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Ladies and Gentlemen, Distinguished ColleaguegwAlne to welcome all of you, top experts in
the nuclear portfolio, at this conference. It ideed a great pleasure to host this gathering here,
the legendary Czernin Palace. It is quite fittiadpegin with a question: why do we meet in Prague?
Well, looking back over the past two years, | bedid°rague is more than appropriate a place for
such a meeting. In April 2009, President Obama anced in Prague his new bold nuclear agenda
with its goals in nuclear disarmament, non-proéifem and having all nuclear material secured.
April 2010, also in Prague, saw the US-Russia sumnwhich concluded the New Start Treaty. We
had the special honour of hosting the ceremonyguiirsg of this ground-breaking document, which
took place further down the hill, at the Praguet@adMany more steps and developments have
occurred since. And the phenomenon of Prague Ageasldaken on its own existence at the top of
global political priorities.

As it tends to be useful in all areas of human gitirghis conference may be a good opportunity to
take stock of what has been achieved since Prds@dleama’s speech. You are here to examine
where we are at on the trajectory he then descriHedwas setting the goalposts of what is now
referred to as Prague Agenda - a term we are pbudllot of goals have been accomplished since,
yet, many urgent tasks still remain ahead of usfaBmuclear disarmament exists only in the form
of bilateral nuclear arms control measures. As nagctve are interested in further steps in this,area
we are also curious about a potential shift towardsal multilateral process involving all nuclear

powers. At the same time, we are extremely woraigolut the continuing non-compliance of some
countries, notably North Korea and Iran, with intgronal obligations. Are the restrictive measures
applied against these violators sufficient? Canllifhplementation of sanctions be ensured? Are
there additional measures at our disposal that dvtvelp us to stop further spread of nuclear
weapons?



We also keep assessing the chances of terroriget their hands on nuclear material and to use it.
We have to continue our search for new ways of ttomaintain our nuclear material secure and
nuclear facilities under control. Will the concloss of last year’'s Nuclear Security Summit help
strengthen the various measures in place? Is sudfieient political will generated to bring about
new ones? And how does the scope of the Summierldahe poignant questions of nuclear safety
- a topical issue these days when we look at tightobf the regions near Fukushima power plant.

Dear colleagues, | am sure the following discussimmong government officials and experts in all
three panels, during the coffee and lunch brealisbe@gond will address much more questions than
| have in my brief speech, and possibly will previsome answers. | also hope that with today’s
meeting a new tradition of conferences on Praguendg begins. After all, what would April in
Prague be without debating nuclear issues? Let mbk you productive and fruitful discussions
today and an enjoyable stay in Prague. Thank you.

Panel I: Taking Stock of the Prague Agenda
Ji¥i Schneider

The idea behind this conference, the Prague Agesddebated, that's why we have started to
embrace the idea, so I'm grateful for the IIR fdweit assistance and the US embassy and
ambassador for being very active in supporting¢bigerence, and bringing one of the architects of
the Prague Agenda: Gary Samore. We are also vepyhthat we have a representative of Russia,
because what would be the Prague Agenda withowi&usthink it provides a new perception of
Russia, and also because we have started withWheeEhave important representatives from two
countries of the EU who are not always on the ssiohe

You have all their resumes in their files, let matjsay that | wish that Mr. Levy is here not as
ambassador but as one of the top experts in tlte fia Paris he served really close to the issuk a
I’'m really happy we have him here. So now theflail be open for the speakers, for the opening
remarks, and then | hope we’ll have time for a debthis first panel is called taking stock. So |
expect that there will be some stock taking in rthpgesentations but also a perspective, what is
ahead of us, what are the next challenges in imgiéimg the Prague Agenda. So the first speaker
is Gary Samore specialist to President Obama, $e'setimes called the proliferation czar in
Washington, but now the czars are a Russian na@mhdon’t know if you like it.

Gary Samore

Good morning, I'm pleased to be back in Praguetlier third April in a row, | was here when
Obama mad his famous speech in Hradcanske squanioh Obama laid out his plan and
proposed a plan of action. Then last April | waskbavhen Obama and Medvedev signed the



START treaty. Now I'm pleased to be back again Bmént to thank Minister Schneider, the IIR
for putting on the conference, and to take stocthefPrague Agenda.

Obama’s Prague Agenda has 3 important parts, fosteduce the role of nuclear weapons with
countries that already have weapons like the USRuskia. Second: to prevent countries from
acquiring more nuclear weapons, like Iran and Ndéttinea who have violated their treaties and
combat nuclear terrorism. And lastly, to develop/meechanisms that will spark the growth of new
technologies that could be used as alternativeceswf power.

In the two years since Obama’s speech we have megess in all 4 areas. The US nuclear
doctrine has progressed in such a way that we hecheced the role of nuclear weapons in our
overall defense strategy while maintaining an aabéo defend us and our allies. Last year’s
summit strengthened our support for cooperation sealirity. In just one year since the summit,
we've already eliminated hundreds of nuclear weapdn addition we’ve held a summit with our
allies, and discussed the idea of setting up a lhaelk; we've also worked with countries like
France and Russia in an effort to go against IrehNorth Korea who have violated treaties.

The USA is moving forward with bio nuclear energye must learn from Japan, but we must
continue to develop the peaceful use of nuclearggneGoing forward President Obama is
determined to prevent proliferation. Ensuring tA&EA has the resources to conduct effective
monitoring and inspections. We continue to put gues on Iran for developing weapons and North
Korea to complete denuclearization, and to enhasmirity we’ll continue to work with our
partners. The Czech Republic and the nuclear reseastitute will continue to be a partner and
important we look forward to the summit next yeaSeoul.

I'd like to focus in more detail on the reductiohaosms with Russia. As the two biggest powers we
have a responsibility to take the lead in furtheductions. To demonstrate our commitment, to
nuclear arms control and strategic operation, gty has helped to strengthen the rest of thedworl
and made it possible to deal with emerging threétsd finally, the cooperation between
Washington and Moscow is important to maintainingdpean security. Even as the US and Russia
implemented the treaty, we making preparationgudher reductions.

Once our review is complete, this will help shape @pproach. One idea we have is a single overall
ceiling that will cover all warheads, non-strategicotherwise. Although it will probably we wise
to allow each side to have some room. We’'ll alsiklto decrease the role of tactical weapons and
Russia looks to move away from NATO. NATO will iddéy the alliances requirements based on
Russia’s non-strategic forces.

Even before a new treaty had been completed, vikedtd tell our allies that steps could be taken
towards greater transparency, in terms of the nusnéed types of weapons that might serve as a
starting point. Of course we recognize that thet memnd will be a hard task and take time to
complete, this will require much more demandindghtegues, which we will need to discuss with
Russia to provide the basis for future arms redusti



In parallel with our talks to Russia, President @hais committed to developing a defense to
emerging nuclear threats as Iran and North Korée HEuropean approach approved provides a
timely effect to deal with threats that we willdlly face in the next years. As President Obama has
said our programs does not threaten Russia. Présid@bama and Medvedev have agreed to
cooperate to provide assurances to Russia, enlgabath countries’ ability to defend against
emerging threats: in Europe and worldwide.

The Czech ambassador to the US stressed that dgeid®Agenda, epitomizes the importance of
working together, President Obama agrees with Tfa. US is the largest supplier of commercial
nuclear power, more than any other country. ThecR&epublic is also a leader in nuclear energy,
with a cutting edge facility, and expert scientis®e US does so without pollution or greenhouse
gases, Fukushima underlies the concerns aboutysdfeth the US and Czech Republic has
reaffirmed their commitment to safe renewable eperg

In the summer both counties signed an agreemeexgand our cooperation and to meet for the
second time in 4 months to increase bilateral ccaijma.

In conclusion Obama’s Prague Agenda is alive antl, we all recognize that a world free of
nuclear weapons will take a lot to achieve, noreeldéilss the Prague Agenda’s key points outline a
realistic vision: reducing the role of nuclear weap with countries that already have preventing
countries from acquiring more nuclear weapons anldping new mechanisms that will spark the
growth of new technologies that could be used t@sreadtive sources of power. Some argue that the
spread cannot be stopped or checked and that wedestamed to live in a world with nuclear
weapons. Two years on, we are meeting this chgdlemd we are confident that we can live in a
world where fewer nations have the tools of ultendestruction. We are also confident that the
way passes through Prague, and we look forwardttod meetings in Prague.

Vladimir Leontiev

Thank you chairman, I'd like to thank our Czechtledsr putting on the conference. This Agenda
is of important significance, and it's importantuoderstand the President of the United States, and
the Prague Agenda that was signed here by Presitsarma. The START treaty is important, for it
brings the two countries some fifty years left,shm@imbursing half a century, but what makes it
really special is the for the political strengtlatiwas negotiated not by adversaries but partners
working together towards non-proliferation. Thiswngeneration of world leaders made this
relationship possible by realizing their relatioipsto the globe. We should rely on joint decision
making and comprehension is steadily growing. Whakes this treaty really special is the set of
principles. Second of all, the Russia president Wedv called the result a win-win situation. That
it was and that is what it should remain in theufat as we make further progress in the field its
increasingly important to adapt to changes.

First of all, all changes should be relevant antcfiwnal with the existing agreements. From this
point of view it was a building block for global agity. It has more ways to disassociate all



countries from making more nuclear weapons andngplsteps to reduce the role of nuclear

weapons. At the same time, we cannot ignore theectuprovisions of the treaty. To make things

clear let's mention there is one provision calliftg reductions by the end of 2017. Russia’s

strategic arsenal will consist of 700 vehicles yiag up to 1500 missiles. The new restrictions on

the treaty will have been introduced. They represaty a fraction and that makes up more than

300 pages of the treaty itself and all these rales regulations that had been agreed bilaterally by
Russia and the US.

The new experience shows that numbers and confdéodding alone is not sufficient for
building. There are factors that may negativefg@fstrategic defense and defenses in arms. This
issue was relevant at this time, because it wdssatime that the treaty was worked out. The yreat
will continue to need to accommodate new develogsench as the eventual deployment of
weapons in outer space, and it could not ignorduhee conflicts existing in regions. An increase
or escalation by one side forces the other sidritid up arms to compensate.

If Russia does succeed to cooperate, we will hawvehale reason to stay, as fully fledged as
President Medvedev emphasized. Our country is readyuropean commitment. We’re convinced
that the European defense should build on the fat#se each other. It's a mutual respect of each
other. The importance for us is to ensure the prigwe of proliferation. That's why we think that
the simple issue that we produce our defense. tinfately, in the process, what we need is clear,
unambiguous, transparent guarantees that suchtersysgill never be used. Our use of nuclear
weapons will create a dividing line in the worlds wve see it, we will be the judge and jury, where
NATO and Europe protect themselves. It's importants that the use of defense created by the US
and NATO, does have any things that might underminmecapabilities. Agreements will be viable
only if they take into account the solutions takesteps

That's why we arrived at the situation today: thaeither side crosses the line. So these are some of
the lessons that should be drawn. From our poimtest, they would be useful. We must assess the
efficiency, the first session on bilateral considii was a good meeting with a constructive
atmosphere, still it was just the first step inoarpey that was scheduled to last 10 years. As
Minister Ladrov said, in a recent address, this maethat the weight of nuclear missiles that a
number of issues be addressed including the rodlfragl states without exception. For instance the
issue of non strategic nuclear weapons is anofigereithat must be discussed. We take it as a
starting point, another point is for deeper redchrtdj however, as protecting nuclear weapons, that's
the first step in addressing this issue is to wiladthe state to which they belong, no discussson i
possible without cooperation. As we can see thesgili much left to do, but we believe that there
is a positive dialogue with both the USA and Europe



Pierre Lévy

Ladies and gentlemen let me tell you first of dhtt | am very grateful for being invited to
contribute to this very important event. Patrickdit@mnave regrets not being able to come to this
meeting but he is busy at this time. | am very lyaggpbring the French view to this major debate
and it has a special significance for me. As yaalteas | have worked on all this during my years
as a policy planning staff and we have had mangudsions with our American friends before the
coming of the new administration and of course Waave in mind the extremely powerful speech
by Obama in the long history of disarmament andpratferation, France welcomed it and shared
its commitment to strengthen the nuclear proliferaregime in all its aspects and to work to its
historical objective. | should also mention the suimn December 2009 and the START Treaty,
we are conscious, it is a long process to creatdex world and to create the condition of the dorl
without nuclear weapons. Remember that Obama aiddal will not be reached quickly, perhaps
not in my lifetime and as we know how young Presid@bama is, and so it is a long process and it
is all the more interesting to debate and asseskaytrajectory.

The key question is for a statesman is to transheevision into policy, it becomes a reality check
and in this manner, when it comes to a questiai@tecurity of our countries, and the constraints
are obvious. It will happen with political and satuconditions enable it to happen. That is thg ke
element. So let’s start from reality. | remembattRresident Sarkozy had a summit in September
2009 and spoke about how we live in a nuclear wahld huge proliferation crisis we had in Iran
and North Korea. | won't elaborate on that cause tlause all this is well known but we see now in
the current situation where countries are on thé pademocracy, how Iran had the strategy of
aggressive policy planning to reach its nuclear iaoth We remind us also that each time
proponents their case for building nuclear weapoves,had the difficulties in front of us. We
remember the long missile range just before 2004, hefore the speech of President Obama, and
they did the second nuclear test in May just dftersignatory had exploded the US vision. And just
before the summit of the US in the Security CoumtiR009, Iran presented a letter that made
reference to a new secret nuclear facility. Sodles elements we need to have in mind and we are
facing an extremely serious element with a couth@at consistently refused to consider all the
offers made by us. This is a key element to keepiird.

Second point, | want, by the way, to challengeviesv among some governments and experts that
insufficient process in design explains why probten continues. The relation is the other way
around. When you see what happened in the past,sgeuthat proliferation is explained by
international regional dynamics rather than insigfit nuclear disarmament. When you look back
at the history, the conclusion is that there istaat stake with the Iranian case, and it is cleat if

we cannot stop proliferation, also with the Nortbr&n case, it puts an end to the vision of a world
without nuclear weapons. There is a risk of hedgiingtegy and it is clear what has to be done in
the framework, it is a question of the initial grotl and the role of the UN Security Council.
Second remark, these gloomy pictures should ndtlsao be depressed, passive or give up, but is
a reason for us it is a reason to do more. We wedceery much the reduction of the action plan,
we welcome the START Treaty, the significant rechrcthat you mentioned very well, and these
two countries possess over 90 percent of weapaiktes. It came at the right time before the



security conference and | want to stress that g iaportant from the European perspective that
these developments are extremely significant ata drehance our relations with Russia first of all
by the level of trust with these key partners. Wecairage further efforts and | was very happy to
listen to both of you presenting what can be domeé your views about that. About the START
agreements, Obama spoke about this all this i®ofse extremely important. | want to stress that
France has taken a lot of unprecedented, unilateezakures regarding nuclear disarmament and we
believe that these elements are in concrete progies to enhance international security and ours.

The first logical action, and | refer to Sarkozy2A08 in Cherbourg, is that the first is to stop
arming and to prevent buildup. These elements a&amy ¥mportant. This means dismantling
facilities dedicated to fissile production and rasltesting sites. We also need to get stategity. ra
Second question is the further reduction of twoeptlarger arsenals and for the other nuclear
powers to keep commitments; we question very mhehvalue of such commitment. We need
more transparency and confidence building, and Was mentioned by my US and Russian
colleagues. That is very important. Let me underline fact that from our side we took a lot of
steps, and by the way, | want to challenge somasi@ad to rectify some perception about these
issues that | see from time to time. French nuadlieterrence has been protecting our country for
over fifty years. It is a strategic function baswdthe principle of sufficiency. We work a lot and
we are very much on the same line as the Britsreltvas a treaty signed last November between
London and Paris in order to increase the reliamzkreliability of our arsenal. And France is fully
committed to fulfill the objectives of the NPT, agdu know for instance that France has already
implemented 10 out of 13 steps, which were defiogdhe NPT conference in 2000. We have
reduced our arsenal by half in ten years, we aenai the posture of strict self-sufficiency.
Minimization is very important. We have stoppedduoing fissile material and now we have less
than 300 warheads. It is very important to keemind, we have a shared responsibility and we
need to accompany nuclear disarmament with crediisi@rmament in other fields to not have an
arms race.

Last point, the way ahead. | won't present a cahensive view, but just a few points. With
NATO we saw the return again of a new debate Withgdreparation of the Lisbon Treaty, and the
outcome is definitely stronger NATO and the healdstate have reaffirmed that as long as nuclear
weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear allianedich is an extremely important point to
reassess. The fact also that missile defense is sobstitute for nuclear deterrence. The second
task will take place at a meeting tomorrow anddhyg after tomorrow when we meet in Berlin. It is
a question of security and collective defense & d#tliance. We favor a pragmatic approach,
starting from an analysis of our security and dweats. We start with a debate on tactical weapons,
which has a lot of dimensions. The political on¢ the simplest one. The debate is starting and at
the end, the point is to not weaken the nucle@rale but to adapt it to the challenges and threats
of the current security environment. Last pointclear security cooperation. It is of course
impossible to not mention the events in Japars. tbd early to assess the consequences and lessons
but we know that Fukushima will have an impact loa tise of peaceful use of nuclear energy. It
enforces the French emphasis on the responsibiatexwent of use of nuclear use worldwide and



the maximal safety with total transparency at kb national and international level, especially
with the IAEA.

President Sarkozy in March 2010, stated that wel heenake progress in this respect. We are very
much on the same line with the Czech Republic,ondf because we have to work together at the
bilateral level, at the European level, to makeesaind reassure the future of nuclear energy in
Europe and in the world. We also have to work ®dHoption of strong safety norms worldwide.
Nuclear safety and nuclear security will be disedstater, they are not the same. The nuclear
security summit in Washington was a great eventva@dook forward to the Seoul conference in
2012. Looking ahead, so my conclusion has threearesn We have a common goal to work
towards a safer world create the condition that wilclear weapons less and make ultimately
unnecessary. We have to act, obsessed with on&ayyesill this initiative make our world safer?
There can be no disarmament without collective igcand vice versa. We are committed with
other responsible members of the international camiy to work on this. Behind all of these is to
broaden the world order of international world gmamce in this matter and the matter of
efficiency in the whole system. Last remark, yountian the tradition of debate in Prague. | think it
is a great idea, especially with this issue, | khime have to the much substance to feed a long
tradition of debate in France on this very elenfenbur future. Thanks a lot.

Peter Gottwald

Thank you very much, | think it's very appropriateere’s a lot to see, there’s a lot that needs to
said a and delivered. It's always a pleasure fortsmeome to Prague, a city with such history.
Prague is very famous for its Charles Universityisl an example of knowledge and reason,
knowledge and reason that would teach us that au@egrams must come to an end. History
reminds us in ‘68 of the Prague Spring when taoked through the square amid the belief in the
Cold War. A new perspective is here in Praguejriportant role that Prague plays in the vision of
Obama in a world free of nuclear weapons. | waagdd that the treaty was signed here, this was
very important and especially this year. Of cowsee very pleased with the overall treaty, b it’
not complete in any event. We feel there is an dppdy at the moment for more progress. And
also last year the document was a consequencearh®b Agenda and positive spirit. Obviously,
now we need to move forward, and one important srethat is the United States as Gary pointed
out, one that is especially relevant, is the U@ gafarding and security is possible.

At the same time there’s no doubt that this willabeery complicated and long way, but we have to
find those that feel that it is attainable and thet can make it happen. The view from the
mountaintop isn’t the same as the view from basepcdout we need to put our energy to get to the
top. Kissinger said that nuclear weapons are leddess a necessity and more a liability. We need
to submit a new rationale for the need of nucleaapons. Let me use President Obama’s Prague
Agenda to identify some roadblocks and at the samme give my assessment. Let me start with the
issue of nuclear power, | think it's very relevawot today. First clearly with the accident at
Fukushima, it changed our perception of what’s sgcand it is a reminder of what nuclear power



can bring, our thoughts are with the people of dafieat are trying to cope with the disaster, bet w
must ask what can be learned. First we have toectnt¢hat nuclear power will never be 100
percent safe. At the same time | feel that it lvabd said, that the IAEA organization needs to be
strengthened. But there’s a second aspect, andstlia degree of consent, on a nuclear accident
can arise, imagine what the detonation of a singtdear warhead, be it a terrorist plot or any gthe
would make 9/11 pale in comparison which is a tot$omeone who was in New York when it
happened to say.

With this in mind we need to look at how we can mdlve Prague Agenda forward. We feel that a
very good start has been made, and what we've hedsay, further reductions are necessary and
possible. First the expectation of the internatioc@mmunity is certainty and it includes the
expectation that the arms reduction commitmentsnareasingly implemented with Russia and the
US are willing to do that. And further ahead, oficse, many complications are in the way that we
haven’t heard, but the missile defenses are sggmfiand relevant. We should voice concerns and
see these concerns reflected. It will be an isgube NATO conference in Berlin later this week.
And | do hope that the constructive spirit will gaover.

But now we of course have to see how we move faiwaside the lines, the defense is very
relevant exercise from the German point of viewis very close to what the US has already done
and should see that leaving an alliance is nofaotehind, for Germany is technology of nuclear
weapons. | think what has been said about theart®of transparency is important, that we know
better the aspirations of the state, and then Wiéwiin a position to discuss what needs to happen
We need to engage each other, for why plants atbegsare, | think at the same time while the
flow on the negotiations we are feeling that théural steps are that the 2 precedents can be
pursued in parallel. This is something that wiltopy quite a bit in the next years of an area where
we need to move forward, an additional reason vdyye need to look at nuclear weapons and
attacks. It's an object for discussion and thenapts of terrorist to get access of passports; to
reduce and eliminate them is also a very imporapect.

| would also mention the non nuclear power agenga;are conforming to NATO and member
states and moving that process forward. At the emint’s still a very important process to move
us ahead, not only to build confidence, but to stiexllight of transparency on existing assets.
What we all need to do to improve European secguiityto enact these provisions in the®21
century. I'm very hopeful in that aspect, and thatthe Berlin conference we can discuss in a
friendly and cooperative way with all partners wéasillingness will be required going forward.
We all know that the success of last year's comiggewas very necessary and heartening, but
there’s still a very strong degree of difficultydanpinion between nuclear and non nuclear, west
and south, the nuclear technology and those inegtes using it for their own peaceful purposes.
We are still very much engaged in this debate withe EU. At the moment the Middle East is a
region undergoing a very significant change, sada®f course understand that that is one element
unlike any others. | think there’s an optimistic adoaround these changes in the Middle East, that
some of the states that can work this issue outgémd. We can see if it's possible, but less
important is the intention to move theses statethefregion into a dialogue to where they can
overcome difficulties. Obviously with the exististates, this is very important in the context of



long term cooperation. The German point of viewnaein global 0 and non proliferation is that, if
we declare a practice of less and less nuclearsetvan example which will make it less and less
effective, and we can demonstrate. If our secutitgs not compel us to depend on them, then we
can explain to other countries that it doesn’t aepen them, like explaining this to Iran for
example. Their security is very much challengedi tis issue can be of dependence for them. Of
course Germany with its partners is doing its besrring Iran to the negotiating table.

Nuclear terrorism is a very serious issue; we aateful that Obama’s Agenda does include that
issue, and that Korea will organize the summit ngdr. Of course nuclear terrorism was not an
issue during the cold war; it is now more and m@@ncern, so we are grateful that it is an issue
now. Germany is very committed to cooperation, bigtavith Australia and Japan. At the
conference in Berlin at the end of this month wheeewill try to work together and try to move
forward, the presidents say that taking action and of the next logical steps on the global
Agenda. And like the USA, we feel that patiere@igood thing but at some point it is necessary
to overcome, and discuss with the partners, ancerttak start real serious and meaningful. Maybe
that’s a role for the United Nations. But this ieof the ways to be explored. We will be trying t
cooperate with all our partners and handle allelibeeats. I'm very thankful to be sitting herethwi

all these partners. With the shared ultimate objectand there is no doubt that we will cooperate
with Russia with NATO to achieve it. | feel thisrderence is an excellent forum for that. Thank
you very much.

Ji¥i Schneider

Thank you, you touched on the very reason we orgdnihis conf, it's easy to agree on a law or
objective, but not easy to agree on a tactic, aedetare definitely some roadblocks or hurdles on
the road to 0. This should serve as a platforneresthwe should ultimately speak of these
roadblocks, and the certain goal. It seems to raedbme tools are outdated, military, legal, were
still very much dependent on the path that we tookhe cold war, its biological initiations, and
there we have some multilateral which are not peréed need to be upgraded and refurbished,
there’s an interesting element in this discusswimat's the proper balance in confidence building
measures, and legally binding matters, it appdassis a real dilemma, the solutions are not only
legally binding, or confidence building, but whatthe proper mix because it’'s always a mix. And
finally the Prague Agenda, from Prague perspecitgebecause of the current situation or more
recent experience, will never be nuclear only, @e’'tcseparate decreasing the science of nuclear
weapons, it necessarily increases the role on @apens, the current weapons are much more
deadly than in the past, so of course | thank yourfention, it's in the back of our minds for those
who speak about the nuclear field as well.

Now | open the floor, thank you for your interegtipresentations.



Panel II: Strategic Thinking: Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-
Proliferation

lan Anthony

Thank you very much Petr and thanks to the orgamifme making this possible. And thank you
also for the title of this session “Strategic Thimk Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-
Proliferation. | think if we take these two wordsasegic thinking, there are three phases of arms
control, usually developing a mandate and decigvhgt subject of the negotiations will be, then
the negotiation of the agreement, and then thee@mehtation of whatever has been agreed. And
when we look at where we are at the very momernhercurrent phase, the development of a phase
of bilateral discussions between the US and Russ&H,beginning the very important phase of the
implementation of what has already been agreed #mndk this is a good time for wider reflection.
And | think the word strategic is very helpful basa it seems to me what was said in the first
session that arms control possibilities grow oustaditegic realities, that arms control is not liga
per se, but is a contributory factor to securityyding. So if we think about what is the strategic
framework that we are currently placed in and hithit was Pierre Levy that made reference to
what was on Obama’s mind when he was here and gdk& speech. We can look at the US
National Security Strategy from 2010, which bedayswhat is called, “The World As It Is” and
what did Obama have in mind when he was talkingiatiee world as it is?

Well it is looking at the circle of peaceful demacies has been expanded, the specter of nuclear
war as lifted and the major powers are at peacé. tAis is a conducive environment if we follow
the logic of the documents laying out US nuclealicgofor significant changes in the role of
nuclear weapons in security. If we look at thetstyg of the UK, laid out more or less at the same
time, it was described that no state has the chiyatoi pose a threat, which would require the use
of nuclear weapons but in the longer term we cear& out a major shift where the international
security situation changes in negative ways thatlvaause such a strategic threat to reemerge.
Again, if we look at the two countries most dirgatbnnected with NATO and collective security
environment, you can see that both of them desaibtategic concept that is rather permissive
from the view of arms control. Now in terms of thNATO strategic concepts, it lays out the
continued need for deterrence and | think that common and not contested feature across the
NATO community but it doesn’t elaborate really ohat deterrence is our should in the present
security context. At a very general level, deteceemeaning a response to a particular action is
enduring and not challenged. The idea of deterreticéne very basic level is based on human
behavior. But we can also seen the version of datee that was applicable in the Cold War and
which nuclear forces were deeply inclined, it doeseem to be particular useful as an instrument
with the current threat perceptions in the strategivironment. That was again a common theme in
the first panel.

So, if a new version of deterrence is required wedcan’t run on with the business as usual, then
what will it consist of and what is the role of hesr weapons in this newly configured perception



of deterrence actually be? Well | don’t have annaarso that question but what | will try to do in
the next five or six minutes is to lay out the losagarameters in the way this question has been
posed in recent times. If we look at the way thelear for structures have changed in the recent
years, and particularly if we look at the Europeasclear forces, we can see the growing acceptance
of “deterrence to whom it may concern.” That yowéa&xtremely powerful capabilities but they
are not the target towards any specific countrgpecific actor. And that has many advantages in
the approach to deterrence. Such huge and unwel&@woite War and nuclear arsenals and that
approach would take permit further reductions,ime lwith the Prague objectives. And it can also
accommodate the approaches of the UK and Franparticular when thinking about the role of
nuclear weapons in European security. But it als® $ome significant disadvantages it seems to
me, it may not provide the type of reassurancehef NATO community that the discussion of
security illustrated that they still want. Many meens of NATO made it clear that what they
wanted was further reassurance and Article 5 gteeanalthough this may not be possible within
the “deterrence to whom it may concern” conceptaléio raises the question of whether those
people who could be concerned can actually undetstee message.

Here the point was made before that you have pdibel&issinger who was writing that not only
IS deterrence not a solution to security problemsthat it can actually exacerbate those problems.
Because we are not in the Cold War where we hakaverse opponent who understood the rules
of the game and helped to develop the rules ofgtmae. But if you have a much more fluid
situation where the potential targets of deterremioe either don’t understand, or can't receive, the
signal you are trying to send, or receive it andaratand it but simply don’t care, then deterrence
because it is a conditional response and not & &éuf lead you into taking actions that you might
not actually want to take cause the alternativadiing is undermining your credibility. So this is
really what people like Kissinger means that detere in the present conditions can actually be
dangerous. And of course this “deterrence to whiomay concern” leaves many unidentified risk
spectrum completely unaddressed, like securityesshat | have described that countries really do
seem to be worried about. A second framework forkihg about deterrence, which has at least
been written about in the past years, is so-cétktbred deterrence,” where you will try to idemti
threats in a very specific way and then you wibbkoat what are the most appropriate tools for
dealing with these threats on an individual ba$ise advantage of that is that it can take into
account a very broad spectrum of current, presedtfature security concerns and this approach
opens the door because it mixes a variety of ingtnis to tackle and identify threats. It opens the
floor for comprehensive participation. But agaifsthailored deterrence concept itself has some
disadvantages. First of all it makes it more diffido explain how nuclear weapons is being de-
emphasized. It is theoretically possible to do thétit requires a pretty extensive dialogue wité t
public. What was actually intended to be the redugcge of nuclear weapons to the public, actually
seemed like the reinforcement of these.

Secondly, it requires a detailed catalog of thréatise agreed, which would be a difficult thing to
do. If you look, for example, at the extensive delabout how Iran should be characterized, or not
characterized as a threat to NATO. It shows hovicdit it has been in fact to come up with a
collective threat analysis within the alliancewié move forward, the conclusion that you draw is



that deterrence is necessary but by itself it isgoing to be sufficient, in any of its versions take

into account the current strategic environment ahet we need is a spectrum of responses. It
would be extremely helpful if NATO embarks on detece, but that review shouldn’t be
disconnected fro a variety of factors and carrietlio a kind of vacuum. What are the other factors
that need to be part of this spectrum? Well, defaasclearly one of them because it can address
some of the issues of reassurance and burden ghdrgan help to manage some of the current and
emerging threats, although there is a great deakepticism of whether the original version of
missile defense acts as a comprehensive shiefiillisot really accepted. Nevertheless there has
been significant technological progress, which waallow you to implement this approach, which
is now the collective view of the alliance. The@®t set of issues which | think need to be a dart o
this spectrum of responses is thinking about the abthe use of force. Here it seems to be spent a
large part of the need of the strategic concemd, the focusing and refocusing on Article 5 and
collective defense, within two months we find olwes in a situation where in North Africa where
NATO is acting outside of its traditional area geoations. It seems to me that this is a factar tha
continues to have to be a part of the discussimause NATO doesn’t want to be in a situation
where it is perceived by any of the countries adbits periphery as a threat. It needs to be
reinforced that NATO is not itself a threat to avfyits neighbors and that is the only way that we
are going to be able to build confidence and haverironment which allows further steps in
arms control. And you wonder whether in fact therent effort in North Africa would give some
indications on the way to think about the use ofédby NATO as a NATO sense of principles that
would be reassuring to countries around the perjplsnce the current activities in North Africa
have been rather carefully crafted.

Finally | have two more points, on the role of eggfment in key states. And here it seems to me
that this is a part of NATO’s agenda that shouldr@tforgotten and | think it needs to have equal
weight with some of the others. The idea of positengagement with key states to manage
problems together has to be a critical part of ghlcy going forward. And finally the issue of
mutual arms constraint or arms control as you ti@thlly call it. Here | would say that the first
panel made the point that we need to take the sksmu beyond the role of nuclear weapons, and to
look at conventional weapons, but | would say thate are a number of other issues which also
need to be part of the discussion even if at thememt we haven’t reached agreement on them. The
CFE Treaty doesn't capture all of the things thedgle worry about. So the development of new
types of weapons that are outside the scope ofdldtEhas to be a part of the discussion, a broader
definition of CFE equipment and perhaps taking edoount new types of precision strike weapons
and also the role of space in the conduct of myli@perations are three sets of issues which are
perfectly legitimate and necessary in the NATO ageas it thinks about its current and anticipated
threats. So with that, 1 would like to hand theofilback. Thank you very much.



Mark Fitzpatrick

Gary is so modest; he said he’s been in Pragug yaars in succession. What he didn’t say is that
he’s the architect of the speech, he wrote thectpdel like to say that | replaced Gary Samore, |
say this to try to inflate my own status, but theds 6 years ago, and being invited to this
conference, helps me do that. If the Prague visibnuclears is to become a reality, there are
obviously a number of conditions that have to beatxd: security and enforcement. To me the
security issues are the most important, the goabigust the revival, but the architecture of sach
world would have to make it at least as securéénldst 65 years wince the atomic bomb was used,
and far more secure than before the atomic bombus@d. Those 31 years before the atom bomb
was used, was the most destructive time in modistarly between 45-19

There’s no guarantee that the 65 year record wiitioue. Especially as more states acquire more
capabilities, and as non state actors expresstarest, there’s a chance that they might be usdd an
as long as there’s a chance that they might be, tisexk’s every effort needed to keep in mind the
security imperative to stop the use of nuclearstdfes today are to be convinced to give them up,
then they need to be convinced that rival stated dvelop ones of their own. This will require
more political will that exists today. If you loakt the measure that exits, the NVT hasn’t been
enforced, and the violations aren’t being enforcéfhat we have today on the books needs to
make it clear that states won't get off withoueaere penalty.

Obama has argued that USA stance towards disarmiameital to the global disarmament. In
addressing it head on, he sought to remove thelelathndard from the global debate. Nobody
expected that reductions from Russia and the USAldvgive North Korea and Iran reason to
abandon their ambition. But there was hope thatwuould at least help strengthen the global non
proliferation regime. Even if they do accept antiole through, will the non nuclear states accept
the demands? The answer so far is not clear, h@dahswer so far is not promising. Non
proliferation obligations are made in exchangerfon proliferation without recognizing that it's a
benefit for all states. It's a benefit for everydndghe general sense. The unintended consequences
of the Prague speech were the expectations forfaowhe USA could move. Obama hasn’t had
help domestically to make it a reality; he has®@éb helped by his foreman. For all his efforts, two
years in have brought little results. And probleans getting worse. North Korea has abandoned its
previous intentions in2005 and now wants to begezed.

Iran doesn’t even want to talk about new confiddmaiéding measures. In Southeast Asia, there are
rumors of Myanmar and their efforts with North Karé\nd there at a dead end, with any efforts in
south Asia seemingly locked. Syria was also athiert of dispute and can't find what they were
trying to build. And in the Middle East as a whaiespect of nuclear free zone hasn’'t improved
and | think they have gotten worse. Four countnigge purposely violated the treaty, Iraq, Libya,
did so with its explicit request, more recentlynirand Syria have sought nuclear weapons and
refused to allow the IAEA to get to the bottom bfMeanwhile as long as Israel accepts, Egypt
says they will not increase at all. The US and Rukave to agreed to decrease their arsenals, and
take other steps. A couple of weeks ago in Wasbimdt heard a former foreign minister, of the
developing world, he said his state will not acddpt protocol until the developed world accepts all



this protocol and then his country will only corsicaccepting. There has been some progress, the
world is united in condemning North Korea, yet fetates are willing to carry out indictment called
for in North Korea, China in particular. Althoudorth Korea is the most difficult case, Iran seems
to attract the most attention. Unlike North Korgan has not yet failed. If the Iranian case fails
the repercussions would be greater, and Iran i® rikely to spark an all out war, and more likely
to provoke a cascade. Saudi leaders talk abowwoil suit if Iran does develop. But some of
Iran’s neighbors will at least want to have theamtthey will be less inclined to accept limitatg
Iran’s professes that its nuclear program is oahypleaceful purposes, but they are conflicted dvy it
systematic hiding its program, breaking off comneation, refusing questions, or refusing access
of facilities, et cetera.

In conclusion, there is much to be done to enfepdsting rules that will make the Prague Agenda
possible, the NVT conference in New York last yparduced an outcome that modestly improved
the situation, but unfortunately it did little taysificantly strengthen measures. It's regrettable
didn’t do more to strengthen the IAEA, to tightdre tterms, to prevent states doing what North
Korea did. Too many states were happy to pocketn@m steps towards disarmament, without
giving anything back. So how the world respondsute breakers is important today for how states
deal with things in the future. Thank you.

Dmitry Trenin

First of all, thank you and for allowing me to beré. The Prague Treaty was extremely important
as a symbol of the productivity of US-Russian ielathips. It was also relevant to the reenergizing
of the arms control process and non-proliferatigerala. But now, a year after the treaty was
signed, the question is what are the next stepspl®eare talking about going deeper with
reductions on strategic forces, maybe as low a®.1P8ople are talking about doing non-strategic
or tactical nuclear weapons. People are taking tabonventional forces in Europe, confidence
building measures and a number of other thingseliebe that it is all very valid and all these
avenues should be pursued. Yet | would posit, tadiel gentlemen, that no amount of arms control
can actually change the nature of the strategetiogiship between the US and Russia, or more
broadly, between NATO and Russia. With all due eespo arms control, it is essentially a means
for regulating an adversarial or a post-adversaettionship, a relationship which is largely
devoid of trust.

As | look ahead, the issue that | think is of pnignamportance is not how to make strategic
adversity safe but how to change the nature ofelagionship, in order words how to make it less
adversarial. The basis of that adversity is, invieyv, the institutional and institutionalized memor
of the Cold War with which will, for some, continte live in the back of their minds. To change
that we need to map a passage from arms conteadrtthing that is fundamentally different from
arms control, a strategic collaboration. The pasdagm talking about is the passage of post Cold
War Europe to something, which | would call with mglleagues, and with the commission
established by the Carnegie Endowment on Euro-dlasommunity. Something that members



would call a strategic community in the normatiense, meaning a state of relations which you
simply do not expect, and reliably do not expent] ahould not expect, and must not expect that
conflicts will be used with the deployment of forc&€hey are talking about essentially a
demilitarized relationship in this part of the wbdnd of all the projects that have been talkediabo
recently a lot of people have zeroed in on batlistissile defense in Europe as the project to focus
upon that would be able to transform the strateglationship. Ballistic missile defense is a
strategic issue for the US. And | would say thas ithe top foreign policy and security policy issu
for Russia.

For Russia, it stands above its position in thebSit is important for the Europeans: West, Center
and East. It has the advantage of combining thtolmetup approach of incremental collaboration
because that is the way that you can build trusttlalso has the top-down element because it is so
central to core strategic planning in the countii@#olved. Missile defense cooperation was
identified at the Lisbon Summit as the centerpi@éeNATO-Russian collaboration, yet the
difficulties in that area are obvious and are ersusn A mere juxtaposition of the initial NATO
offer and Russian offer basically tell the sameystdhere is a lot of mistrust on both sides.
Keeping a partner at an arm’s length. Trying to e it so tight that it can’t get out, basicatlysi

| the same thing. You do not trust your partnerugioand you want to have either as loose a
relationship or as tight a relationship with hirndAfrankly | am very skeptical that missile defense
collaboration could be addressed by placing legaimitments at the top of the agenda. IR history
is littered with non-aggression pacts dually codelli and then left by the wayside. This is not, in
my view, the way, but the way is not to have onlyeay light relationship, btu to have as much
integration as possible where it is possible andtwirakes sense and work it from there.

Basically there are many asymmetries when talkimguamissile defense collaboration. The basic
problem for the US of course is Iran and frankby, Russia it's the US. That is simply the reality.

But in my view, this collaboration is perfectly de. There are principles that need to be putet th
very top of the agenda as you address missile defeollaboration. There must be a clear
understanding of the threat that exists and | thmakkly that there are differences in how you

gauge the threat. But in principle you see theati®m Moscow even as we see from Washington.
The Threat is in the region can be broadly defiagdhe Middle East. If you want to mention Iran

by name does not really change much. People knaat thky are talking about.

The second claim that is important, is that peomed to agree that they will be better off by
collaborating than by not collaborating, in meetangl assessing the threat in that they basically
agree. | talk about integrating some elements g&itai defense cooperation arrangements and again
there is a consensus among experts that at thé déveformation gathering, surveillance, and
acquisition, you can and should have as much anlidion as possible. In this day and age you can
do that virtually, but politically it would make ge to have Russian and NATO officers sitting in
the same room, and working as a n integrated d@egcling information into their respective
command structures. It is also clear that each saeild be responsible for its own security. It is
clear that sovereignty is sacred and shouldn’tdmeprised. It is also clear that sometimes you can
be helped by another man’s missile that would Be tbhit something that is headed towards you,
there needs to be protocols to discuss conditionemwhich interceptors could be deployed to



engage missiles over your partner’s territorys lalso clear that partnership between Russia and th
US can and should be full but cannot be equaldayts moment.

If you look at assets and resources between tharidSRussia then you see a disparity, at least at
this very moment. Full cooperation means that yooperate from the very start; that everything
must be transparent and cooperation is encouraged ¢evels. That what we are talking about is
intercepting missiles, missiles that neither the &SRussia possesses under terms of the INF
Treaty. Let’s talk about the missiles up to thegeaof 45 kilometers. It is also clear that you need
have a modern architecture from not only RussiathedJS but also from European countries. This
is not an abstract discussion. In June this yetande ministers from NATO and Russia council
will meet to discuss whether missile defense witigeed with Russia or without Russia, in Europe.
In November this year, the Russian governmenthedualed to take a decision on the architecture
of Russia’s own missile defense system. And thestipre there is whether Russia will build its
missile defense structures with NATO, or franklgamst NATO. So in my view, missile defense is
a game changer or a game breaker and the time i® rmmw. Thank you very much.

Tibor Téth

Thanks to the institute, Peter you mentioned yoamptional chances, this looks to be an educated
public an educated media. | was polishing my statém was planning to deliver a statement on
two countries, but being inspired by the issuesegiby my colleagues and | just turned around my
notes from my colleagues, but with your permissioopefully 1 will make this discussion more
interesting. Let me start with this notion of thedueated public and the media, probably
international security is an issue too importanbédleft for experts. It is probably too importaot

be just left for experts and politicians. | wantatk about systems and system failures. Thereavas
reference | think it was Mark you made referencaigborical origins to where historical problems
were emerging. You went to 1914, we could go back890, if you want to see the roots of the two
world wars, when the highest level of globalizatisas in Europe, there was unprecedented
progress in living standards, and this is wheraghiwent wrong. We saw the labor arms race
between Germany and the UK the mistrust and therdesstanding.

This is a reminder where things went wrong and wlvee have to think carefully. In this respect,
let me record some recent system failures, theeetes to Madoff, in context to the financial

system failure, Warren Buffett called this the lggn bomb of the financial world. We have to be
very careful in the international system which isam more complex than the financial system. If
you go to Fukushima and you see the level is 7t nglw. The question is for all international

security systems. Are we level one or level twajldove be at level 3? How far can we take the
safe secure use of nuclear energy? Will it keeprushe right path, which was characteristic for
Europe in the pre-First World War period? Wiliaargements like the NDT play a role? And can
better arrangements can play a role?



| agree with the notion that Mark put forward, taesen’t feel-good things, these are things that
have to have a role, things that big countries Havenake the best of. If you take South Asia, |
don’t think that the onus is on the treaty to maidia or Pakistan come under a big tent. Weapons
are more a liability than an asset, India and Rakisren’t immune to this stance by Kissinger,
whether there are terrorists, anywhere or in tigeore whether it is in their interest, not to maye

in the level of industrialization, it might be regil, or otherwise. But if they recognize thahiése
arrangements are there for them, it might be ndué,yes. Under this big tent they might make
this new truth from the point of view of concesspits new treaties.

It's up to the countries that are trying to addr@specific security concern; they are trying te ge

as a real tool to solve real problems. But | cemthe TBT as a real tool for real problems, ité n
just a feel good arrangement. You have to link i tconcrete problem, it's important that we see it
to a real link to real problems. Although the TBTsigned by North Korea, there is no sustainable
deauthorization. With Iran, the treaty should beduas a benchmark, but Iran will have to define
itself, but whether on the non military use of macl energy, Iran will have to ratify the treaty.
There were reports in India a couple of years #uat, the number of nukes in Pakistan increase by
1/3% there is an arms race going on. This isn’t onfyr@gram for a small part, we are all sitting in
the same boat as it is clear from Fukushima. Hovrarclear weapon would affect the whole of us.
In the middle east, | myself can nhame more than rE@8ons why countries should not join the
CTBT, but | see a reason again to manage a situatieere new developments are the stakes are
being raised from a safe secure safeguarding nuefesagy, Israel is not part of the MPB, but Israel
is a signator if the CTBT, they are working witke timiddle east.

Compared to where we are on other issues, eveshéqee of other issues, we will have something
tangible to build upon. From the point of view & tstate of health of the nonproliferation regime,
the TBT is half and half, yes it was important thais not a failure, and there is a lot to take cére
There are concrete issues we have to deal witlhawe to go forward, it is symbolic for the CBT, it
is the glue that is keeping together a lot of eletsiewhether it is the us making further reductions
w the test door wide open the TBT is very importdinwill be difficult to see the Prague Agenda
moving forwards with the CTBT together with FMCTely need each other. | know the youngest
member elected to the parliament, the Irish magy #mow something about bars, before you close
the bar, you stop serving the drinks. | have ¢p stere, but the message is yes, we can expand on
the realities, we have to do something, this iggasistem, this is a complex system and we have to
take care of it.



Panel IlI: Strengthening the Nuclear Security

Dana Drabova

First of all | have to apologize because | will phle able to spend with you half of this afternoon
session. We must not forget the valuable work tizet been done after the terrorists’ attacks. In
the same context, in the speech held by presidbatm@, he called the threat of nuclear weapons
the most extreme threat to security. We all caeagnat the threat of weapons on the black market
is a serious threat.

As for the strengthening of security; the esserdiaps in this area, are how to detect and disrupt
nuclear terrorism. The Czech Republic has had temigr position, to witness the Prague Agenda
first hand. The actions derived from Obama’s Pragpeech spoke for themselves. A year after
Obama returned to a new start treaty, regardindeausecurity. Obama set a closed door in his
Prague speech. He invited 47 nations to a secatitymit. A global is being developed to
strengthen the global cooperation. And the next Wik take place in Seoul Korea, will cover a
number of subjects, information security, transgooh security, trafficking of uranium sources.
The Czech Republic welcomes the launch of the ggcsummit, in connection to this, | will
welcome Mr. Kim Bong-Hyun , Lisa Hilliard, KhammBtrabit, and Stamatios Tsalas,

Of course, also other institutions deal with insronal security of public institutions. First and
foremost we are with the necessary infrastructina fprotects nuclear facilities from theft,
sabotage, and to combat illicitly trafficking inclears and other materials, other services include
the protection of the state system, in the cordafohternational materials, furthermore, the idea i
the use of such procedures, nuclear and radiolboticzats are discriminated between international
conferences, the Czech Republic welcomes the bartith and strengthening of cooperation of the
IAEA, including the exchange of information betwestates. We are strongly convinced about the
importance of nuclear materials, my country haal#sthed the state system of the IAEA, between
the communication abilities, and the other stagewall. As | have already mentioned, the secretary
of human resources and material, and the EU as ek been focusing on combating nuclear
terrorism, Dr. Tsalas is our guest on behalf of Eue commission, and he will be commenting on
the EU perspective of security. We are also of ¥i@w that nuclear security depends on
organization and the operation of teamwork. In tieigard, I'm pleased to welcome Ms. Hilliard
director of international affairs at the World litiste for Nuclear Security. Ladies and gentlemen
as a representative of the Czech Republic | fes mhy duty to acquaint you with my country’s
history. Since 2005 we have participated in ttamiwm enrichment and international project in the
framework of this project, with the internationanemunity and the United States. However, within
this generation the Czech Republic itself has plewided the material like transport materials to
mention one. Being aware of the importance of thedevities, the Czech Republic made the
financial contribution of one hundred million whietas given during 2008-09, finally let me say
that strengthening the international safety, i®esal for peace. | hope that here in Prague wie wi
initiate proper discussion that sets us forwarda@an enduring security, and to quote president
Obama, toward a better future. Thank You.



Kim Bong-Hyun

| thank you for organizing this conference. | hopmn offer provocative points to you and then |
can get a response from you. Today is the topidofving Toward a Successful Nuclear Security.”
Nuclear security is important as nuclear terrorigims the most immediate and extreme form of
threat, is a global threat, and we have to promoigdear energy for nuclear safety. The nuclear
security summit premises are: political commitmamta voluntary basis, consistent with respective
national laws and international obligations, inadpects, from the storage, use, transportation and
disposal of nuclear materials, preventing non-saaters from obtaining the information required to
use nuclear material for malicious purposes andréisponsibility of each state to take security
measures. In 2010, we raised the political prafflauclear security to a summit level and provided
an opportunity for global leaders to review on-gpinuclear security efforts and to commit to new
ones. The outcomes were many national statementhare the individual steps taken in support
of commitments in the Communique and the Work Pldre Commuique is a high-level political
commitment, and the Work Plan was a detailed guddor national and international actions to
implement the Communique. And the final documentsthe Communique included national
responsibilities, international cooperation, andperation with the private sector. The Work Plan
was to ratify and implement treaties on nucleauggcand nuclear terrorism, to review national
regulatory and legal requirements relating to rarckecurity, working with the IAEA, converting
civilian facilities that use HEU to non-weapons-samaterials, developing corporate cultures that
prioritize nuclear security, and developing detattinethods and forensics techniques. In 2012 in
Korea, we are taking stock and going forward inleaicsecurity. Now we have a few key issues
identified to further and expand the discussioretdam the 2010 Work Plan:

1. HEU Management Guidelines (France)
a. Management and minimalization of HEU should be agzanied by technological support and
international

2. Transportation Security (Japan)
a. It is important to maintain a balance between awenftiality and transparency and how can we
protect sensitive information while sharing infotioa for better international cooperation?

3. llicit trafficking (Jordan)
a. The IAEA should play a central role in internatibmdormation sharing for counter-terrorism
efforts
b. INTERPOL could be invited to the 2012 Summit aslagarticipant
c. Setting up a CNS (Counter-terrorism Support Und)nP of Contact (POC) should take into
account different national needs

4. Nuclear forensics (Netherlands)
a. It proposed to create an international platform fauclear forensics cooperation and
information sharing, and to develop a nuclear

5. Nuclear security culture (Russia)
a. Developing a nuclear security culture is importréduce insider threat, which could off-set
measures to protect against outside threats
b. Important both for the industry and the academia

6. Treaty ratification (Indonesia)



a. In emphasizing the need to ratify the CPPNM and NA&€, the working paper suggesting
creating a ‘model national legislation’ (i.e. IAEAandbook on Nuclear Law) that includes all
major nuclear security documents.
b. Countries should share best practices
7. Coordination (Pakistan)
a. Coordination among existing initiatives, such as&ICNT and the G8-GP
b. IAEA should play a central coordinating role
8. Information security (UK)
a. Protecting intangible information (sensitive teclogy, knowledge) is as important as
physically protecting nuclear materials/facilities
b. But should not deter academic research
c. Need to define the scope of the information thaseo be protected
9. Radioactive sources (Germany)
a. The possibility of a terrorist attack using a dioigmb is high than nuclear terrorism
b. Public concern for large scale radiological accides also higher

There is the issue of nuclear safety, in which Fa&ushima accident exposed vulnerabilities that
can be exploited by persona of malicious threae $ame effect can be replicated by non-natural
causes and security lesions need to be learnedtfrersuccesses and failures of the current nuclear
security system. The outcomes were the 2012 Conguanand Work Plan and the works and
progress since 2010. The ambitions are to enserditfhest political profile, an integrated legal
framework, an implementation coordination framew@®F), a policy coordination framework
(PCF), agreement on beyond the 2012 NSS and grpabdic confidence in the use of nuclear
energy. We need to raise public awareness, withogaf nuclear security activities of participating
countries, and an official website. We are prepatmo parallel events: the nuclear industry event,
which is to be organized by KNP (Korea Hydro ancclar Power Co., Ltd) and KAERI (Korea
Atomic Energy Research Institute) and the Acadean@ NGO Event.

Stamatios Tsalas

Good afternoon, before | comment, I'd like to pdss good wishes of the director of the European
Energy Commission who was not able to be presensdlf. To add a little bit, maybe to justify
my presence, | was part of the team at the nusle@mit, and I'm still there, maybe there is some
connection to nuclear security. So today | waniptovide an overview the commission’s role
within the EU, and how the EU supports the stresgithg of the EU’s security both as a major
donor and as a provider of practical assistencerdier to say more on nuclear security, | would
like to introduce a definition of what nuclear segumeans, because the primary and secondary
legislation of the EU does not define it. | wolilce to begin with Vienna to find a definition. &h
current draft of the IAEA contains three componeasfta states nuclear security regime. First the
legislative and regulatory framework, secondly, tsiate institution which implement this
framework, and third operational institutions feofection and response.

This regime applies to nuclear materials, and tmatestrated in my view, the previous regime
covers more than just physical reduction. Now thathave a definition, we can try to see, to pass



on to the EU's own situation. The legal basisth& nuclear security regime is provided by the
treaty on the EU. These treaties are complimentedhb Lisbon treaty, these treaties regulate
nuclear energy in a general way, in these tregasmay only act on confidences from the member
states. In the light of these division on confickesy there is a spate of confidence for errors. And
there is another important split, that is the actiathin the EU and outside the EU.

| don’t particularly analyze who does what in thg.But | will make some general observations

concerning international efforts and efforts withie EU. The EU is very present in international
efforts to improve security in the first instant®e provide technical and financial support for the
organization and it goes back to the founding merstees of the EU. This is done either directly
or indirectly through the IAEA. The task of foreigninisters, the instrument of stability, and the
instrument of pre accession. For the 2007-2013 &taalg cycle, the EU has set a mark of it goes
back o the pre budgetary cycle. Including for suppoestablishing regional centers throughout the
world. These financial instruments, are complirednby what was until recently known as joint

action. In total the EU has become the largest damthe IAEA’s nuclear security fund.

It should be forgotten that EU member states ae alajor donors providers in their own right, EU
member states are the leading forces in efforsdremgthen nuclear security. Not only does the EU
promote the high level of nuclear security inteloally, it also plays its part in ensuring thatlea
of its member states enjoy a high level of nucksaurity. No treaty mentions nuclear security per
say, never the less the EU possesses some inteongbetences that make nuclear security
inseparable from it. Moreover the less the EUdasmmon position that no member state will be
without security. The general standard is agreeshwphich is nonproliferation. A basic part of the
declarations refers to the amount, type and losatib nuclear materials and nuclear facilities.
Nuclear material accountancy and control is oursiais It is no surprise that we saw a couple
years ago the agency agreed to devise a manual isdd at institutional level for the purpose of
nuclear security; the proposal will be finalized the end of this month. Similar issues applied in
other non security areas where the EU has compeserfeor example, the safety of highly active
sources, or transport of dangerous goods. Thisdes ensuring the safety securing radioactive
sources or nuclear materials. We can consideethesanifestation for the overlapping of the three
Ss: safety, security, and safeguards. The resgeetiforts are issues that are elemental for
implementing other security measures. Before ngpklmanges to one of the s regimes, the possible
consequences of the other s’s must be carefullgtveei.

Another area which the EU has competencies is eerfirom the treaty, having to do with freedom,
justice, and security. This is the alter ego a& HlJ’s internal market. This includes measures
encouraging cooperation between member states. cAlleconsider this distinction as the over
mapping of safety and safeguards, before makinggdsthe possible consequences. A second
type of internal EU bonuses is the area of forgiglicy of the EU’s internal department. It includes
cooperation between member states, which includesbar states projects involved in developing
new agendas for the security measures. The codialinaf the 124 action and reaction file. They
used to be set up a year ago and is making goagtqe® over the next five years, the system
guidelines. The CBRN advising group will make theximum use of existing guidelines and will
ensure adherence to existing guidelines. We camtifgt another competence that builds upon the



commissions long history of compliance with IAEAastlards where it has become the leading
international player, and provided a solid founolatfor leadership for the assessment program.
These will also if we use the word competence ha gense of technical competence, in terms of
technical competence, we can use the word. Similgears of experience, provided a solid
foundation for expanding the radiation monitoringpgram as evidenced in the progress we've
made. The experience gained through many yeiflrbevput to good used in the new European
training center. It is difficult today to not haeay reactions on the Fukushima accident. We have
certainly a profound influence on future approactzesafety. But in a context of the decision or
proposal that all the nuclear components will bbjett to review in the coming months. The
criteria for inspection will be in place by July?ld One of these criteria is to not be blind vath
judgment, were not prejudging outcomes of the gafdte should be open minded towards the
possibilities that security measures need to bppragsed, but stressed that it shouldn’t take the
sacrificing of safety to achieve it.

In conclusion, | hope | was able to give you anrewsv of some of the EU’s activities and a
summary of the EU security goals. Within the EU nvast maintain the means to strengthen our
security, and outside the EU, through the nucleausty fund, we must maintain the funding for
this in order to ensure security on both frontadies and gentlemen thank you for your attention.

Lisa Hilliard

Thank you very much, and like my colleagues befoneould like to thank my Czech hosts and
conference organizers for the event day, you caedt this venue. Let me explain to you how
WINS fits into the international nuclear securitarhework. The mission of WINS, which was
created to fill a gap between the international aadional initiatives, was to implement or
strengthen nuclear security and the people withrésponsibility on the ground for managing
nuclear and other radioactive materials. The WINScept was intended to be new, innovative and
put WINS in a unique position to disseminate beatfices, bring together experts, professionals,
operators, guards to talk about their experienoésta develop a set of best practices. The original
founders of WINS included the Nuclear Threat Ititi@ and the NGI part of the US Dept of
Energy as well as the government of Canada. Theg the original funders and the government of
Norway also gave some funding to WINS to help pay garticipation of professionals from
developing countries. Since then the UK Commonwe@lifice has contributed funds to WINS, as
has the US Department of State. So for now WINSilisrelying on government money, but for the
next foreseeable future, we are going to be lookingther funding sources.

Today WINS has over 500 members in over fifty coestand let me get to the point as to why we
are here. As Gary pointed out this morning and a&eehbeen hearing all day, from the Prague
Speech of President Obama two years ago, therefagargeneral pillars that he stressed: securing
all vulnerable nuclear material around the workttisg new standards and pursue new partnerships
and also developing new mechanisms to supportrihetly of safe nuclear power and applications.
WINS fits quite nicely into this by bridging the gdetween government commitments and what



happens on the ground. The exchange of best pradtias also been highlighted in some of the
series summit outcomes. So how does WINS do wltkias? We bring together operators and the
industry to take leadership in nuclear securitystppplement what governments and people are
doing with responsibility on a day-to-day basis. Mgk at all the different aspects that you have to
take into consideration in doing the job on theugwb and develop international best practices. So
we bring together the experts, we identify the prots, where the gaps exist, share experiences,
document the best practices, and translate themnraievant languages, we use seven languages
including Japanese and then disseminate the Hestiation to practitioners worldwide. What you
have here are the workshops conducted in 2010ngitoibe timely and responsive issues of today,
mainly focusing on raising security awareness, wa'tdget into technical recommendations of
what is the best way to do something. WINS usesvative techniques, what you see here is
electronic voting that you can see in the left haiut, we tried to bring people into the discussion
by employing professional actors with a scenari@ ofuclear security incident, and then how the
CEO and other officials would respond to what tleginally thought was a safety incident, but
instead a malicious act. This show you the WINS3estgigain engaging people in the workshop,
bringing people into groups and tables, rather fhanlistening to presentations so that they et t
most out of their experience. And then also prattexercises, this was a training workshop that
took place in Canada last year. Again, the dialogod exchange with industry to know what
governments are doing, but it is important to krtbat WINS is not promoting nuclear power but
for those who choose to take nuclear power, to nsake that it is handled responsibly. This is & lis
of the best practice guides that WINS publishe@0a0, a full range from security culture to even
security of well logging and radioactive sourcekisTis to point out that the WINS website is also
available in the languages you can see at therhdttere, if you join, you get all the best practice
guides.

This is our list of guides that we intend to pulblia 2011, it is a pretty ambitious, and all ofsthi
will lead up to a compendium that will lead up teetsummit in Korea next year. Inside of our
guides, we ask questions to raise awareness ahihgs that someone would need to take into
account in the subject matter of the guide and there is a self-assessment at the end where you
can determine if you have a lot of work to do andldy into category one or two or on the higher
end and doing well although there is always roomirftprovement. The plan for 2011 and 2012
will bring WINS into education and training and particular, something that we have been
working on recently, engaging scientists and erggmen the importance of security, including
designing insecurity, taking it into account whalgilding rather than adding security measures later
on. Basically getting it right from the beginning. summary, WINS is promoting best practices,
supporting the efforts of states, bringing pragtiérs together through workshops, producing best
practice guides, being proactive, and trying to enaklifference. Thank you very much.



Khamar Mrabit

Distinguished participants, ladies and gentlemeadgafternoon to all of you. It gives me great
pleasure to be here with you today and participatéhe third panel, “Strengthening the nuclear
security” under the Prague Agenda- The Way Forwlangtlcome this opportunity to make my first
speech, less than a week after taking over aseteDirector of the Office of Nuclear Security at
the IAEA. | do so a little over nine years since tAEA board of governors approved the first three
year nuclear security plan; as one of major stgpthé international community to prevent, detect,
and respond to nuclear terrorism. | do so too é&xactyear after the nuclear security summit in
Washington which recognized the essential role hef IAEA in the global nuclear security
framework. The IAEA of course welcomed that redtgn of its role and the value of the program
that it has implemented since 2002. Under this iamogthe agency has significantly contributed to
the establishment of a global nuclear security é&ork and has assisted states to improve their
national nuclear security regimes. | do not wislgitee chapter and verse on past actives. These are
covered by the various reports to our policy malongans and in other documents.

But just to outline some achievements since 2002 ,aigency has produced 15 documents in the
nuclear security series to assist and guide stateseeting their obligation sunder the global
nuclear security framework; we have carried ougrupequest from states, almost 100 peer review
and advisory missions; we have developed, withsthges concerned, some 52 integrated nuclear
security support plans to identify proactively wievork needs to be done in states and to act as a
coordination tool for the implementation of thatnkowe have trained some 10000 people from
around 120 states on all aspects of nuclear sgamethave improved physical protection measure
at more than 100 facilities; and we have cleanedape 4700 vulnerable radioactive sources.
These are impressive achievements which would awe theen possible without the dynamic
efforts and full commitment of my predecessor AiNiksson.

Today we would like to look more to the future iarficular what | see as opportunities and
challenges associated with the strengthening tbbaginuclear security framework and ensuring
that the entire framework is truly universal angogs effective support by all states. | would also
like to outline the role that IAEA has and can pilayovercoming the difficulties in achieving this
goal. The global nuclear security framework | agferring to has three pillars: the first is the
legally binding and non binding international instrents adopted under both IAEA and other
auspices these are instruments such as the comwvantithe physical protection of unclear naternal
cppnm, and its 2005 amendment, the internationaleation for the suppression of acts of nuclear
terrorism (the Nuclear Terrorism Convention) théteoh nations security council resolution 1540
and the code of conduct on the safety and secafitadioactive sources. The second pillar is
composed of the IAEA nuclear security guidancebdistaed under its nuclear security series. This
guidance is used by the iaea to provide, upon stgsapport to help states establish and sustain
their capacity building through modular peer re\deand advisory services, human resources
development and education and training, and knaydatetwork to share experience and lessons



learned. The third pillar is a national nuclearusgg infrastructure that each state should hawt an
maintain including legal regulatory and enforcemafrastructure.

It may sound strange for me to say that we hawvestablish a truly universal framework, when |
have just said that such a global framework alresadsts. | start form the premise that although we
have a global framework, it does not yet enjoy fuliversal effective support. For instance, the
cppnm has 145 parties but only 46 states haversadfapted the 2005 amendment; there are only
77 parties to the nuclear terrorism convention.niy mind, in order to achieve the goal of full
universal effective support for the global nuclsacurity framework, including the international
instruments we have to address a number of conespressed or perceived by some states, some
counterparts may argue that these converse ar@cpbliather than real or have already been
addressed but the fact that they continue to beeegpd or perceived means that we have to
continue arguing against them.

The first argument is that new security requirerseare importantly perceived by some states as
another barrier to slow down or stop the use oanagn of nuclear energy and nuclear application
spy those who wish to go down that path. It requaenstant efforts to reverse this argument. But
put importantly, in the current climate it is ino@ivable that new build will go ahead without
addressing the three key areas of global nucleagrgance: security, safeguards as building blocks
for promoting safe, secure and peaceful nuclearggneSo we have to see security along with
safety and safeguards as enabling factors to ndld, mot hindrance or barriers to entry or
expansion of such technology. They are a meansaviging assurances to both other states and
civil society that new build will take place witlna highest possible standards and guidance’s.
Without such assurances, you will not be able tecéif’ely move forward.

The second restraint that we have to overcomeaissicurity is an issue for some people and not
others. In addition recent political upheavals hdeenonstrated the fallacy of that argument. The
illicit trafficking database information’s shows alnesses in material security and detection
capabilities and practices in many different lomagi. The international community cannot take the
risk of allowing terrorists to exploit weaknessesl/ar unrest in a state to acquire material for use
in a dirty bomb or worse. Security is a global essuis for all and not for some.

The third restraint is the confidentiality surroumglnuclear security and its sensitive charactat th
could be seen by some counterparts as a limitetwrfdor global governance and international
cooperation. While it is right that the respeciafigibility for nuclear security rests entirely with
individual states and that sensitive informatioalshe protected. It is also widely recognized that
nuclear security is a global issue that requirebal approach. This global approach and global
governance can only be facilitated through effectiternational cooperation so that less developed
nuclear security counterparts can benefit from naoiecaced nuclear security performers.

The fourth restraint is the lack of predictable asdured regular budged resources to allow the iaea
to fully plan and importantlement an adequate dfet#ve nuclear security program that meets the
needs of states. In addition, conditions attacheddmor states to have their limitations on the use
of their voluntary contributions have created diffiies in importantlementing the iaea nuclear



security program. Currently, the nuclear securitpgpam relies on more than 80% of extra

budgetary resources. The question we have to s&ldsehow to move forward and continuously
importantrove the global nuclear security frameworkunderstand that there is always the
temptation to try to work with those who share ygision. | would argue that attractive through

this path is, it is ultimately self defeating besaut creates the risk that you may end up with
differing standards applying to differing groupsather groups establishing their own mechanisms
and guidance. This in turn will weaken the globatlear security framework and will lead to gaps

which terrorists will exploit.

The only sustainable way forward, therefore is féeatively establish truly universal and
implementable nuclear security standards and Ithae world to be provocative. That means
brining in all stakeholders, even those to whom gouwnot find it easy to walk to, so that the people
who will have to implement these standards and apgd have a stake in drafting them and
therefore a sense of ownership. This is where AiAlis ideally placed to play a leading role in
security. We have 151 member states. We have gli®guported the framework through CPPNM
and the code of conduct for the safety and secofitsadioactive sources. We have in addition;
produced 15 documents in the nuclear security sand many others are in the pipeline. By this |
mean the nuclear security fundamentals’ recommendaand guidance. These documents assist
states to meet their obligations under the int@wnat instruments and also establish and maintain
effective nuclear security infrastructure. We afgovide upon request, tailored peer reviews and
advisory services, and education and training,dasanternational guidance.

| cannot overemphasize the importance of internaticooperation through the iaea for a strong

and effective global nuclear security frameworkt thmcludes international instruments security

guidelines, peer reviews, advisory services, edutand training and knowledge networks that

work synergistically to help strengthen and sustaational nuclear infrastructures and capacity

building. | reiterate that nuclear security is adispensable enabler and not hindrance, of reliable
and credible use of nuclear technologies. Thank you



