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FOREWORD

U.S.-RUssSIAN RELATIONS have been “reset” over
the past eleven months, and the renewed bilateral
negotiations on reducing strategic nuclear forces
have played a major role in this. At the beginning of
2010, Washington and Moscow are getting close but
must still complete the Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START) follow-on treaty. They face, more-
over, a busy calendar topped by the April nuclear
security summit in Washington and May Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty review conference. Clearly, nuclear
arms reductions and non-proliferation will be major
themes in the coming year, and this is a key reason
why we established the Brookings Arms Control Ini-
tiative at the end of 2009.

In December 2009, Brookings organized a discus-
sion between former Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright and former Russian Foreign Minister Igor
Ivanov to look at how the United States and Russia
might lead in promoting further nuclear arms re-
ductions and strengthening the nuclear non-prolif-
eration regime. I also took part. Our discussion was
informed by papers prepared by three U.S. experts—
Joseph Cirincione, Clifford Gaddy and Steven Pifer
—and three counterpart papers prepared by Russian
experts— Vladimir Baranovsky, Vladimir Dvorkin
and Alexander Pikayev. Those papers examined the
principal issues and offered recommendations. Sec-
retary Albright, Minister Ivanov and I discussed the
two sets of papers and, drawing from them, agreed
on a set of joint reccommendations, which we trans-
mitted to senior U.S. and Russian officials.
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When organizing this U.S.-Russian dialogue, Brook-
ings decided to focus on nuclear arms reductions
and non-proliferation not just because those issues
offered an opportunity for strengthened cooperation
between Washington and Moscow. We chose these
questions because they are fundamentally about im-
proving American national security. The spread of
nuclear weapons and the risk that they might fall
into the hands of terrorists represent grave threats to
the United States. Washington must act to contain
and reduce this threat, and Russia can be a critical
partner in this effort.

This paper, the first in the Brookings Arms Control
Series, is based on the submissions by the three U.S.
experts for the December meeting. It identifies some
40 possible recommendations for moving forward
on nuclear arms reduction, strengthening the non-
proliferation regime, and making nuclear energy
available in a proliferation-resistant manner. We of-
fer it with the goal of stimulating discussion, both
official and public, as to how the United States and
Russia can together lead in shaping a safer and more
secure world.

We are grateful to the Norwegian Ministry of For-
eign Affairs for its support of the Albright-Talbott-
Ivanov meeting, as well as to the MacArthur Foun-
dation and Ploughshares Fund for their support of
our new Arms Control Initiative.

Strobe Talbott
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1. INTRODUCTION

THE "REeseT"”

Vice President Biden announced the Obama admin-
istration’s intention to reset relations with Russia in
a February 7, 2009 speech to the Munich Security
Conference. Reset thereafter became the watchword
as the administration set about restoring a U.S.-Rus-
sian relationship that, by the end of 2008, had fallen
to its lowest point since the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1991.

During their first meeting in London on April 1,
2009, Presidents Obama and Medvedev discussed
ways to build a more positive relationship. They at-
tached particular importance to nuclear arms reduc-
tions and non-proliferation:

“As leaders of the two largest nuclear weap-
ons states, we agreed to work together to
fulfill our obligations under Article VI of
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and demonstrate
our leadership in reducing the number of
nuclear weapons in the world. We commit-
ted our two countries to achieving a nuclear
free world... We agreed to pursue new and
verifiable reductions in our strategic offen-
sive arsenals in a step-by-step process... We
intend to carry out joint efforts to strength-
en the international regime for non-prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction and
their means of delivery... Together, we seek
to secure nuclear weapons and materials,
while promoting the safe use of nuclear en-

ergy for peaceful purposes.”

The focus on nuclear weapons is understandable.
Detonation of a nuclear device in an American or
Russian city would be a catastrophic event, to say
nothing of the consequences of large-scale use of
nuclear weapons in an inter-state conflict. The risk
increases with the spread of nuclear weapons and the
threat that they could fall into the hands of a terror-
ist group that might not be deterrable. It is difficult
to imagine anything that would pose a greater threat
to American national security.

Broadened and sustained U.S.-Russian leadership
on nuclear arms reductions and nuclear non-prolif-
eration is necessary to strengthen global security and
the NPT regime. As the United States and Russia
control 95 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons,
their efforts to enhance the NPT regime at the May
2010 NPT review conference will have little cred-
ibility if they are not reducing their nuclear arsenals.

U.S.-Russian leadership on nuclear issues can also
be good for the broader bilateral relationship be-
tween Washington and Moscow. U.S. and Russian
interests coincide on many issues regarding nuclear
non-proliferation, including finding ways to make
civil nuclear energy available while minimizing the
attendant proliferation risks. Expanding coopera-
tion on these issues, including leading joint efforts
in the non-proliferation field, can contribute to a
more positive and cooperative bilateral relationship
as well as reducing the risks of nuclear prolifera-
tion.
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THE START FoLLow-oN TREATY

Faced with the looming expiration in Decem-
ber of the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START), the two presidents in London agreed to
make negotiating a follow-on treaty a high priority.
Although the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions
Treaty (SORT) will continue in force until Decem-
ber 31, 2012, that treaty contains no counting rules
or monitoring measures; it is unverifiable. The presi-
dents in April issued a joint statement focused on
strategic arms negotiations in which they set the goal
of working out “a new, comprehensive legally bind-
ing agreement on reducing and limiting strategic of-
fensive arms to replace the START treaty.”

Formal U.S.-Russian negotiations began in May.
When the presidents met in Moscow on July 6, they
signed a joint understanding setting out the basic
provisions for the START follow-on treaty. Among
other things, the joint understanding provided that
each side would reduce to no more than 1500-1675
strategic warheads on no more than 500-1100 stra-
tegic nuclear deliver vehicles, with the intention to
agree on specific numbers before conclusion of the
treaty.” The joint understanding further stated that
the new treaty would, inter alia, contain provisions
on counting rules, verification, the interrelationship
between strategic offensive and strategic defensive
arms, and non-nuclear warheads on strategic ballis-
tic missiles.

As December came to a close, U.S. and Russian ne-
gotiators had moved into the end-game on a new
treaty. On December 4, the day before the START
Treaty expired, the presidents issued a joint state-
ment expressing “our commitment, as a matter of
principle, to continue to work together in the spirit
of the START Treaty following its expiration, as well
as our commitment to ensure that a new treaty on
strategic arms enters into force at the earliest possible
date.” The sides were reportedly close to agreement
on numbers (approximately 1500-1600 warheads
and 700-800 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, or
SNDVs), with the major remaining issues having
to do with verification questions, such as access to
telemetry. Negotiations were set to resume in early

2010 with hopes that they could quickly resolve the
outstanding differences.

LookINGg ForwarD IN 2010

By the end of 2009, U.S.-Russian relations had sig-
nificantly improved compared to their low point in
2008. Progress on a START follow-on treaty had
contributed greatly to this, as had the Obama ad-
ministration’s September decision to reconfigure
plans for U.S. missile defense in Europe.

The year 2010 promises to be a busy year in the
areas of nuclear arms reduction and non-prolifera-
tion. Early in the year, the United States and Russia
should conclude a START follow-on treaty, which
will require ratification by the U.S. Senate and Rus-
sian Duma (parliament). The Obama administra-
tion will announce the results of its Nuclear Posture
Review, which should outline the place of nuclear
weapons in the administration’s overall national se-
curity policy and provide options for further nuclear
reductions. The review will offer an opportunity for
the president to transform U.S. nuclear policy and
take account of changes that have taken place since
the end of the Cold War. In April, President Obama
will host the Washington nuclear security summit,
and the NPT review conference begins in New York
in May. President Obama has called for ratification
of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which failed
to achieve ratification in 1999, and his administra-
tion will have to decide when to ask the Senate to re-
consider it. Developments in Iran and North Korea
will surely add to the crowded nuclear arms control
calendar.

The United States and Russia should consider how
they can build on the START follow-on treaty to
pursue further step-by-step reductions, as the two
presidents agreed in London. While mutual deter-
rence and the concept of rough equivalence contin-
ue to characterize the U.S.-Russian nuclear relation-
ship and will do so for the foreseeable future, deep
reductions in nuclear forces combined with coop-
eration in the area of missile defense can help trans-
form the nuclear relationship and move toward the
goal articulated by the presidents of a world free of
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nuclear weapons. As the sides reduce their deployed
strategic offensive arms, the relevance of tactical
nuclear weapons, non-deployed strategic warheads,
missile defense and third-country nuclear forces will
increase, as will the pressure to address these issues in
U.S.-Russian negotiations.

The two countries should consider steps they can
take, individually and jointly, to strengthen the
NPT regime, advance the prospects for a success-
ful NPT review conference, and ensure the NPT’s
enforcement. This will require in particular that the
United States and Russia demonstrate their willing-
ness to make further nuclear arms cuts in fulfillment
of their obligations under Article VI of the NPT “to
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective mea-
sures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at
an early date and to nuclear disarmament.”

Finally, given the expected growth in global demand
for nuclear power as an energy source, the United

FOREIGN POLICY AT BROOKINGS -

States and Russia should cooperate to ensure that
the expansion of civil nuclear power is done in a
manner that minimizes the risks of accidents, ter-
rorism and proliferation of nuclear arms and nuclear
arms-related technologies. This could include U.S.-
Russian leadership to promote internationalization
of the nuclear fuel cycle.

This paper examines possible measures the United
States and Russia could take in 2010 in three areas:
next steps in nuclear arms reductions, strengthen-
ing the non-proliferation regime and promotion of
proliferation-resistant nuclear energy. The paper of-
fers specific suggestions that the U.S. and Russian
governments might pursue in each of these three
areas with the objectives of promoting nuclear arms
control and non-proliferation and, by developing
U.S.-Russian leadership on these questions, a stron-
ger and more cooperative U.S.-Russian bilateral re-
lationship. The recommendations are recapped in

Chapter 5.
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2. NexT STEPS IN U.S.-RUSSIAN
NucLEAR ARMS REDUCTIONS

BuiLbiNG oN THE START FoLLow-oN
TREATY

Assuming that the START follow-on treaty will short-
ly be completed and submitted by both countries for
ratification by their respective legislative bodies, the
question will be: what next for U.S.-Russian nuclear
arms negotiations? Washington and Moscow should
continue the negotiating process, as the presidents
agreed in London, with a goal of further cutting nu-
clear arms and bolstering U.S.-Russian leadership on
nuclear non-proliferation. Further negotiations may
well get into new issues, including tactical nuclear
weapons, non-deployed strategic nuclear weapons and
missile defense. Moreover, at some point, as strategic
nuclear arms reductions proceed, third-country nucle-
ar forces will need to be factored into the equation.

Such issues have less relevance when there are high lim-
its on deployed strategic nuclear warheads. However,
as the limits on deployed strategic nuclear forces are
reduced, these questions assume greater importance.
A Russian tactical nuclear arsenal of 2000-5000 weap-
ons or a U.S. “responsive force” of 2000-2400 non-
deployed strategic nuclear warheads will have greater
relevance for the strategic nuclear equation when the
limit on deployed strategic nuclear warheads is 700 or
1000 than when the limit is 1500-1600, to say noth-
ing of STARTs limit of 6000. Unless these issues are
addressed, it will at some point become impossible for
Washington or Moscow, or both, to continue reduc-
ing deployed strategic nuclear forces.

This subsequent negotiation will also need to deal
with any loose ends left from the current talks on

the START follow-on treaty. A subsequent negotia-
tion also presupposes a readiness on Moscow’s part
to continue the nuclear arms reduction process.
Although President Medvedev joined President
Obama in committing to the goal of a nuclear-free
world, to be achieved in a step-by-step process, some
analysts question how eager the Russian government
will be to reduce below the limit set in the START

follow-on treaty.

FURTHER STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARMS
REDUCTIONS

The START follow-on treaty will reduce U.S. and
Russian strategic nuclear forces to levels well below
those of the START agreement (6000 strategic war-
heads on 1600 SNDV5s) and to somewhat below the
SORT Treaty (1700-2200 operationally deployed
strategic warheads). The United States and Russia
will still hold nuclear forces that dwarf those of third
countries; France, the next largest strategic nuclear
power, maintains some 300 nuclear warheads.

It may be difficult to launch a new round of nego-
tiations immediately after concluding, but before
ratification of, a START follow-on treaty. The U.S.
and Russian governments instead could shortly af-
ter conclusion of the follow-on treaty begin con-
sultations on the issues that they would have to ad-
dress in negotiations to reduce each side’s deployed
strategic nuclear warheads to no more than 1000,
and perhaps fewer, with appropriate reductions in
the numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.’
These consultations would frame the issues and pre-
pare the ground for subsequent formal negotiations.
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A new treaty (after the START follow-on agreement)
will not be concluded before the NPT review confer-
ence begins in May, and negotiations likely will not
yet be underway. However, as a signal of their com-
mitment to further nuclear cuts in line with Article
VI of the NPT, Presidents Obama and Medvedev
could issue a joint statement upon conclusion of the
START follow-on treaty announcing that the next
round of negotiations will have the goal of an agree-
ment reducing each side’s deployed strategic nuclear
warheads to no more than 1000.

TacTicaL (NoN-STRATEGIC) NUCLEAR
WEAPONS

Although the United States and Russia previously
have not negotiated on tactical nuclear weapons,
U.S. officials indicated in 2009 that Washington
plans to raise these in the round of negotiations fol-
lowing conclusion of the START follow-on treaty.
Tactical nuclear weapons will be a complicated issue.
Due to conventional force reductions, demograph-
ics and restrained budgets, the Russian military be-
lieves it faces significant shortcomings compared to
U.S., NATO and Chinese conventional forces. Rus-
sian military policy now places greater reliance on
tactical nuclear weapons, and maintains the option
of first use in the event of a conventional conflict,
much in the same way that NATO policy has in-
cluded the option of first use of nuclear weapons in
response to a conventional attack.

Moscow’s calculation of its defense needs may lim-
it how far it is prepared to go in reducing tactical
nuclear weapons, but reductions in strategic nuclear
arms can only proceed so far without taking tacti-
cal weapons into account. After all, the principal
difference between a strategic and a tactical nuclear
weapon lies in the range of the delivery system; ulti-
mately, the United States and Russia should consider
a regime limiting all nuclear weapons, strategic and
tactical, deployed and non-deployed.

There is a wide range of estimates regarding the size
of the Russian tactical nuclear stockpile. A Con-

gressional Research Service study puts the number at
between 3000 and 8000.° A Federation of American
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Scientists report puts the number at 5390, of which
2050 are operational.” While large, these numbers are
significantly below the estimates in the early 1990s.
As for the U.S. tactical nuclear stockpile, a Bulletin
of Atomic Scientists report puts the number at 1100,
500 operational and 600 in the inactive stockpile.®
This leaves room for reductions, though Moscow may
be unwilling to cut too far without limits on conven-
tional forces, for example, in the form of an adapted
Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty. There are also
tactical warheads that have been removed from mili-
tary service but await dismantlement.

A major challenge for any negotiation on tactical
nuclear weapons will be monitoring and verifica-
tion. Most deployed strategic nuclear warheads are
counted by their association with deployed SNDVs,
particularly for intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs). Tactical nuclear weapons, such as bombs
for tactical aircraft, do not have that direct link.
Monitoring warheads—whether tactical or strategic
—poses daunting verification challenges.

A negotiation that included reductions in and limits
on U.S. and Russian tactical nuclear weapons, more-
over, would invariably address U.S. tactical nuclear
weapons deployed in Europe. There is no official
number for these, though one estimate puts the figure
at 200 gravity bombs deployed in Belgium, Germany,
Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey.” Including these
weapons in any U.S.-Russian negotiation would be
an issue that would first require NATO consultation.

In anticipation that tactical nuclear weapons could
become the subject for U.S.-Russian negotiations,
the United States could begin consultations now
with NATO regarding how to maintain nuclear de-
terrence in Europe and the possibility of including
U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe in U.S.-Russian
arms negotiations. This could fit in well with the
current NATO effort to develop a new strategic con-
cept by the end of 2010.

The United States and Russia could agree in prin-

ciple to address tactical nuclear weapons in the next
negotiating round of U.S.-Russian nuclear arms
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reductions. This would require that they consider
some difficult issues, including how to verify elimi-
nations and the residual numbers of tactical nuclear
weapons, which neither sides knows how to do at
this point.

The United States and Russia could each declare to
the other now the total number of tactical nuclear
weapons in its stockpile. Declarations could include
the broad type (air defense, naval, bombs, cruise
missiles, etc.). This would establish a database—
even if it could not be verified at this point—for use
in a subsequent negotiation.

NoN-DEPLOYED NucLEAR WARHEADS

Bilateral nuclear arms control efforts to date have fo-
cused on limits on deployed strategic systems. In ad-
dition to strategic warheads deployed on operational
systems, the United States and Russia maintain ad-
ditional warheads for use as spares (should a problem
develop in an operational warhead) and in their op-
erational reserve. The Bush administration planned
a “responsive force” of about 2350 non-deployed
strategic warheads which could, if necessary, be rede-
ployed to operational launchers.'’ (Redeploying these
warheads would take the U.S. strategic force above
the 1700-2200 limit in the SORT Treaty.) There are
also strategic warheads that have been removed from
military service but await dismantlement.

At some point, perhaps in the negotiation that comes
after the START follow-on treaty, the sides will have
to deal with all nuclear warheads (strategic, tactical,
deployed and non-deployed). The United States in-
tends to seek reductions in and limitations on tacti-
cal nuclear weapons; it may be impossible to achieve
this unless the United States is prepared to negotiate
non-deployed strategic warheads as well, an issue of
considerable interest to the Russian side.!' Indeed,
there may be the possibility of a trade-off between
U.S. interest in reducing Russian tactical nuclear
weapons and Russian interest in reducing U.S. non-
deployed strategic warheads.

If Washington and Moscow decide to limit non-
deployed warheads, they will face two challenges.
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First, what will be that limit and what form will
that limit take? This will depend in part on the dif-
ferent types of warheads in the sides” arsenals and
considerations of stockpile reliability. If, for exam-
ple, a country has concerns about the reliability of
a particular warhead type, it may want to maintain
a greater number of non-deployed warheads of that
type. At some point in the process, the sides may
simply decide to limit total numbers of nuclear war-
heads rather than attempting to distinguish between
tactical and strategic warheads or between deployed
and non-deployed warheads.

Second, how can the limit be verified? As with tacti-
cal nuclear weapons, monitoring strategic warhead
eliminations and residual numbers of warheads will
require very intrusive verification measures that the
sides have not employed to date. U.S. and Russian
officials discussed ways to make warhead dismantle-
ment transparent and irreversible in the early 1990s.
The 1997 Helsinki summit statement noted that
START III would include warhead dismantlement
measures, but those negotiations never reached an
agreement. Monitoring the numbers of tactical and
non-deployed strategic warheads will pose even
more difficult challenges.

The United States and Russia could each declare to
the other now the total number of strategic nuclear
weapons in its stockpile, and break the total into
three categories: deployed, non-deployed (including
spares and reserves) and awaiting dismantlement.
The sides should each have flexibility to character-
ize weapons in accordance with their own internal
practices, with the understanding that all nuclear
weapons would be included in this declaration or
the associated tactical (non-strategic) warhead dec-
laration. This would establish a database for use in a
subsequent negotiation."

In anticipation that non-deployed nuclear warheads
may become the subject for U.S.-Russian arms re-
ductions negotiations, the United States and Rus-
sia could begin consultations on ways to ensure the
elimination of warheads can be made transparent
and irreversible. They could also begin consultations
on different approaches to verifying declarations of
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warheads numbers, building on earlier exchanges in

the 1990s.
MissiLe DEFENSE

Presidents Obama and Medvedev agreed in April
that their governments should discuss the interre-
lationship between strategic offensive and defensive
arms. They stated in July that the START follow-on
treaty would have a provision addressing that inter-
relationship. Most expect that the treaty will note
the interrelationship in its preamble but not opera-
tionalize the provision with specific limits on missile
defense.

This issue has a long history. The first U.S.-Soviet
strategic arms agreement in 1972, the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) Interim Offensive
Agreement, was accompanied by the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty, which strictly limited each
side’s missile defenses. Both sides at that time ac-
cepted the interrelationship, the concerns being (1)
that unlimited ABM systems might lead a side to
conclude that it could launch a first strike and count
on its missile defense systems to blunt a weakened
retaliatory response, and (2) that unlimited ABM
systems would encourage the other side to further
expand its offensive ballistic missile force, making
arms limitation impossible.

The United States and Russia also attempted in the
late 1990s to delineate strategic from theater missile
defense, as both developed increasingly capable de-
fenses against theater ballistic missiles. This offense-
defense logic prevailed until 2001, when the Bush
administration announced its intention to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty, which it formally did in June
2002.

Current strategic missile defenses on each side are
relatively low in number. The Russians maintain
some 65 nuclear-armed interceptor missiles around
Moscow. The United States deploys approximately
30 ground-based kinetic-kill interceptors in Alaska
and California designed to defeat a rudimentary
North Korean or Iranian intercontinental ballistic
missile.
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Both the United States and Russia also deploy in-
creasingly capable systems against shorter-range bal-
listic missiles. These include the American Standard
SM-3, THAAD and Patriot C interceptor missiles
and the Russian S-300 and S-400. Some may be
upgradeable to a point where they could deal with
ICBMs. For example, the new U.S. plan for mis-
sile defense envisages ultimately (in 2020) giving the
Standard missile a capability against ICBMs.

At some point, one side or the other will be unready
to agree to further reductions in its strategic ballis-
tic missile warheads without a good understanding,
and probably some regulation, of missile defense.
Another element of the missile defense discussion
is possible U.S.-Russian or NATO-Russian coop-
eration. The Obama administration’s September
decision to reconfigure U.S. missile defense plans
for Europe took some of the heat out of this issue
between Washington and Moscow. It may have
opened the possibility for positive cooperation on

missile defense, either on a bilateral basis or between
NATO and Russia.

A U.S.-Russian memorandum signed in 2000 agreed
to establish a Joint Data Exchange Center to share
information on ballistic missile launches. However,
due to technical tax and liability issues, it has never
been implemented. Resolving those issues and actu-
ally establishing the center is an area for potential
cooperation. The United States and Russia should
activate the Joint Data Exchange Center as soon as

possible.

Cooperation against theater ballistic missiles has
long been on the NATO-Russia agenda, and both
NATO Europe and Russia face an existing threat
posed by Iranian ballistic missiles. The U.S. system
now planned for Europe has no capability against
Russian strategic missiles, but should be able to offer
Europe some protection against an Iranian missile
attack. The Russian early warning radar at Armavir
could make an important contribution to a Europe-
wide (including Russia) missile defense system.

The United States and Russia could begin consulta-
tions with the goal of clarifying the extent and nature
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of their respective missile defenses with capabilities
against strategic ballistic missiles. Such consultations
could give each a better understanding of the other’s
capabilities and frame issues for possible further dis-
cussion or negotiation.

The United States and Russia could urge that missile
defense cooperation be given priority as a subject on
the NATO-Russia agenda. This could be an impor-
tant element of the effort to reset the NATO-Russia
relationship.

THIRD-CoUNTRY NUCLEAR FORCES

There is also the subject of third-country nuclear
forces. Britain’s strategic nuclear forces number some
160 warheads." French President Nicholas Sarkozy
has stated that France will maintain no more than
300 nuclear warheads in its arsenal." China is es-
timated to deploy a total of some 175 warheads on
its strategic and intermediate-range systems."” More-
over, Israel, India, Pakistan and North Korea also
possess nuclear arms. While the United States and
Russia are discussing bilateral reductions, at some
point they will not be willing to reduce their forces
further without addressing the nuclear forces of third
countries, particularly Britain, France and China.
Ultimately, all nuclear weapons states would need
to be included. Pakistan’s current nuclear build-up,
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for example, has provoked concern well beyond the
South Asia region.

There are various models to address third countries:
multilateralizing the U.S.-Russian negotiations to
include other states, beginning with Britain, France
and China; negotiation of separate limits on third-
country nuclear forces; or unilateral undertakings by
third countries. The third option might offer a good
starting point. For example, Britain, France and
China could make unilateral undertakings to freeze
their warhead levels or not increase above a certain
number (for example, 300).

Although British Prime Minister Gordon Brown
has indicated London’s readiness to participate in
future nuclear arms reductions, persuading China
and France to join will not be easy. If the next step
in negotiations reduces U.S. and Russian deployed
strategic warheads to no more than 1000, there will
be no need to bring in third country forces at this
point, but negotiation of a lower limit would likely
raise the third-country question.

The United States and Russia could consult with
Britain, France and China as to those countries’ fu-
ture nuclear forces plans. This would help inform
U.S.-Russian bilateral negotiations on further nucle-
ar arms reductions.
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3. STRENGTHENING THE NUCLEAR
NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME

A NoN-PRoLIFERATION REGIME IN NEED
oF HELP

The nuclear non-proliferation regime is at risk.
Presidents Obama and Medvedev acknowledged the
critical need to strengthen the regime in their joint
statements in April and July 2009. The heads-of-
state of the 15 members of the UN Security Council
acknowledged the same at their summit meeting in
September 2009. Strengthening the regime requires
multiple, simultaneous actions: U.S. and Russian
nuclear reductions; measures to enforce existing
non-proliferation obligations; an end to nuclear
testing; steps to secure fissile materials; and a halt to
the production of fissile materials for weapons.

Presidents Obama and Medvedev recognize that
restoring and strengthening the regime begins with
bold reductions in their respective nuclear arsenals,
which together represent over 95 percent of the
world’s total. Both cited the importance of such
leadership in statements following their November
bilateral meeting in Singapore.'® Experts differ on
the relationship between reducing arsenals and stop-
ping proliferation, but most analysts would agree
with Secretary Clinton that, “Clinging to nuclear
weapons in excess of our security needs...gives other
countries the motivation or the excuse to pursue

their own nuclear options.”"’

Beyond negotiated reductions, joint U.S. and Rus-
sian actions in four critical areas could help prevent
the spread of nuclear weapons to new nations: en-
forcement of existing non-proliferation obligations,
ending nuclear testing, securing fissile material

stockpiles, and ending the production of fissile ma-
terial for weapons. These efforts could be coordi-
nated through working groups of the Bilateral Presi-
dential Commission, including the Nuclear Energy
and Nuclear Security Working Group, co-chaired by
Director of Rosatom Kiriyenko and Deputy Secre-
tary of Energy Poneman, and the Arms Control and
International Security Working Group, co-chaired
by Deputy Foreign Minister Ryabkov and Under
Secretary of State for Arms Control and Interna-
tional Security Affairs Tauscher.

ENFORCEMENT oF ExISTING NON-
PRoOLIFERATION OBLIGATIONS

Monitoring and verification efforts are absolutely
vital for effective enforcement of non-proliferation
policy. The International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) is the only international actor with the ca-
pabilities, mandate and legitimacy to execute these
functions. The resources that the nations of the world
provide the IAEA do not match the importance of
its crucial efforts. The IAEA operates its verification
and safeguards regime on a shoestring annual bud-
get of about $220 million—slightly more than the
payroll for the New York Yankees baseball team.

Even with established and funded monitoring and ver-
ification measures, as the Iran case illustrates, too fre-
quently the great powers, and often the United States
and Russia, cannot agree on how to address violations.
Violations go uncorrected because the UN Security
Council, the designated “enforcer,” is unable to act.
Over time, as violators have remained unpunished,

this neglect has eroded the credibility of the NPT.
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The United States and Russia can together urge sev-
eral practical steps to increase the enforcement of
existing proliferation laws and obligations. The two
nations can cooperate to enhance the authority of
international institutions and, particularly, on-going
multilateral efforts to address the two most egregious
current cases—North Korea and Iran.

Building on 2009’s modest overall budget increase
and increased voluntary contributions from the
United States and Russia, the United States and
Russia could continue working together to further
increase the budget for the IAEA. This would seem
as essential step. As former IAEA Director-General
ElBaradei warned last year, “I would be misleading
world public opinion to create an impression that
we are doing what we are supposed to do, when we

know that we don’t have the money to do it.”"®

The United States and Russia could have regular
discussions on concrete measures to implement the
goals and norms set forth by the United Nations Se-
curity Council in Resolutions 1540 and 1887. These
establish binding obligations on all UN members to
take steps to counter the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and establish other measures
to strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime.
This may include, at some point, how to address Is-
rael’s undeclared nuclear capability.

The United States and Russia could build on the
non-governmental May 2009 U.S.-Russian expert
threat assessment on Iran to develop a joint assess-
ment of the Iranian nuclear and ballistic missile
programs.'” They should increase their bilateral
discussions to fully implement United Nations Se-
curity Council and IAEA Board of Governors reso-
lutions on Iran, including direct diplomacy and
the Permanent Five plus Germany (P5+1) negotia-
tions.

While recognizing the difficulties of dealing with
North Korea, the United States and Russia could
increase efforts to resume the Six-Party Talks with
North Korea as soon as possible in order to work to-
wards the verifiable denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula.
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The United States and Russia could cooperate to
ensure that the May 2010 NPT Review Confer-
ence endorses and further develops the elements of
UNSC Resolution 1887, in particular: (1) promote
universal adherence to IAEA comprehensive safe-
guards; (2) develop new provisions to deter with-
drawal from the NPT and assure that any state that
does withdraw is held responsible for violations of
the NPT committed prior to withdrawal; and (3) re-
quire adherence to the Additional Protocol as a pre-
condition for continuing access to peaceful nuclear
technologies (the Additional Protocol strengthens
IAEA safeguards against proliferation, for example
by giving the IAEA broader inspection authorities).

The United States and Russia could consider Secre-
tary Clinton’s proposal for automatic penalties for
violations of safeguards agreements, such as suspen-
sion of all international nuclear cooperation, until
compliance has been restored.”’

ENDING NUcCLEAR TESTING

The universal acceptance of the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT) is one of the most important
steps in blocking the spread of nuclear weapons.

Russia has signed and ratified the treaty; the Unit-
ed States has signed but not yet ratified. (Although
President Obama has called for ratification of the
CTBT, it is not clear at this point when he will re-
submit the treaty to the Senate.) The two principal
questions that will need to be addressed when the
Senate considers the CTBT are the ability of the
United States to maintain a reliable nuclear stockpile
in the absence of testing and the ability to monitor
and detect nuclear tests. While the U.S. stockpile
must be continuously monitored, recent studies sug-
gest that the reliability of the existing stockpile can
be maintained without nuclear testing.

Some U.S. critics claim that the CTBT text does not
explicitly define the nature of a nuclear test explosion,
leaving room for interpretation. These critics contend
that Russia believes low-yield and “hydro-nuclear” tests
are still permitted. Opponents of the CTBT even posit
that Russia and China are conducting such tests.”
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The criticism does not appear to have any basis in
the negotiating record. In 1999, U.S. CTBT nego-
tiator Ambassador Ledogar told the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that the CTBT negotiating
record was clear on the point of banning all tests.
“The Russians, as well as the other weapon states,
did commit themselves,” he testified, “That answer
is substantiated by the record of the negotiations at
almost any level of technicality (and national secu-

rity classification) that is desired and permitted.”*

Russian officials have supported this reading of the
record. In 2000, the Foreign Ministry’s Security and
Disarmament Department Director Kapralov stated
that “qualitative modernization of nuclear weapons
is only possible through full-scale and hydro-nuclear
tests with the emission of fissile energy, the carrying
out of which directly contradicts the CTBT.” In July
2009, President Medvedev reiterated this understand-
ing, noting that, “under the global ban on nuclear tests,
[Russia] can only use computer-assisted simulations to
ensure the reliability of Russia’s nuclear deterrent.”

The United States and Russia could reafirm their
understanding that the CTBT bans all test explo-
sions of nuclear weapons, including low-yield and
hydro-nuclear experiments, regardless of the amount
of energy released.

The United States and Russia could also design ad-
ditional confidence-building measures outside the
confines of the CTBT to create greater stability and
mutual trust. These could include cooperative ar-
rangements for on-site inspections in areas of con-
cern. Igor Sergeev, advisor to the Russian president
on issues of strategic stability, advocated just such
measures at the second Conference on Facilitating
the Entry into Force of the CTBT in November
2001. The United States and Russia could discuss
and implement measures to build confidence and
increase transparency with regard to activities at
nuclear test sites.

The United States should ratify the CTBT as soon as
possible. U.S. Senate ratification is seen by many na-
tions as the litmus test of U.S. adherence to its NPT
obligations. In addition, there are indications that
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U.S. ratification could encourage ratification by oth-
er nations, including a December 2009 statement by
Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh that U.S.
ratification could generate momentum within India
in favor of accession to the treaty.**

After U.S. Senate ratification, the United States and
Russia could cooperate to jointly encourage the oth-
er hold-out nations to ratify the treaty. It is in U.S.
and Russian national security interests to do every-
thing possible to prevent nuclear weapons testing by
other nations and to improve the implementing or-
ganization’s ability to identify, prevent and respond
to possible cheating.

SEcURE FIsSILE MATERIALS STOCKPILES

Presidents Obama and Medvedev pledged joint ef-
forts to secure nuclear materials and weapons in
April 2009. President Obama said later at the UN
Security Council that it is “each nation’s responsibil-
ity to secure nuclear material on its territory, and to
help those who cant—because we must never allow
a single nuclear device to fall into the hands of a
violent extremist.” At the UN General Assembly on
September 23, 2009, President Medvedev called for
“joint steps for further progress in such aspects of
nuclear security as prevention of nuclear terrorism”
and “collective cooperation on these matters.”

The two nations should agree to a series of steps
leading up to the April Washington nuclear security
summit that will bring together some 40 world lead-
ers to address how to secure nuclear materials. This
would put meat on the bones of these statements
of intent, underscore U.S.-Russian leadership in se-
curing all vulnerable nuclear material in the world
in the next four years, and set an example for other
nations attending the summit to declare their own
concrete contributions and benchmarks. In addi-
tion to a joint communiqué, the summit should
conclude with a joint plan of action, which would
include measures such as achieving effective global
nuclear security standards; consolidating nuclear
weapons and materials in fewer locations and elimi-
nating as much material as possible; and a commit-
ment to reconvene in two years to assess progress.
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The United States and Russia could continue to sup-
port, fund and complete the Nunn-Lugar Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction programs. New efforts should
concentrate on sustaining what has been achieved
and helping develop a nuclear security culture in all
states with weapons-usable fissile material.

The United States and Russia could cooperate on ad-
ditional measures, such as promotion of the Glob-
al Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism and the
Global Threat Reduction Initiative; work to expand
and extend the G8 Global Partnership; and strength-
en the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and fur-
ther cooperation under the Megaports Initiative.

ENDING THE PrRoODUCTION OF FISSILE
MATERIAL FOR WEAPONS

The verifiable end to the production of weapons-
grade fissile materials is a crucial element in prevent-
ing global proliferation. Negotiating—and ratifying
—the Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty would be a
major step toward securing, monitoring and eventu-
ally eliminating fissile materials that can be used to
build nuclear weapons.

Washington and Moscow have already announced
their support for ending the production of new ma-
terials, while simultaneously taking action to moni-
tor existing stockpiles, including in the presidents’
April 2009 joint statement. On March 7, 2009,
Foreign Minister Lavrov declared, “We are prepared

FOREIGN POLICY AT BROOKINGS -

to start negotiation on a treaty banning the pro-
duction of fissile material for nuclear weapons pur-
poses (FMCT), which would become an important
milestone in the processes of nuclear disarmament
and strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation
regime.” Secretary Clinton endorsed the FMCT in
similar terms on October 21, 2009.

One of the key hurdles in negotiating and imple-
menting an FMCT will be convincing the countries
that continue to produce fissile materials—India
and Pakistan (and probably Israel and North Ko-
rea)—to end this practice. While this will be a chal-
lenge, it also presents an opportunity for significant
U.S.-Russian cooperation and leadership.

In order to jump-start stalled negotiations on an
FMCT at the Conference on Disarmament, the
United States and Russia could urge their respective
allies and friends to adhere to a work plan for nego-
tiations.

The United States and Russia could work together
to jointly convince countries to adopt a moratorium
on the production of fissile materials for weapons
purposes until an FMCT can be negotiated.

A U.S.-Russia working group could explore technol-
ogies and develop concrete plans to minimize and,
eventually eliminate, the use of highly-enriched ura-
nium for civilian purposes and in naval reactors.
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4. PROMOTION OF PROLIFERATION-
RESISTANT NUCLEAR ENERGY

THE GROWING INTEREST IN NUCLEAR
ENERGY

Concerns about energy security and military securi-
ty have led to renewed interest in civil nuclear power
worldwide. The 30 nations with operating power
plants may soon be joined by ten new nations that
are either already building reactors (Iran) or have
concrete plans to begin.

The prospects for a global nuclear renaissance are
not certain. The economic advantages of nuclear
power are far from clear, and progress in global dis-
armament and in constraining nuclear proliferation
might reduce the military security incentive for new
nations to acquire nuclear technology as a hedge.
But the fact remains that the number of new na-
tions already committed to civilian nuclear power
raises concerns. The most important single issue
is whether the new nations will choose to develop
their own full-cycle nuclear programs—thereby
spreading sensitive technologies and materials to
new geographical regions, countries and corporate
entities—or whether the proliferation danger can be
reduced by radical international approaches to fuel
cycle management.

Ensuring the latter approach will require leadership
from the United States and Russia. These two coun-
tries have special status by virtue of their massive
weapons programs and long history as users of civil-
ian nuclear power. They will remain in the forefront
of the world nuclear industry in terms of the scale
of their domestic generating and fuel cycle sectors
and their exports of reactors, fuel and fuel services.
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The pressing global issues associated with a global
nuclear renaissance present a unique responsibility
and opportunity for U.S.-Russian cooperation.

AN OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE STOCK

The United States and Russia have an impressive
record of bilateral cooperation in civilian nuclear
power, a cooperation that has weathered numerous
crises. Under Presidents Bush and Putin, both coun-
tries supported civil nuclear cooperation efforts.
Each side launched major global initiatives in 2006
—President Bush’s Global Nuclear Energy Partner-
ship (GNEP) and President Putin’s Global Nuclear
Power Infrastructure (GNPI). The programs were
similar in goals and institutional approaches. Both
sought to encourage expansion of nuclear power
worldwide and establish an international infrastruc-
ture of nuclear fuel cycle services as an alternative
to national fuel cycle facilities. They were both en-
visioned as multinational consortia with IAEA in-
volvement. Both emphasized the importance of
R&D to develop proliferation-resistant fuel cycle
and reactor technologies.

The United States and Russia sought to harmonize
the two programs, and joint efforts reached a peak
in early 2008 when the countries signed an agree-
ment on civilian nuclear cooperation, often referred
to as the 123 Agreement. Since then the situation
has changed considerably. The 123 Agreement was
submitted to the U.S. Congress but was then with-
drawn in response to the August 2008 Russia-Geor-
gia war. The Obama Administration has effectively,
though not formally, terminated GNEP. Russia has
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also been less active in promoting GNPI, concen-
trating more on its ambitious domestic program and
export efforts.

While many lament the loss of momentum in pur-
suing the ambitious programs of recent years, the
situation that has emerged since 2008 may provide a
needed opportunity for the United States and Rus-
sia not only to clarify their current attitudes towards
bilateral cooperation and global leadership on civil
nuclear power but also to take stock of the various
past efforts to see if they have a common assessment.
Which of the many proposals made in the past five
years have worked? Which have potential and which
do not?

Presidents Obama and Medvedev could declare that
the goal of providing nuclear energy in ways that
limit the proliferation risk continues to be a priority
for both countries and state that, as a preliminary
step in setting an agenda for future cooperation in
this area, the two countries will undertake a joint
assessment of the relevant unilateral, bilateral and
multilateral initiatives with which the countries have
been associated over the past five years.

The United States and Russia could bolster their com-
mitment to ensuring that civil nuclear materials and
facilities receive the highest levels of physical protec-
tion, including by reviving the U.S.-Russian civil
nuclear cooperation agreement. President Obama
could resubmit the 123 Agreement to Congress and
work to ensure that it enters into force as soon as pos-
sible, providing a legal framework for commercial,
non-proliferation and R&D cooperation that would

benefit both sides.
ENSURING FUEL SECURITY

It is often argued that, if countries deem that there is
a risk they will be denied access to enriched uranium
fuel, whether for commercial, technical or political
reasons, they will feel compelled to insure them-
selves by developing their own enrichment and/or
reprocessing capability. An often discussed solution
to this perceived proliferation risk—one pursued in
recent years U.S.-Russian collaborative efforts—is
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to provide, on a multilateral basis, a guaranteed sup-
ply of low-enriched uranium to new nuclear power
states and other countries with smaller nuclear pro-
grams. Doing so, it is argued, would minimize the
number of enrichment facilities worldwide. One
idea is the creation of an international enrichment
facility; a separate but complementary idea is cre-
ation of an international fuel bank either overseen

by or run by the IAEA.

In fact, these may be solutions to a problem that
does not exist. Countries pursuing nuclear power
for purely energy security reasons have been able to
acquire adequate supplies of fuel through market
mechanisms. There has yet to be a case of a country
being denied nuclear fuel for its power reactors as a
result of a commercial dispute, technical disruption
of supply or any political reason other than suspicion
that the country in question was pursuing a weapons
program. For countries pursuing nuclear power for
military security reasons—as a hedge to be able to
develop nuclear weapons if they see a need to—the
idea of forgoing domestic enrichment and reprocess-
ing is illogical: the whole point of the nuclear pro-
gram is precisely to acquire such technology.

A radically different approach would be based on the
recognition that the only way forward is a “one-rule-
for-all” model, one in which enrichment and repro-
cessing will be done in the same way for the United
States, Russia, France and other existing nuclear
nations as for any new country that adopts nuclear
power. Russia has taken an important step in this di-
rection by proposing a multinational enrichment fa-
cility, the International Uranium Enrichment Cen-
ter (IUEC), in the eastern Siberian city of Angarsk.
Several other nations of the region have agreed to
participate on an equity basis.

The United States could reiterate support for Rus-
sias proposed IUEC enrichment center in Angarsk
and encourage its full internationalization under

IAFA auspices.
The United States could follow the Russian lead by

offering to similarly internationalize at least one of
the new enrichment facilities it is currently building.
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The United States and Russia could work toward in-
ternationalizing all their enrichment activities.

DiscouraGING SENSITIVE FUEL CycLE
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFERS

The United States and Russia, as leading members of
the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), have an oppor-
tunity and responsibility to establish commonsense
and consistent norms regarding civilian nuclear
trade. Both states should continue to support the re-
cent policy approved by the G8 in July 2009 not to
transfer sensitive nuclear fuel cycle technologies, in-
cluding reprocessing and enrichment technologies,
to any state that does not have a comprehensive safe-
guards agreement in place, is not party to the NPT,
and/or has been found to be in noncompliance with
its safeguards violations. The United States and Rus-
sia could also continue to work together to strength-
en the guidelines of the NSG in this regard, in part
to prevent potential indirect assistance to non-NPT
states parties or states of proliferation concern and to
encourage NPT universality.

ReProcEssING oF Usep FUEL

Reprocessing (recycling) of spent nuclear fuel is
highly contentious. Proponents cite a fuel security
argument. Some have also argued that, because re-
processing burns up hazardous materials, it helps
solve the waste problem. The United States and
other opponents of reprocessing counter that it is
not cost-effective and that any other advantages it
may have are far outweighed by the risk of prolif-
eration of the most sensitive nuclear materials and
technologies.

Reprocessing involves even more urgent prolifera-
tion issues than enrichment. South Korea is a case
in point. South Korea has an agreement with the
United States, which will expire in 2014, not to re-
process spent fuel it received from the United States.
A South Korean decision to reprocess its spent fuel
domestically after 2014 could increase incentives for
other countries to pursue reprocessing. This case ex-
emplifies the danger that, when a country chooses
reprocessing for economic security reasons, it may
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trigger efforts by other nations to seek the technol-
ogy for military security reasons.

Under the Bush Administration's GNEP initia-
tive, the United States retreated from its traditional
stance of opposing all reprocessing. The Obama
administration has returned to the traditional U.S.
position. Since Russia has long been a stalwart sup-
porter of reprocessing and fast reactors, this again
puts the United States and Russia on opposite sides
of the reprocessing debate.

The United States and Russia could engage in a
frank discussion aimed at clarifying and ultimately
reconciling their positions on reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel as a prerequisite to any substantial joint
action in reducing the proliferation risk from repro-
cessing.

LoNG-TERM NucLEAR WASTE
MANAGEMENT

Regardless of whether or not nations choose to de-
velop their own enrichment and reprocessing facili-
ties, the problem of disposal and storage of nuclear
waste will continue to grow. Long-term storage of
the most hazardous and militarily sensitive nuclear
waste materials is the paradigmatic problem requir-
ing not only cooperation among states but bold
leadership to achieve that cooperation. No country
has yet been willing to definitively offer its territory
for an international waste storage center. Russia has
come closest, with a proposal for an international
long-term waste storage and disposal facility.

The United States could back previous Russian pro-
posals for an international long-term waste storage

and disposal facility in Russia.
R&D CooPERATION

New technology can help reduce the proliferation risk
inherent in expansion of nuclear power by developing
more proliferation-resistant fuel cycles (including use
of the relatively proliferation-resistant fuel, thorium),
new reactor designs (for instance, “battery-like,” re-
placeable modular units) and technologies for waste
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management. Both GNEP and GNPI have strong
R&D components. The United States has kept the
R&D component of GNED, albeit at a reduced
funding level.

The U.S. and Russian governments could continue
to fund and expand domestic and multinational
R&D programs related to proliferation-resistant
technologies for the fuel cycle and reactor design.

CoMMERCIAL COOPERATION

Increasing integration of the world nuclear industry,
both through mergers and acquisitions and through
commercial partnerships, can lead to greater efhi-
ciency in the sector and is generally to be welcomed.
Integration also calls for more government-industry
coordination and cooperation on a multilateral basis.

The United States and Russia could support further
collaboration between their countries commercial
suppliers in the nuclear industry. They should re-
move barriers to such collaboration.

The U.S. and Russian governments could encour-
age their countries’ members of the NSG to take the
lead in strengthening the NSG’s role in enforcing
non-proliferation among corporate vendors.

The United States and Russia could coordinate and
share information with each other and with the
IAEA on their export-control regimes.
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The United States and Russia could coordinate their
financial and criminal penalties for violation of non-
proliferation laws.

MEGATONS TO MEGAWATTS

Megatons to Megawatts has been a highly success-
ful U.S.-Russian program to convert weapons-grade
highly enriched uranium from Russian nuclear war-
heads into low enriched uranium for use in Ameri-
can civil power reactors. The program has so far
converted the equivalent of over 15,000 warheads,
providing nearly fifty percent of the fuel used in
U.S. reactors.

The agreement governing the program expires in
2014. Russia has announced, and the United States
has agreed, that the program will not be renewed.
Instead, Russia may continue to convert the nuclear
material from dismantled nuclear weapons but mar-
ket the enriched uranium itself. If there is success
in third-country nuclear disarmament, the example
of the U.S.-Russian program—maybe even that pro-
gram—might be used for that material as well.

The United States and Russia could explore the pos-
sibility of applying their joint Megatons to Mega-
watts program to nuclear materials from warheads
of other countries as they disarm.
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5. REcar oF RECOMMENDATIONS

WaSHINGTON AND Moscow have a rich menu of possible measures to strengthen their leadership on nuclear
arms reductions and non-proliferation. This chapter recaps the recommendations that the United States and
Russia could consider to advance nuclear arms reduction, strengthen the non-proliferation regime, and make

proliferation-resistant civil nuclear energy available.

* Consultations on negotiations to reduce each
side’s deployed strategic nuclear warheads to no
more than 1000, and perhaps fewer, with ap-
propriate reductions in the numbers of strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles.

* Presidential joint statement, issued upon com-
pletion of the START follow-on treaty (and
hopefully prior to the Non-Proliferation Treaty
review conference), announcing that the next
round of negotiations will have the goal of an
agreement reducing each side’s deployed strate-
gic nuclear warheads to no more than 1000.

* U.S. consultations with NATO regarding how to
maintain nuclear deterrence in Europe and the
possibility of including U.S. nuclear weapons in
Europe in U.S.-Russian arms negotiations.

* Agreement to address tactical nuclear weapons
in the next negotiating round of U.S.-Russian
nuclear arms reductions.

e U.S. and Russian declarations to the other of
the total number of tactical nuclear weapons
in its stockpile. Declarations could include the
broad type (air defense, naval, bombs, cruise
missiles, etc.).

NexT STeps IN U.S.-RussiaN NucLEAR ARMS REDUCTIONS

e U.S. and Russian declarations to the other of the

total number of strategic nuclear weapons in its
stockpile, with a breakdown into three catego-
ries: deployed, non-deployed (including spares
and reserves) and awaiting dismantlement.

Consultations on ways to ensure the elimina-
tion of warheads can be made transparent and
irreversible, and on different approaches to veri-
fying warhead numbers.

Activation of the Joint Data Exchange Center.

Consultations with the goal of clarifying the
extent and nature of their respective missile de-
fenses with capabilities against strategic ballistic
missiles.

Missile defense cooperation as a priority subject
on the NATO-Russia agenda.

Consultations with Britain, France and Chi-
na as to those countries’ future nuclear forces
plans, with a view to informing U.S.-Russian
bilateral negotiations on further nuclear arms
reductions.
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STRENGTHENING THE NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME

* Joint work to further increase the budget for
the International Atomic Energy Agency, build-
ing on 2009’s modest overall budget increase
and increased voluntary contributions from the
United States and Russia.

Regular discussions on concrete measures to
implement the goals and norms set forth by the
United Nations Security Council in Resolutions
1540 and 1887, which establish binding obliga-
tions on all UN members to take steps to coun-
ter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and establish other measures to strengthen
the nuclear non-proliferation regime.

Intensified bilateral discussions to fully imple-
ment United Nations Security Council and IAEA
Board of Governors resolutions on Iran, includ-
ing direct diplomacy and P5+1 negotiations.

Increased efforts to resume the Six-Party Talks
with North Korea as soon as possible in order to
work towards the verifiable denuclearization of
the Korean Peninsula.

Cooperation to ensure that the May 2010 NPT
Review Conference endorses and further devel-
ops the elements of UNSC Resolution 1887,
in particular: (1) universal adherence to IAEA
comprehensive safeguards; (2) new provisions
to deter withdrawal from the NPT and assure
that any state that does withdraw is held respon-
sible for violations of the NPT committed prior
to withdrawal; and (3) adherence to the Addi-
tional Protocol as a precondition for continuing
access to peaceful nuclear technologies.

Consideration of Secretary Clinton’s proposal
for automatic penalties for violations of safe-
guards agreements, such as suspension of all in-
ternational nuclear cooperation, until compli-
ance has been restored.

U.S. and Russian reaffirmation of their un-
derstanding that the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty bans all test explosions of nuclear

weapons, including low-yield and hydro-nu-
clear experiments, regardless of the amount of
energy released.

Discussion and implementation of measures to
build confidence and increase transparency with
regard to activities at nuclear test sites.

U.S. ratification of the CTBT as soon as possible.

Cooperative diplomatic efforts to convince the
eight other nations that have not yet ratified the
CTBT to do so.

Build on the Washington nuclear security sum-
mit to bolster cooperation to ensure that all
nuclear weapons and weapons-usable materials
worldwide are effectively secured and accounted
for within four years.

Continued support and funding for Nunn-
Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction programs.

Cooperation on measures such as the promotion
of the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Ter-
rorism, the Global Threat Reduction Initiative,
expansion and extension of the G8 Global Part-
nership, strengthening the Proliferation Security
Initiative, and under the Megaports Initiative.

In order to jump-start stalled negotiations on a
Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty at the Confer-
ence on Disarmament, joint efforts to urge re-
spective U.S. and Russian allies and friends to
adhere to a work plan for negotiations.

Cooperative diplomatic efforts to convince
countries to adopt a moratorium on the pro-
duction of fissile materials for weapons purpos-
es until an FMCT can be negotiated.

Establishment of a working group to explore
technologies and develop concrete plans to
minimize and, eventually eliminate, the use of
highly-enriched uranium for civilian purposes
and in naval reactors.
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PRoLIFERATION-RESISTANT NUCLEAR ENERGY

* Presidential reaffirmation that the goal of pro-
viding nuclear energy in ways that limit the
proliferation risk continues to be a priority and,
as a preliminary step, a joint assessment of the
relevant unilateral, bilateral and multilateral ini-
tiatives with which the countries have been as-
sociated over the past five years.

Bolstered commitment to ensuring that civil
nuclear materials and facilities receive the high-
est levels of physical protection, including by
reviving the U.S.-Russian civil nuclear coopera-
tion agreement (123 Agreement) at the earliest
possible date.

Reiteration of U.S. support for Russias pro-
posed IUEC enrichment center in Angarsk and
encouragement of its full internationalization
under IAEA auspices.

Consideration of the United States’ offering to
internationalize at least one of the new enrich-
ment facilities it is currently building.

Work toward internationalizing all U.S. and
Russian enrichment activities.

Continued support for the G8 policy not to
transfer enrichment or reprocessing technology
to any non-NPT state or any state of prolifera-
tion concern.

Frank discussion aimed at clarifying and ulti-
mately reconciling the U.S. and Russian posi-

tions on reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel as a
prerequisite to any substantial joint action in re-
ducing the proliferation risk from reprocessing.

U.S. support for previous Russian proposals for
an international long-term waste storage and

disposal facility.

Continued funding for and expansion of do-
mestic and multinational R&D programs re-
lated to proliferation-resistant technologies for
the fuel cycle and reactor design.

Joint support for further collaboration between
U.S. and Russian commercial suppliers in the
nuclear industry.

Governmental encouragement for U.S. and Rus-
sian members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group
to take the lead in strengthening the NSG’s role
in enforcing non-proliferation among corporate
vendors.

Coordination and information sharing with
each other and with the IAEA on export-con-
trol regimes.

Coordination on financial and criminal penal-
ties for violation of non-proliferation laws.

Exploration of the possibility of applying the
U.S.-Russian Megatons to Megawatts program
to nuclear materials from warheads of other
countries as they disarm.
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ACRONYMS

ABM
CTBT
FMCT
GNEP
GNPI

ICBM
IUEC
NATO
NPT
NSG
P5+1
PSI
R&D
SALT
SLBM
SNDV
SORT
START
UN
UNSC

Anti-Ballistic Missile

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty

Global Nuclear Energy Partnership

Global Nuclear Power Infrastructure
International Atomic Energy Agency
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

International Uranium Enrichment Center
North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
Nuclear Suppliers’ Group

(UNSC) Permanent Five plus One (Germany)
Proliferation Security Initiative

Research and Development

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile
Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicle

Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty

United Nations

United Nations Security Council
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