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Purpose: 
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Recommendation: 

Coordination: 

Non-Concurrences: 

DECLASSIFICATION OF LASER-FUSION INFORMATION 
I 

To consider the appropriate action to take following 
the refusal of the DOD to concur in the declassifications 
listed in the proposed "L.iser-Fusion Classification 
Guide," CG-LF-2. 

On June 21, 1973, the Commission approved SECY-3137 
which recommended the declassification of 2 and 3-D 
calculations of layered laser-fusion pellets (targets) 
and experiments with these pellets subject to certain 
conditions and the adoption of a new laser-fusion 
classification guide, CG-LF-2. 

On July 2, 1973, a letter was sent to Deputy Secretary 
Defense William Clements seeking DOD comments on the 
lassifications recommended in SECY-3137. By letter 

of August 7, 1973, Secretary Clements replied that the 
DOD felt that the proposed declassification is premature. 

A request for comments on the DOD response was sent to 
the Committee of Senior Reviewers and others. 

Senior Reviewers Dr. James S. Kane, Dr. J. Carson Mark, 
and Mr. Robert W. Henderson, while they do not agree 
with the DOD stand, feel that the AEC is not justified 
in proceeding with the proposed declassification and the 
adoption of the proposed new "Laser-Fusion Classification 
Guide," CG-LF-2, in view of the DOD opposition. 

Senior Reviewer Dr. Edward C. Creutz and CTR Director 
Dr. Robert L. Hirsch totally disagree with the DOD 
position and feel that any delay in the adoption of 
new declassification rules will unnecessarily hamper 
the advancement of TO power generation theory and 
technology. 

LLL Associate Director, Dr. A. Carl Haussmann supported by 
LLL Director Dr. Roger E. Batzel concur in the DOD 
position. 

That the Commission maintain the present classification 
rules for laser-fusion information for approximately six 
to eight months while the staff studies the experimental 
and theoretical progress made in laser-fusion technology. 
During this time, the staff is to attempt to formulate a 
laser-fusion classification policy acceptable to both the 
AEC and DOD. 

The Divisions of International Security Affairs, Military 
Application, Security, and the Office of Planning and 
Analysis concur in this paper. The Office of the General 
Counsel has no legal objection. 

The comments of the Division of Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research are enclosed. 
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ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

DECLASSIFICATION OF LASER-FUSION INFORMATION 

Report to the General Manager 
by the Director of Classification 

\^a document consists of JL pages 
Copy No. -4. of 46 Series A 

THE PROBLEM 

1. To consider the response to the DOD opposition to the declassification 

of certain laser-fusion information and the adoption of a new laser-fusion 

t classification guide. 

BACKGROUND 

2. At Policy Session 107, June 21, 1973, the Commission approved the 

recommendations in SECY-3137 concerning the declassification of certain 

information relating to laser-fusion technology and the adoption of a new 

laser-fusion classification guide, CG-LF-2. 

3. On July 2, 1973, a letter was sent to the Deputy Secretary of 

Defense, William Clements, then Acting Secretary of Defense, asking for 

DOD approval of the declassification actions recommended in SECY-3137. By 

letter of August 7, 1973, Secretary Clements replied that the DOD feels 

"that further declassification of laser-fusion information as proposed is 

premature" and "opens a direct line to the frontier of advanced thinking 

in the U.S. nuclear weapons program." 

DISCUSSION 

4. The DOD believes that the release of additional information as proposed 

in CG-LF-2 would be of marginal help to the laser-fusion program until some 

experiments are performed which would establish experimentally a favorable 

basis for believing that useful electric power can eventually be obtained from 

laser-fusion. Secretary Clements also said, however, that technically unsound 

papers coming from outside the AEC which violate the letter of classification 

policy but did not endanger classified weapon concepts could be ignored. 

5. On August 13, 1973, a request for comments on the DOD response 

was sent to the Committee of Senior Reviewers and others. The comments of the 

Senior Reviewers are summarized below. 
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release of weapoub-related infoL-i.iation." 

Dr. J. Carson rlark, LASL, points out what he believes to be sorue 

weaknesses in Secretary Clements' le t ter but at the same time 

seems to agree with Dr. Kane in that the final policy with 

regard to laser-fusion will be a matter of judgment. In addition, 

Dr. Mark presents some suggestions for interim consideration. 

These are that the fact of, and reasons for, possible interest 

in structured targets and the analytical treatment (as opposed 

to experimental or computer simulation studies) of the behavior 

of such targets under symmetric irradiation by lasers be 

declassified. 
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'go slow' while the AEC is sayiog 'go fast'". lie aiso i-.ayt 

he does not feel that the DOD position is unreasonable . .vJ 

the "AEC should not force tlie issue." 

7. Five alternatives suggest themselves for consideration by the 

Commission: 

1. Inform the DOD that the AEC considers the proposed 

declassification to be necessary and that the AEC is 

implementing it without DOD concurrence. 

2. Write another letter to the DOD restating the AEC 

arguments for the declassification and requesting 

DOD reconsideration. 
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3 . Respond t o t h e DOD p o s i t i o n by pcopub iag some t i l ing l e s s t h a n 
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probltr.iM that liavc oci urrea ii. ttu field. There has ueou no btion^ 

scientilic or progiainmati,­ rciHiLt%l of tne DOD .­>Land tuat would justify 

ilie adoption of alternative 1; Liieirefofe, che t,caft does not reeoi.diiL.­ii 

the adoption of tins alternative. 

9. Requesting DOD reconsideraiiori as proposed in alternative 2 i^ not 

recommended since the 6ame DOD people would be involved and no additional 

arguments have become available. In addition, the attitude of the LLL as 

expressed in their letters, significantly weakens the case for immediate 

action. 

10. The declassification action proposed in alternative 3 is considered 

to be of small value. The fact of and reasons for possible interest in 

structured targets has already been established in the non­project literature 

and is unclassified. What the AEC connected researchers want is the ability 

to publish and exchange information on all theoretical and computer studies 

of the design and performance of the structured pellets as recommended in 

SECY­3137. Alternative 3 is an interim measure of marginal utility and is 

not recommended. 
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1 5 . The G e n e r a l M a n a g e r r e c o m m e n d s t h a t t h e A t o m i c Ener . ' . i C o n i D i i s s i o n : 

a. D i r e c t t he D i r e c t o r of t he D i v i s i o n of C l a s s i f i c a t i o n t o 

m a i n t a i n t h e presemt c l a s s i f i c a t i o n r u l e s f o r l a s e r - f u s i o n i n f o r m a t i o n 

f o r a p p r o x i m a t e l y s i x t o e i g h t months w h i l e t h e s t a f f s t u d i e s t h e 
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p o l i c y a c c e p t a b l e t o b o t h t he AEC and DOD. 

b . Note t h a t on t h e b a s i s of the Commiss ion ' s a c t i o n a t P o l i c y 

S e s s i o n 107 and t h e s u p p o r t of the Depar tment of Defense as e x p r e s s e d 

in S e c r e t a r y C l e m e n t s ' l e t t e r of August 7, 1973, p a p e r s by i n d i v i d u a l s 

who have had no c o n n e c t i o n w i t h r e l e v a n t c l a s s i f i e d AEC programs which , in 
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'f'nc Division or Contr UleJ 'f,... r;..-.nuclear Research li.,ii revie-,.ed the 
LOB's object ions to r. Y.'s pro:-.i .~ed d e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of laser 
i i , i t iaLed fusion infer: .jcioa JLLOII i ti.e- l i n t s of CG-LF-2 and docs 
not find the i r ar,u\.ie.-.to p i i ' M i C i i - . Tne Division fu l ly supports 
tlie proposition. cn..c i„afuti .i.-inc,- of r..,Lion .1 .,cci.rity ;nusL be die 
dominant. ccasidei-ntion in any u i c i s i ou LU declass i fy inlornv t i o a 
or to l e l ax exit, tin;; re^dl-LionL,. ',,1 en ic oiippurted the ,ii!0[jtiua 
of CG-Lf-2, i t d.ii .ioc i iuheve , ...nd aVcs r.ot no\. b e l i e v e , tha t the 
guiae co„ir.roi„ise^ ciun- l e^ i i i u .1 _,it | 

Daivt^ The AEC'a Senior 
Reviewers, tne Oevijic-n of '.'tlj-enry . .pplicaeion and the r,_vi.i.ioa 
of C la s s i f i ca t ion -.'.iar... t -,c \ ,_\-. '.'Yt'-iinj .11 the' l e c t o r j.i-..u. e'.ic 
Deputy Secretary of 0i fenoe c h a l l e n ^ s ACC' s pos i t i on in any 
subs tan t ive way, 

DOD's r e j ec t i on i s ba&ed fundamentally on one and only one 
point - - the na t iona l secur i ty would be ce,".proniseu by the 
proposed r e l e a s e . They contend that to dec lass i fy along suicie-
l i n e s of CG-LF-2 would "open a d i r e c t l ine to the f r o n t i e r of 
advanced thinking in the U S. nuclear weapon program." This 
i ssue was addressed and refuted in great d e t a i l by a l l those 
involved i n drawing up CG-LF-2 „ The <ir0uir,cr.ts are as va l id now 
as they were then. The Deputy Sec re t a ry ' s l e c t e r of fers very-
l i t t l e in the way of explanat ion as to why tney do not accept the 
r e s u l t s of our extensive review^ They do say that the "proposed 
d e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ccntair.s t!.. ^sse.-.ce of ti.e c a l c u l a t i o n s on our 
most advanced i l c i c e s a "id ;-,,..- . . i i s c t ion of those c a l c u l a t i o n s by 
experiments a t the Mevr.aa Test S i t e , " but i n the opinion of AEC 
reviewers t h i s i s j u s t not the case (see J . Carson Mark's l e t t e r , 
a l ready referenced, for de t a i l ed discuss ion of t h i s p o i n t ) . 

Robert L. Hirsch, Director 
Divis ion of Controlled 

Thermonuclear Research 
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C. L. Marshall ­2­ October 4, 1973 

More importantly, however, it is quite reasonable to infer from the 
Deputy Secretary's letter that the Department of Defense is not as 
firmly attached to their position as they would have AEC believe. 
According to their letter, they would be willing to risk declassifi­
cation, presumably along lines of CG­LF­2 or even more liberal lines, 
if the laser­fusion concept is shown to be feasible as a method of 
electric power production. If the national security is truly endangered 
by the proposed declassification, the Division of Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research cannot see how it would be less endangered, or even why the 
government should risk letting it be endangered, simply because electric 
power production is possible, unless the risk to national security is 
not as great as is being suggested. 

With regard to Roger Battel's letter of July 18, 1973, the Division 
would restate that the issue does not concern what utilization has 
been made of the existing guide. Rather, the issue is whether or not 
the common defense and national security are endangered. Declassifi­

cation procedures ought to be initiated for any concept whose exposure 
does not jeopardize the national security, irrespective of how manv 
uncleared authors publish scientific papers on the subject, 

fidS? 
On the basis of the above, the Division of Controlled Thermonuclear 
Research maintains that the subject declassification is long overdue 
and recommends that AEC pursue a variation of alternative number 1, 
which would involve giving DOD ample opportunity to further document 
their position before final action by AEC is taken to adopt CG­LF­2. 

■CL.<? ?? 
Robert L. Hirsch, Director 
Division of Controlled 
Thermonuclear Research 
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