Germans, British
and ourselves to coordinate with the Dutch if they do not
attend. This may not be sufficient, however.

-— Recognizing that of all the parties excluded, the
Dutch have the strongest case for attending, should the
Netherlands be invited? (This would be welcomed by the
British and Germans but could lead to Belgian and Italian
requests to attend.)

«w Should we confirm our refusal to invite the GDR
if the Soviets renew their request? Can we persist with
our refusal if we decide to include the Dutch?

It is clear that there are serious pitfalls in ex-
panding the scope of participation. There are also poli-
tical liabilities in excluding the Dutch. While it is not
necessary to communicate further on this guestion until
it is clear that a conference of some sort will be held,
we may wish to obtain political benefit by bringing the
Dutch into our safeguards consultations at an early stage.
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TALRINC POINTS

Depending on the level of dotail which we desire
to introduce, some or all of the following talking
points might be used in approaching the other key
suppliers. (Optional elaborations are provided in
parentheses.)

A. Minimuom Read-Out

~— US-French talks on non-prcliferation were held
in Washington on Janusry 13-14., The talks covered our
common coucerns over potential proliferation, the need
For common underztandings amnong suppliers, and the US
proposal for a meeting of nuclear suppliers.

-~ The French delegation was not authorized to
give ns a final answer on paviicipation in the meeting.
Their purpose wag to explore the guestion to permit the
GOF to reach a decision.

~-— We srec encouraged by the talks. The French
approach to the italks was positive and forthecoming,
While their ideas on some of the substantive points
differed from ours, there was a good deal of comuon
ground and they were not ill-disposed to the idea of a
multiiateral meeting in itself.

B. Additional US Procedural Thinking

-- On procedures, we suggested a #-day meeting,
possibly in Paris, with delegations of up to & people
led by an Assistant Secretary of State or eguivalent.
(The French were not optimistic about Paris as the
venue, and may wish smaller delegations to maintain
confident! 1ity.)

-~ 1. response to a French reguest, we gave them
a "nen-parcr® illustrating possible forms which under-
standings wight take. We are providing a copy of the
same paper to you on an uncfficial and confidential
basis.

SECRET/NODIS
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¢. Additional Substantive Detail on US Policy Suggestions

-— On the basis of our series of bilateral con-
sultations with the key nuclear suppliers, we belicve
that our five suggested points are an acceptable basis
for nuclear export discussions at the suggested con-
ference. 1In particular, there appear to be good pros-
pects for agreement at least on points 1 and 2, and the
enrichment aspect of point 3, but that the remaining
elements in points 3 and 5 need further discussion.

-- We have been giving further thought to the five
points in the light of reactions we have received from
the potential conference participants. We wish to share
this additional thinking with you at this point.

-— With regard to point 1, we are planning to in-
clude an explicit PNE exclusion in all future US Agree-
ments for Cooperation and we intend to look at the
possibility of imposing a no-PNE agreement as a condition
for contracting and are considering similar conditions
for licensing under existing agreements.

-~ With regard to our second peoint, we believe that
the concept of agreeing on a safeguards "trigger" list
similar to that defined by the Zangger Committee is
worth considering, and we would like such an agreed list-
ing to include heavy watexr production equipment, and
possibly assistance in the form of transfers of sensitive
technology and know-how as well as hardware. .

-~ On our point 3, we believe that suppliers should
recognize the danger of enrichment technology transfers
(e.g., centrifuges) leading to greater capabilities for
non-nuclear weapons states to produce weapons-useable
uranium. We believe that suppliers should avoid trans-
fars of enrichment technology and equipment, and that
assistance should emprasize services or multinational
facilities., Reprocessing is a more difficult area,
partly because there has already been a considerable
amount of technology sharing and various countries are
actively seeking indigenous capabilities from suppliers.
However, we believe that assistance in translating this
technology and equipment into working facilities is the
key that suppliers have for controlling acquisition of
indigenous reprocessing capabilities by NNWS. As for
multinational plants (which could include binational

SECRET/NODIS
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plants), we are now studying some of the economic factors,
such as transportation and cconomies of scale, which bear
on their attractiveness, and we note that the 1AEA has
already done some preliminary work on this matter and
their initial judgment is that such plants offer potential
economic advantages, as well as advantages in safety,
safeguards, and trained manppower reguirements.

-- With regard to our fourth point, we continue to
favor a two-pronged attempt to encourage adoption of
adequate physical security measures, the first prong of
which would be an international convention covering at
least international transit and recovery, and the second
prong of which would be agreement among key suppliers that
provisions for adequate physical security measures will be
included as a condition for export to recipients.

-~ Finally, our fifth point was designed in the
recognition that there will be shortcomings in some cases
of attempting to arrive at broad policy understandings.
Therefore, we would like to explore with other key sup-
pliers what procedures if any could be developed for con-
sultations on specific cases invelving transfers of sen-
sitive material or zguipment to sensitive areas where
the potential supplier has some doubt, or which some other
supplier has noted as causing concern.

D. French Reactions to US Proposals ps

-- (Point 1) The French see no problem with re-
guiring a PNE exclusion in future agreements. (They
intend to do so in their own future agreements in any
event.)

-- {(Point 2) The French agree that IAEA safeguards
should be applied to nuclear exports as a general rule;
they wish to retain some flexihility to use only bilateral
safequards in exceptional cases. (Future French agree-
ments will normally include IAEA safeguards.)

-= (Point 3) The French are willing to encourage
multinational enrichment plants; they are skeptical
about. the practical possibility of controlling reprocess-
ing. (They oppose our suggestion that safeguards on the
entire fuzl cyaele be made a condition for assistance in
reprocessing or supply of weapons-useable material. They
are willing to consider tighter constraints on these
categories, however.)

SECRET/NODTS




DECLASSIHIRL -

Authority AWDGIASZ0
By NARA Date Z26/lp

SECRET/NORIS -4

-~ (Point 4) The French had no serious difficulty
with this point.

--~ {Point 5) fThe French are unwilling to becone
involved in any multilateral mechanism to review special
cases but showed some interest in informal discussions
with concerned suppliers as the need arises.

~—~ (The French noted that committing themselves to
a supplier understanding on points 1 and 2 would bhe
equivalent to accepting NPT nuclear weapons state status
in these important respects. We believe this guestion
of NPT-like commitments may be the most difficult
political issue facing the French in reaching a decision.)

-- (If asked) The French explored the implications
of our propecals for specific export cases under consider-
ation in Paris. (We cannot offer you more detail on this
at this time.)

E. Immediate Export Cases

~~ In view of the prospective multilateral con- v
sultations, it is advisahle not to make irreversible
decisions on sensitive export matters prior to such
consultations. '

~- (To Canada) If you believe it would be helpful
to do so in the near future, we would be willing to
discuss the Argentine and Korean cases, perhaps in the
course of discussion following a further French response.

-- {(To FRG) If you believe it would be helpful to
do so in the near future, we would be willing to discuss
the Brazil case, perhaps in the course of discussions
following a further French response.

F. Concluding Point

-- The question of French participation is now at L’—
the most delicate stage. We regard the above information
as extremely sensitive; we do not wish to discuss the
talks in greater detail at this time and ask that you
do not initiate any further discugsion with them on this
subject until we have heard back from the French. We
will be in touch when we have a response.

SLCRET/HODIS
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FRGH:  PM - George S. Y Vest

Tlench us Ri 1e*€r:1 Tolls

We have held talks with a Prench delesation headed by
M. de Mazelle, Dircctor of Scivntific Aifsirvs irn the Yorciaon
Ministry and M. Goldschmidt of the CEA. The discussion
covered our concarns over potential proliferation, the peed
for common undorstandinugs amony suppliers, and tha US proco-
a2l for a nuclear LP“1“”J$ conieraonce to rcach understoond-
ings on safeguard conditions for nuclear exports,

The talks ware very encouraging. The French delecation
posed Lthelr nuaerous cuastions Puuit‘vﬁ by and the Proerch Leit
the general impression that, although they dificred in nono
cases on substantive detail, they were not 1ll-disgpased to
the idea of a multilateral meelting iteelf. They forovas noed
that they were not pLE“aer Lo Uivu a final answer st this
time, but wanted as much infornation as possible so that
Paris can make a decision,

On procedural avuwhmon”, I suggested in accordance with
our guidance a meeting as early as February possibly in Paris.
The Fronch howcver showed some doubis sbout having it in
Paris and sugooested London as anothelr possibility. I suge
gested cdelegations of up Lo 8 prople headed by a foreign

of fice of’icial ecuivalent te a US assislant Scorctary of
State. TF - French indicated some concorin over con_lmbnii»

I nd

ality and .o difficuliy cn this scorzs if large delegaticns
are invol..o; they may decide to ask for smaller delogations.

On the substantive items suggested in the US aida mouocire,
we held very dotniled discussions. The French were encop-
tionally fortheoming end went out of thoelr way to raisz ane
digscuss their current exvort cases, and thelr concerrns alouvl
theose and othoevr planned exvorts. They covercd current or

et

plonred exporcs to Ssain, tndie, Telvom, Pakistan, South
. : \ \ . o
Yorea, Jran, Izpg, Soudl prabisn, Libva and tnﬂzr Lrdier oone
w aqlte . L -% . . . apn o g ey iy g ® ey !
ool vwith she DO Thnoy had gpcelfic conocons abhout O o

SBC“F”/WXDTQ
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of mafequards they are currently vecking on sale of highly
enriched urenium to India ond goughl U8 advica on fhig
problem., We will geb the details of this reguest to you
in a separate wemorandum,

On the spe(ifi five points in the US aide memoire
(attached) the I'rench views were as follows:

POLEL HNo, 1~ PNE exclucion: JFroench see no problem
with 1cq4¢3*1u a4 P caelusicn.  Thoy dntend o include
such a provision in future egreements and have aluao

attempted to introduce it into the existing one with ITndia,

Point No., 2 - 2polication of IANA safeouuards: Fronch
intend 0 USe YALA soacguozas as o wencral rule in the
future But wish to rotain sose TlebLlJLy to annply Jllmhoral
safeguards in creeplioncl cases where in thoir viow it
more reasonable Lo do =o. {fhey cited a nuwber of oxo:
On trigeer items for safeguards
.

. thay have no problen wit
- the Zangger list but do not want it greatly cxpancod
“eloo scom gonerally willing to *'c~ﬁ4 vnifoxrm dvraltion
coverage provisions to cover the 11fotime of equipmant
to pursue the material or its protducts.

P01nt ko. 3 -~ Srecial restrainis on weapon usable
material, Toimnnn and 3ﬁ*6p?u iru: Che Sronen ere wil
To enconrace Miltit ."ﬁ#hﬁfé’fﬂvuiculw cly on enyichmar
but are skentical about the pra actical possibility cof ceniral-

-1ling reprocessing becauvse it is a simpler technology “‘*f sdly
widely availabla. On weapon qraéa material, and reprocossing,
they opposce our susgestion to extract as a condition of

supply that the hole fuel cyc]e be safequardad and tha
recipient have a general comaitment to non-proliferation.

They believe these conditions are discriminatory to LEUs und
excrlt pressure to Iforce r@CipLGn;S to accept de facto MPY
adherence. They prefer to tie the safeguards directly to
the export. In this regard, as an alternative in the ceco
of reprocessing, the Plcn“l suggested safeguarding not only
the facility but any replication using the same tuchnolooy,
a position thot goes halfway toward our poszition.

]
f"\

Point ilo. 4 - ®hyvgieal securiiv moagvres: The Froench
Shovad & wallinahcss to fcchpr Gur s {1crs to have
cuppliprn incluce provisiouns for adeguate physical security
in exwort coroornts ond O SURPOYL an international con-
vention Lo deal with cuideliresn Jor phveical secuniis

\

e
[Pt
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well as the problem of transit and rccovery of materials,
Thoy strossed i']‘f(; role Df the mupnlier in onsuring
adequate physical sccurity rather than trying to use the
IAEA fox 1ntc;n4tloaal inspeetion of physical sceurity
measures.

Point Ho. 5 - Ssnsitive arcaos: FPrench xCCbgninc ihe
delichicy of {nis point and the need for suppliers to act
responsibly. They are reluctant to gobt invelved in any
multiloteral nechanien to examine spoeial cases of sales
to sensitive areazs but showed some interest in informmal
bilateral discuzsions wmth concoerned suppliers as the need
arises.

In summary, the French team wasg very forthcoming and
I beliecve #halt the prospocts ave good that they will recers-
mend favorably on the proposed melitlateral supplicers

confercnce. The French noted thut - - points 1 and 2, what
we weroe ugqqttln is that they esn  tally accept all of
the constraints of a RS under the Coand thus thov woatd
de fachto Lo joining the KPT. This - o bo a difficult

political decicion the GOF will hav - to make in deciding to
attend the conference. :

Attachment:

Alde momoire
Drafted hy:PM/HPO:
/L4775 - ext 21835
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R SPhe USE envisions. undertakings among supplicrs to
c..i ablish cowaon restradints and conditions on nucloar

S supply, wilh a vwov Lo M¢1imiming tha rishko'eof nuelear

T weapons preliicration.  Woe are GOﬂ"iGCrinn a coall, private

‘conferenca of koy tUp1J.o:s ns a means of rking out such
-andextakings., ALl suppliers would of cour e be firee to
“apply moxe restrictive policies. e '
Suggested Tolicics for Discussion T -

1. HNuclear cooperation would e undg rta“vn with non-
nuclear weaspon stabes only uvndoer ogrms“ents as Lo poaceiul
UACS, which ”oL‘ﬁ explicitly cxelude usce in any nuclear

explosive devices.

2. Wuclear supply would be undorta¥en only when
covcrcd by IhEA 5D;r~hazaﬁ, with appropricte provisions
for dura tion and cover age ol produced nuclear matoerial,

3. Supply of weapons-gradsa material, oy of uraniun
Lenrichment or chomical reproceseing cguivnment or technoloesy,
o non-nuclear weapon states should be anJCCt to special
restraint. BSuch special restroint wight include supply
only for enterprises with multinational partjciﬁation, or
only to those non-nuclear weapon statcs which have made a
gencral cornitment to non-proliferat] ony and which have
aﬁcopt;% Inh saioguaxo on their entire nuclear fuel cycle.

4, Nuclear supply would include appropriaste require-
ments for the yhyuichl protection of materials and facilities
against theft, secilwsure or sabotage

5. St ngent conditlions might be developed on the

supply of se itive nuclear material, cqguipment, or technoleogy
to countric. xcq'oﬂr whore such exporits would contribute
o the poriicalar risks of cenflict or instabllity.
* N
The above list of possible policies is intendad to
Aliustrate the tyrpes of issues where understaendings might
be reached. It is net intended Lo represent an exhauvstive
examination of the issues, ) .
* ﬁ‘ :
CORPIDENTIAL .
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STCRET/SENSTTIVE/IIODIS Januarvy 13, 1975
i . i (‘QQ"}’??Q.
| MEMORANDUM FOR - . ' e
gOiﬁIE‘* TO: .. THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE
2 'SUBJECT: . Imslructions for lhe U.S.-French Talks on
s/p ‘ Nuclepr Fzxport Policy o ’
S/S T s g r . .
8/5-8 : _ :
MR The Scerctary has reviewed the paper '"Contingency Guidance for
EUR Future U, 8. -French Talks on Nuclear Export Dolicies' and has
RF:vhd inntructed thats E ' ' .
. ) -~ the guidance centainad in that pa per shall be the basis for
i S U.S. -~ French talks on Jannavy 13-14; .
! -~ the talks focus on our praposcd nuclear exporters conference and
] ' not be drawn into 2 censideration of alternatives;

-« 'specliic export cascs be digscuased r;n].v if the French raisa them,
that an iscue uot be made of them, and that the subject of an expovt
moaratorivra not be b1c;.chea,

-~ other potential conferénce pasil 1'1.1&11‘:&11‘.5 bha given a low lkey,

w3 . general bricfing regarding the results of the U.S. -French talks,,

butb thal this not invelve a weries of detailed bilaterals; and

.

..... -

»

. ~= the U. 5. delogation mecting wnh the French vhall be Georpge Vest
{Chairman), John ¥Flaherty {ARC), Charles Van Doren {ACDA), an
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