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Nuclear Exports

new safeguards to apply in the renegotiation of agreements for
supplies of uranium to any country which does flot live up to
those safeguards?
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Mr. Jamieson: 1 understand the hon. member's question,
but witb respect 1 sbould point out that there is a difference in
that the countries that 1 referred to in terrms of uranium sales
are already, witb the exception of France, NPT signatories,
and therefore in that sense they meet the requirements of tlie
policy.

Over and above that, bowever, we have safeguards agree-
ments, bilateral ones, relating to the sale of Canadian urani-
um, and it is that issue wbich is in question in terms of the
countries 1 mentioned-Euratom, Switzerland and Japan. It
would not be a matter of adhering to this policy; it would be in
some respects something beyond thîs particular policy because
it would be a specific bilateral arrangement between us.

1 might point out that while progress has been made, the
probiem with the Euratom situation in particular is that there
are some nine goverfiments invoived, and it bas not been easy
to get ail of them together and to meet preciseiy the same
commîtments. Tbat is why I mentioned, as an alternative, the
possibiity of bilaterals. If at the end of the year there is no
agreement in place for a continuation, we would have to decide
whether progress was sufficient to ailow us to continue ship-
ments on an interim basis or if we wouid simpiy disrupt
shipments as of December 3 1.

Mr. Gillies: Just to make it absoiuteiy clear in my mind, do
1 understand from the minister's answer wbicb be bas just
given <bat the safeguards announced today wiii not cover the
export of uranium which bas been renegotiated?

Mr. Jamnieson: Yes, it wiii.

Mr. Gillies: Then <bat is where I am in difficuity witb the
minister's answer. In thie case of France and other Euratom
countries to which we export uranium, but particularly France,
tbe policy of the goverfiment is to negotiate a bilaterai agree-
ment rather than have <bis safeguard appiy to the particular
contracts which are coming up for renegotiation. Am I correct
in that?

Mr. Jamieson: I can genuinely appreciate the bon. mem-
ber's problem because 1 had it myself for quite a while before I
finaily began to understand it. 1 shouid make the side com-
ment with regard to France, which is not covered by the poiicy
because it is a nuecear weapons state. In the other cases,
Canada bas had for many years a uranium export policy.
There are safeguards under the uranium export policy whicb
are somnewhat différent from the over-ali policy that I bave
enunciated today regarding the sale of CANDU's, technoiogy
and ail the other things, but also inciuding uranium. Therefore
a uranium customer wouid bave to meet the requiremnents of
the generai policy, and in addition to that wouid aiso bave to
meet tbe requirements of the bilaterai safeguards which
Canada bas had for many years and wbich bave been changed

[Mr. Gillies.]

quite frequently with regard to the sale of uranium to individu-
ai customers.

I sbould point out tbat in the case both of the European
customers and Japan they are aiready signatories to the NPT.
That is what makes the decision whether we continue to sbip
or flot one which can oniy be decided at the iast moment when
we bear bow far the negotiations bave gone. If it appears <bat
we are in sight of signing, that would make for quite a
different situation <ban if there were a total refusai to accept
our bilaterai safeguards. 1 hope I have made the situation
somewhat clearer for the hon. member.

Mr. Mine: Mr. Speaker, my question stems from tbe
comments of the hon. member for Don Valley (Mr. Giliies)
and bis reply to the statement by the Secretary of State for
Externai Affairs (Mr. Jamieson). I am afraid he inadvertentiy
misied the House when he saîd that India expioded a nuclear
device from material obtained from a CANDU reactor. That
is not true, Mr. Speaker. A CANDU reactor produces elec-
tricity; it is a research reactor tbat produced the plutonium
whicb India used to make a nuclear device.

My question relates to research reactors and the reactors
used for making nuclear devices. It is Canada's policy now to
stop the export of research reactors, as it did after heiping
India estabiish the technoiogy needed to expiode a device? If it
is not Canada's policy now to export tecbnoiogy enabling
countries to construct research reactors, do these safeguards
that bave now been announced take this fact into account and
safeguard Canada from any further misuse of tecbnology
derived from Canada?

Mr. Janiieson: Mr. Speaker, I iearned long ago not to argue
with a scientist. 1 think I wiiI take tbat question as notice,
except to say <bat I recaîl having discussed very smaii reactors
for medical purposes, or some kind of nuclear device for
medicai research purposes. I wouid have to get behind tbe
curtains with the hon. member to understand fuiiy the import
of bis question. There is oniy one poiicy and that is the one we
announced today. I believe that th~e oniy possible exceptions to
it might be, as I said, very small units designed for medical
research, but I am subject to correction on <bat highiy techni-
cal point.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There is no hope of conciuding
tbe questioning with one question on eitber one side or the
other. I did indicate eariier tbat I wouid conclude with the
question of the bon. member for Wellington (Mr. Maine). 1
now sec severai other hon. members who are interested. If the
Standing Order asks me to make a judgment during the course
of the questioning as to how long tbe questioning shouid go, I
aiways try to base that judgment on the number of members
seeking the floor at that time. Having made that assessment,
sometimes other hon. members seek the floor and this puts the
Chair in a difficuit position. I feel that under the circum-
stances I bave given fair spread and variety to the questioning
and that we shouid conclude it at this point.
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