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CONFERENCES U\ II \lT \'\l \\( RLD AFFAIRS

Nuclear Weapons, Weapons of Mass Destruction in
the Middle East and Regional Security:
The Task Ahead

Main Points

* The 2012 conference on a zone free of nuclear weapoWMD in the Middle East provides
a significant opportunity for progress in a critiagea, though expectations should be
moderate and it is not yet clear the conferenom isack to take place.

» This conference should be seen as a beginnindpafaer process, and not an end in and of
itself.

* Governments in the region, the UN Secretary Genenal the co-sponsors of the 1995
Middle East Resolution (the US, Russia, and the k¥t immediately answer some
fundamental questions about the organization ef¢dbnference, and begin the preparatory
phase. Suggestions are included in this repoinftial questions to address, including a
preliminary list of questions (point 11, page 4tthmight be circulated in advance to relevant
countries to begin to identify areas of convergétigeergence.

» Additional confidence-building measures can workaindem with progress toward the
proposed 2012 conference (a list of these beginsage 6).

» A new regional security discussion (perhaps an AGRS) might be possible as an outcome
of, or coordinated in tandem with, the 2012 conieee

* Progress on creating a Middle East free of nuskespons and other WMD, is both urgent
and possible. Failure to expend all diplomatic aeign bringing this to fruition might create
additional security dilemmas and ultimately leactooutcome in the Middle East that no
one desires.

Report*

On 23-24 October 2010, Pugwash convened a conealtat “Nuclear Weapons and Other
Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Middle EastRedional Security: The Task Ahead.”
Thirty-three current and former officials and otle&perts from 14 countries met in their personal
capacities in England, at Farnham Castle, to gemétaas in a relaxed and creative setting on
steps that might be taken to create forward movewrea Middle East free of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction and relsseés. It was noted that serious regional and
international dynamics have created a unique cgavee of interests in these areas at this time.

' The meeting was held according to traditional Pughi@hatham House rules to enable an open exchdnge o
perspectives and exploration of creative possiddlifor ways forward. Thus, the substance of teeudsions can be
reported out, but no item discussed can be at&ibtd any one individual. There was no attemsek consensus,
and in fact the sharing of diverse views was eraged. The rapporteur for this report was Sandraddutcher,
Senior Program Coordinator, Pugwash Conference&c@mnce and World Affairs. Emasibutcher@earthlink.net
Pugwash appreciates the support of the Royal Ndandginistry of Foreign Affairs, the Carnegie Corption of
New York and the Heathside Charitable Trust forpgupof our Middle East activities.
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It was further noted that while the potential foogress is real, the danger of a missed
opportunity at this time is possibly catastrophic.

All participants were respectful of the long histand entangled arguments associated with
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass desetriuctihe Middle East and their interplay
with regional security dilemmas. Without diminisgithe importance of these points and the
need for resolution of these complex and urgenlpros, the main focus of the meeting was to
better understand if there are areas where snralhfd steps may be possible, and to see how
such steps might fit with proposed 2012 confererid@s report focuses on these areas.

Speed bumps (if not roadblocks) on the road to 2012

At the time of the Farnham Castle meeting, six msiad passed since many governments made
promises in the final documénif the NPT Review Conference in May 2010 to woithvstates

in the region to move toward a conference on a Mi@ichst WMD Free Zone. Agreement of the
final document contributed to what many consideoslle a successful Review Conference.
Crucially, it was considered a key indicator ofgmess on the seminal 1995 Middle East
Resolutiod which was critical in ensuring the indefinite ex¢®n of the NPT. However, half a
year later, many participants at the Farnham Castleting expressed frustration that there had
been no tangible progress since May. Some wereeconed that this inaction might show a
decreased commitment to the idea of a 2012 corderand limited prospects for the conference
taking place at all.

Some believed this inertia contradicts the immegdfalt by many in the region and

internationally to find some solution to the issoé8VMD in the Middle East. This lack of
movement is considered to be at odds with conagresregional security, grave national threat
perceptions, the urgency of establishing non-pddifion norms while respecting national right to
pursue peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and therglgnrecognized increasing (though nascent)
international trends to seek ways to decreasedliense of nuclear weapons in national doctrines
and postures. Worse yet, some felt that the imald sit down and start the process to deal with
these issues and the broader goals may inevitahty/tb further security concerns

It was pointed out repeatedly that the goal of aergual nuclear weapons or WMD free zone in
the Middle East is a commonly shared goal and gadicall states in the region, and that
working toward this goal presents the most prongisireans available to bring all states to the
table on one of the most critical issues facingréggon.

The goal is a Middle East free of nuclear weaponsd other weapons of mass destruction

Interestingly, some participants from divergentkegiounds said that the overall goal has less to
do with a ‘zone’per se and more to do with the goal of ridding the Mil@ast of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destructiomaslinoted that there are several options for
how to achieve that goal, the zone being just driease options.

However, others disagreed strongly with deemphagittie zone idea, and noted that the zone
provides the most promising way to incorporate @il verification measures, benchmarks,
linkages, timeframes and other processes and ¢ibingan a comprehensive way that would
remove concerns over potential loopholes.

2see Appendix 2.
3 http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/1995-Npdf/Resolution_MiddleEast.pdf

Pugwash Consultation — Farnham Castleww.pugwash.org page 2



Many participants shared the belief that phecessor achieving the broader goal is not getting
enough attention. They highlighted the need feating a new political climate and a range of
mechanisms for arms control and confidence buildiigs might include the creation of
instruments and organizations in the region that déh regional, political, and arms control
issues, perhaps similar to the early 1990s Middist Brms Control and Regional Security
Working Group (ACRS) or even a more strenuous warsf ACRS.

Toward a menu of ideas for 2012

Participants discussed an accumulated agenda iodlolesactions that might be considered
before, during and after the proposed 2012 conéerenlhere seemed to be near consensus that,
pragmatically speaking, a single conference in 281t likely to achieve the goal of ridding the
region of nuclear weapons or other weapons of m@ssuction. Rather, there was a deep
understanding that the issues are complex, therfisharged, and that there is an urgent need to
consider how to structure discussions in a wayftiels a dynamic of forward and not retrograde
movement.

Participants acknowledged there is a challengelwedoin seeking to bring all regional parties to
the table in 2012. This is complicated by any peed attempt to single out a particular country
in any way, and it is made more difficult by thetfthat some of the calls for this conference, and
the zone, emanate from a process that does natimdlll parties. However, it was the
overwhelming view of participants in our meetingttbptions remain open for finding some
ways to move forward with all parties engaged inots ways.

There was a general recognition that it would dpfbkif public statements and actions by
governmental officials could be kept as positivgpassible to maximize the potential of this
window of opportunity. Some felt that ‘businessuasial’ approaches vis-a-vis long standing
practices in various intergovernmental fora at time were not necessarily helpful.

Questions that need immediate attention

To encourage relevant governments to begin thisgsof planning for the proposed 2012
conference, a series of questions were identifiedhimediate attention and further clarification
based on the May 2010 Final Documéntluded here as Appendix 3).

1. What will be thalivision of labor between the UNSG, the co-sponsoithe 1995
Resolution, the regional states, and the facilitea®o Answering this question will begin to better
clarify the regionalization versus the internatilation of the process leading to the conference.

2. What progress can be madédentifying a facilitator? What are the qualifications needed
(trust of the regional parties, expertise, prafifeel, etc). When will it be possible to begin to
float names?

3. Is it possible tadentify ‘sherpas’ (‘shepherds’)—specific people key countries—to help
with organizing the conferenc® Would it help to work with a focus group of sgéxl countries
(friends of the facilitator’)?

4. Which country will host the conferen& Will it be in the region or outside the regioWll
the host country pay?
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5. What are thbudgetary arrangemen®s What is the impact of the UN budget cycle oimbir
a facilitator (does this go through the normal UNIpet cycle — meaning it is not possible until
Nov-January 2012 — or can this be budgeted immaglidtthere is political agreement?)

6. Guidance needs to be provided to IAEA and the OP@WYarding what is expected of them
in terms of their support (documents).

7. Likewise, there is need folarification regarding the EU seminamentioned in the May
2010 Final Document. Will it be before the 2012fevence? What can the EU do to promote
this process? Will this seminar include NGOs?

8. Input should be requested regardingatyenda for the proposed 2012 conferend&/hat
range of issues will it address: nuclear, chemigspons, biological weapons, missiles, other
weapons/fireworks, regional security, etc? Howglerill it run? Will it be one conference, but
perhaps divided into different sessions?

9. What options exist for building upon the ung@ented reference to civil society/NGOS in the
May 2010 Final Document?re there additional ways in particular civil sodigcan help at
this time of seeming governmental inacti@n

10. Is there a need for an early preparatory phase lo¢ ttonference, to sort out these issles
Or, will the UN Secretary General raise the issnepnsultation with parties concerned and co-
sponsors of the 1995 resolution? Some highligtitedmportance of bringing these issues to the
attention of the UNSG early in the game, beforg tieaich the conference. If there is no
preparatory phase, then states will have to relyNSG as focal point.

11. To jumpstart the processywas suggested that the facilitator or some otlegrtity might ask
all regional parties for their preferences regardirthe following sorts of issues relating to the
proposed zoneln other words, is it possible to do some advanaekyas one participant asked,
to “identify some ‘green lines’ not just ‘red liri@% Is it possible to begin to define process,
benchmarks, timeframe, guarantees?

a) If a zone were to be established, what shoelidSlgeographical scopge (for example,
would it include Turkey?)

b) What would be thecope of prohibitio? Would it be like Tlatelolco before it was
amended or like Pelindaba? Would it be one agreteorea series of agreements or regional
measures?

¢) What would be the mechanisms for monitoring eexification (the IAEA or something
more?), and what would be compliance issues fordalated aspects (depending on the
scope)?

d) What sort oEntry Into Force provisionsmight be needed? (Would EIF require a certain
number of countries, specific countries, or creatiba certain environment? Would a
staggered entry into force be helpful?)

One participant summarized the challenges aheddaking them into the following four
segments:

1. What immediate arms control steps are acceptablto all regional actors? Realistically,

these are the only ones that will emerge from theoaference. Identifying some such set of
steps would indicate some minimum harmonizatiomigrests if countries in the region could
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agree on concrete practical steps. It would b&ulsdthough not easy, to try to think hard and
realistically about what steps that might be comi®d in 2012 fall into that category.

2. What expert groups should be formed as a condeeresult of the conferenc@ For
example, if the goal is a regional verificationteys such a big, important, and constructive step
would need a detailed hard assessment of relatesilyp® technical and political issues.

3. What wider processes might be launched at thegposed 2012 conference™ow will

states progress the wider security contexts thainevitably be present in the room — via ACRS
or ACRS Plus? Perhaps there might be severalmafysettings for ongoing deliberative
processes regarding doctrine, threat perceptions Lessons from ASEAN could be learned.

4. What can be done to prevent 2012 from being athaging experience?If this is a failure,

it could be substantial setback or a permanenilderat of an idea many think is right track. It
was noted that in other settings steps that wesntras confidence-building measures destroyed
confidence instead (for example, the early intévadvetween the West and Iran left all
embittered). If the goal is to barricade 2012 agadlamaging outcomes, it is essential to find
some good answers to first three questions. Tisexeeed to examine the range of possible
measures and map the range of ideas versus theststef states.

Is it time for an “ACRS Plus?”

Participants discussed options for broadening maudsions, possibly in an ‘ACRS Plus’
exercise that might be linked to the proposed Ziffference (some said this might take the form
of a pre-2012 ASEAN-type exercise). Topics migidude all nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction and other classesagoms, possibly including missiles, rockets,
fireworks, and other conventional weapons. Quastaf asymmetry likely will need to be
addressed in some way. There was some additistalssion on the need for some sort of
progress on the Palestine issue (including thetmunesf Hamas). The role of non-state actors
may need to be incorporated. Some noted the pessiportance of progress on the Israel-Syria
track.

The need for further progress on and dialogue iréth was noted. There was a general
understanding that any possible military attackran would have an extremely negative, if not
potentially insurmountable, impact on hopes forgheposed 2012 conference.

Related confidence-building measures

Participants acknowledged that in order to achibeggoal of a Middle East free of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destructiorctrspeof declaratory measures, national
measures, and negotiated measures will be needed.

There is an extensive menu of options for stateivwg to promote progress in these areas, and
any one of the following (or a combination of sataf them) would potentially contribute
enormously to demonstrating seriousness of purgodeyoodwill toward the goal all states in the
region share. Some may be voluntary steps, whightperhaps be reciprocated. It is possible
to start with some minimal expectations, and bsitdvly on the confidence that such a process
might start to generate.

The following list includes ideas that surfacedidgrthe discussion, though there was no attempt
to discuss these in depth, nor to seek consenstiewmmerits. The list is by no means
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comprehensive, nor is it prioritized. Further dission could be held on these sorts of issues, and
Pugwash was encouraged to continue to help gergrelteoptions.

1. Countries which have not yet ratified, or ant yet members of, certain regimes (NPT,
CTBT, BWC, CWC, etc) could behave as if they wened( publicly reinforce this). They could
possibly implement national legislation in accoramith the regime.

2. Regional discussions might begin on how to marteansition to a region marked by reliance
on nuclear power (and related proliferation issuds)is might or might not include discussions
on regionalizing or internationalizing enrichmentlfor sensitive technologies.

3. US nuclear weapons could be removed from Tualsey goodwill gesture toward starting the
process of denuclearizing the region and decredkagaliency of nuclear weapons in the
region.

4. Discussions could be held on the role of ex@drdkterrence in the region.

5. Some felt relevant lessons might be drawn fiteerrecent US experience on ways to
gradually and systematically decrease the saliandyrelevance of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction in the region. Sowmegtht the US nuclear posture review
language on declaratory policy might be well-sutiethe region.

6. Progress might be possible on fissile mateniaike region. For example, if the Fissile
Material Cut-off Treaty is agreed, some thougmight be possible for Israel to join. Or perhaps
the region might agree to an “FMCT Lite,” a regibRRICT, or another fissile materials
agreement.

7. Increased cooperation on nuclear security nmightossible, seeking to prevent trafficking in
WMD and related components, and involving more espsorking with nuclear materials in the
process. This might include collective visits teclear, chemical and biological facilities (not for
verification purposes).

8. A treaty or MOU banning attack on nuclear idies might be discussed, based on the
example of agreements between India and Pakistan.

9. Progress might be possible on declaratory ypdtig Israel and others, perhaps through quasi-
negotiated unilateral statements. For examplesadyt on No First Use (or Non-Use) might be
possible. (While some recognized that Israel migittbe the first to agree to such a treaty, they
wondered if conditions might be created where theyht eventually consider it?)

10. A regional ban on radiological weapons mightiscussed, perhaps in conjunction with an
agreement on non-attack on facilities.

11. Perhaps all states in the region might geaeatdtite Papers and then meet to discuss mutual
threat perceptions, etc.

12. Perhaps, contrary to conventional thinkingigght be helpful to start from the form and
mechanism, instead of substance. This might imctirdation of a Middle Eastern WMD
prevention bureau (or Center of Excellence) fohexge of information, best practices, etc.
There was some discussion about the confidencdibgitole of technical arms control
discussions (transparency, etc), prior to consemsagreement on the ultimate (political) goals.
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(Someone pointed out that history has proven thahéir nature arms control agreements are
agreements among adversaries, and that peacedtibnsl are not required before negotiating and
securing arms control agreements.)

13. Some wondered if a reduction in the numbdsrafel's nuclear weapons might be possible as
a confidence-building measure.

14. Perhaps the Palestinian leadership (presiddgt)t consider a statement saying that when it
becomes a state, it will join the NPT, CWC, BWC &IBT as soon as it becomes a full state
and will follow the (Japan-type) three non-nuclpanciples straight away.

15. All states in the region might agree, eitha@taterally or in concert, to adhere to Open Skies.

16. An agreement by states with nuclear weaponh®raeploy nuclear-capable forces to the
region might contribute to increased confidencth@aregion.

17. Some raised the possibility of direct disomssibetween the Arab League and Israel, though
others questioned whether the time is right fohaliscussions.

Conclusion

Participants in the Farnham Castle meeting recegnize many challenges involved in
promoting forward movement on the goal of a Midd8kest free of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction. Their collective ggpees and insights indicate the road ahead
will be bumpy and the roadblocks may seem insurrtaile. However, there was a palpable
sense of urgency and frustration that the curremtew of opportunity should not be missed due
to bureaucratic inaction. They encouraged furthsrussions in Track 2 (or Track 1.5) settings
for further iron out some of the sorts of topicattivere initially addressed in Farnham.

A lot of this process can be done at Track 2 ocRB5 level, but at the end of the day, the
governments need to take ownership and find theswa@yalk to each other and iron out answers
to some of these questions.

Someone pointed out that it would be possible tait'a lifetime’ for all the stars (or states) to
line up perfectly, and the clock is ticking. 20&2n election year in the US. There are
proliferation fears related to continued inactioBome governments seem worried about getting
behind this conference fully because they feailithe a failure.

In Farnham Castle, there was hope that the cordenemght yet succeed if expectations could be
managed. Some said the 2012 conference woulddlig only if it came out with no action
plan, if the states failed to agree a continuoasdibie process as an outcome. Many believed
success is possible if governments get behingticess and determine any number of small
steps forward. Initial ideas for such steps haaentput forward in this report.

Some participants at Farnham Castle expressedpethat 2012 will start the region on the
process toward arms control and an era in whiclsatience and relevance of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction in the ragidacreased. If that potential is not realized,
either because the proposed conference does oplade or if it results in failure, then many (if
not most) fear it will be a turning point for thegion toward a far more dangerous future.
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Pugwash Consultation
23-24 October 2010

PugwaSh Farnham Castle, England

CONFERENCES ON SCIENCGE AND'WORLD AFFAIRS
Nabel Pease Prize 1995

Nuclear Weapons, Weapons of Mass Destruction in
the Middle East and Regional Security:
The Task Ahead

Appendix 1: Final Participant List

Dr. AthemAlsabti, Professor of Physics and Astronomy at the Unityeof London Observatory / University
College London; International Relations Officer thelraqi Academy of Science; Founder of the Iragi National
Observatory and a Founding member of the Iragidwali Academy of Science; Fellow of the British Roya
Astronomical Society and Member of the Internatigkgtronomical Union.

Amb. Wa’'el N.Al-Assad, Director, Disarmament & Multilateral Relations fi2@tment, League of Arab States,
Cairo, Egypt.

Amb. SergeyBatsanoy, Director, Geneva Office, Pugwash ConferencesaenSe and World Affairs; Member,
Pugwash Council; Member, International Advisory Bhaeneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Adm
Forces (DCAF)Russia[formerly: Director, Special Projects, Organizatior the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons (OPCW), The Hague, The Netherlands; Diréotd=xternal Relations, OPCW Preparatory
Commission (1993-97); Representative of the USSB¥Rn Federation to the Conference on Disarmament,
Geneva (1989-93)].

Prof. GabrieBaramki, Partner, Alternative Ways Educational Consulegvice; President, Palestinian Council
for Justice and Peace [formerly: Consultant toRthkestinian Ministry of Higher Education, Ramallah; Acting
President, Birzeit University; Secretary-GeneraleBtinian Council for Higher Education; MembergRash
Councill].

Mrs. HaifaBaramki, Management & Training Consultant, RamallBh)estine Vice-President of the YWCA of
Palestine [formerly: Director, Continuing EducatiGenter, Birzeit University].

Ms. NomiBar-Yaacov, Foreign Policy Adviser on Middle Eastern Affaitsgndon,UK; [Formerly: Head of the
Middle East Conflict Management Program, Internadidnstitute for Strategic Studies (1ISS), London]

General Sir HuglBeach,GBE, KCB, MC,Board Member of VERTIC and ISIS, LondddK [formerly :

Director of Army Staff Duties at the Ministry of Bance (1971-3), Commandant of the Army Staff Cadlag
Camberley (1974-5), Deputy Commander-in-Chief Uhkéngdom Land Forces (1976-77) and Master General
of the Ordnance (Army Board member for Procurem@®y7-81), member of the Security Commission (1982
91) and Director of the Council for Arms ControB@b-89), co-author dflattering the passions, or, the bomb
and Britain's bid for a world rol¢1999)].

Amb. GrigoryBerdennikov, Ambassador at Large Ministry of Foreign AffaiRussian Federation).
Mrs. Sandra lonn8utcher, Senior Program Coordinator, International SedatePugwash Conferences, UK;

Director, Pugwash History Project; Honorary Rededtssociate, Science and Technology Studies Depattm
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University College LondornJSA [formerly: Joint Executive Secretary, British Pugh Group; Executive
Director, Student Pugwash USA, Interim Researcle@ar and Senior Analyst, British American Security
Information Council].

Mr. Poul-Erik Christiansen, Middle East Project Consultant, Pugwash Confagmn Science and World
Affairs and Chair, UK Student PugwadbK [formerly Research Officer, Center for InternatibStudies and
Diplomacy, School of Oriental and African Studi&OAS). .

Prof. PaoldCotta-Ramusing, Secretary-General, Pugwash Conferences on Scienc®/orld Affairs; Member,
Pugwash Executive Committee; Professor of Mathexalafhysics, University of Miladtaly [formerly:
Secretary General, Union of Italian ScientistsB@armament (USPID); Director, Program on Disarmainaad
International Security, Landau Network — Centrdt®&oComao, Italy].

Mr. HassarElbahtimy, Researcher, The Verification Research, Trainimdylaformation Centre (VERTIC),

Professor YaiEvron, Professor Emeritus, and Senior Research Fellmstifute for National Security Studies
(INSS), Tel-Aviv,Israel (formerly :Professor, Head, Department of PolitBaience; Head, Graduate Program,
Security Studies, Tel-Aviv University/isiting Professor or Research Fellow, Harvard,netir UCLA,
Concordia, MIT, Georgetown and Oxford Universities)

Amb. NabilFahmy, Dean, School of Global Affairs and Public Poligjie American University in Cair&gypt
[Formerly: Ambassador at Large, Egyptian MinistfyForeign Affairs, Ambassador of Egypt to the Udite
Nations].

Mr. Mark Fitzpatrick , Senior Fellow for Non-Proliferation, Internatidmiastitute for Strategic Studies (lISS),
USA.

Dr. PaoloForadori, lecturer at the University of Trento (Italy), Ma@urie - fellow at CNS Monterey
(California) and currently visiting at the Americlimiversity in Cairo (Egypt)italy .

Mr Sylwin Gizowski, Acting Director, OSI Division and Strategic Cowration and Planning Officer, Office of
the Executive Secretary, Preparatory CommissiothimiComprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Orgéniza
Poland [Formerly: Deputy Head of the Polish Delegatiortite Conference on Disarmament in Geneva (1987-
1993), Representative of Poland to the Prepar&orgmission for the OPCW (1993-1995), Head of thigiPo-
Disarmament Division at the Ministry of Foreign Aifis of Poland (1993-1995), Chairman of the Worksrgup
B on Verification, International Cooperation andsissance of the Preparatory Commission for the OPCW
Chairman of Expert Group on Chemical Weapons of2RE€W, Director of the Secretariat for the Policaitihg
Organs of the OPCW (1997-2005)].

Prof. GaliaGolan-Gild PhD, Professor of Government and Chair, Prograr@iptomacy and Conflict Studies,
Interdisciplinary Center (IDC), Herzliydsrael; Professor Emerita, Department of Political Sciendebrew
University of Jerusalem; Member, Pugwash Counditriferly: Darwin Professor of Soviet and East Euampe
Studies; Chair, Department of Political Sciencebides University of Jerusalem].

Amb. PeteiGottwald, Commissioner of the Federal Government for Arroatfbl and Disarmament, Foreign
Office in Berlin,Germany [formerly: Director for North America (1998-2002) the Foreign Office, Deputy
Chief of Mission of the German Embassy in Washind&003-2006), Permanent Representative of the litiepu
of Germany to the UN and other International Orgatidns in Vienna (2006-2008)].

Mr. Rohit Gupta, Researcher, Center for International Studies@ptbmacy, School of Oriental and African
Studies, UK.

Pugwash Consultation — Farnham Castleww.pugwash.org page 9




Amb. Jeremyissacharoff, Ambassador-at-Large for Strategic Affairs, Minysof Foreign Affairs,
Jerusalemisrael [formerly: Deputy Ambassador to the United StaWashington, DC (2005-2009); Deputy
Director-General for Strategic Affairs, Israeli NBtry of Foreign Affairs (2001-2005); Member of UB¢cretary-
General's Advisory Board for Disarmament Affair@@3-2008). Attorney, Member of Israel Bar.].

Amb. Petedenkins, CMG, Associate Fellow of the Geneva Centre fausigy Policy, Partner in
ADRgAmbassadorsifww.adrgambassadors.cprdK [Formerly: UK ambassador to the IAEA (2001-2006),
with former posts in Washington, Paris, Brasiliad &eneva]

Dr. MustafaKibaroglu, Associate Professor (non-proliferation, arms ar& disarmament matters), Bilkent
University, International Relations Department kBiit, AnkaraTurkey [formerly: International Security
Program & Project on Managing the Atom, Belfer @effibr Science and International Affairs, John Endedy
School of Government, Harvard University].

Mr. BasemMasry, Democracy and Good Governance Consultant, Lorgogland [formerly: executive
director, Alquds 09; Director of Legislative OfficdMloroccan Parliament, ARD; Project Director /
Moroccan Parliament, SUNY Ctr for International Bpment; COP ROL Project, Jordan; COP for
IT4youth Project].

Prof. DavidMenashri, Dean of Special Program and Director, Centetrforian Studies, Parviz and Pouran
Nazarian Chair for Modern Iranian Studies, Tel AUriversity, Tel Aviv,Israel

Dr. SteverMiller , Director, International Security Program, CerfiterScience & International Affairs (CSIA),

Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachus&#SA; Member, American Academy of Arts and Sciencestded
in-Chief, International Security; Chair Pugwash &xeve Committee, Member, Pugwash Council; Co-Chair

U.S. Pugwash Group [formerly: Senior Research #el®IPRI; Assistant Professor, Defence and Armsti@bn
Studies, MIT].

Prof. Dr. GoétzaNeuneck Physicist, and Member, Pugwash Council; Deputg@or and Head of the
“Interdisciplinary Research Group Disarmament, A@ustrol and New Technologies”, Institute for Peace
Research and Security Policy (IFSH), Hamb@grmany; Member, Council of the German Physical Society
(DPG) and Chairman of their Working Group “Physacsl Disarmament” in the Deutsche Physikalische
Gesselschatft.

Dr. DanielPlesch,Director,MA International Studies and Diplomad@entre for International Studies and
Diplomacy (CISD), School of Oriental and Asian Sas(SOAS), LondonJK; Author, Broadcasteklonorary
Fellow, Birkbeck College, University of London aWiting Senior Research Fellow, University of Keel
[formerly: Founder (1987), British American Secyiiinformation Council (BASIC); from 2001: Senior $&arch
Fellow, Royal United Services Institute for Defersecal Security Studies].

Dr. SabriSaidam, Fateh Council co-chair, advisor on telecommuiaeatand information technology to the
President of the Palestinian Authority [Former Btitgan Minister of Telecommunications and Inforioat
Technology].

Dr. GarySamore Special Assistant to the President and White Eldsordinator for Arms Control and
Weapons of Mass Destruction.

Amb. SveinSevje,Norwegian Ambassador to Israllorway [formerly: Ambassador to Sudan, Special Envoy
for the Middle East (2006-2008), Ambassador to &grid Lebanon (2002-2006), Head of the Middle East
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Section, MFA, Oslo (1998-2002); Minister-Counsellothe Embassy in Tel Aviv/Head of the Represérgat
Office to the Palestinian Authority (1994-98). Ssuhin Brasilia, Madrid, New Delhi, Berlin (GDR)].

Amb. MohamedShaker, Chairman,Egyptian Pugwash Group, and Chairman, Egyptian CouncilFareign
Affairs (ECFA), Cairo [formerly: Ambassador to tbéN (New York), Vienna (IAEA) and London].
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Nuclear Weapons, Weapons of Mass Destruction
in the Middle East and Regional Security:
The Task Ahead

Appendix 2: Preliminary Discussion Points
(Distributed Prior to the Meeting)

Please note: the following are draft discussiomp®i They are not comprehensive, and others
are free to add additional suggestions.

Topics to be discussed

1.

6.

Do NW and WMD enhance the security of individuaitss or do they contribute to a
more insecure environment in the Middle Easthéfdistribution of NW and WMD in
the Middle East is uneven (with have and have-tates) how is this unevenness likely
to be readdressed?

Do we need to consider some necessary conditiothgiarea of regional security that
would allow the reduction and the elimination of N\vd WMD and the signing of the
relevant arms control treaties? What are theseopdiitons in detail?

What progressive path for the elimination of NW &dD in the Middle East could be
designed or, in other words, what kind of intermagelisteps could be taken?

How could dialogue and communications in the MEub&NV& WMD and the relevant
concerns be carried on? How will this dialogueteeta the other many open questions
affecting the Middle East?

The last NPT Review Conference discussed the msaeone free of NW and other
WMD in the Middle East and proposed an internaticoaference in 2012. What are the
recommendations that could help to proceed corgrigtéhat direction?

Will a treaty forbidding the (first) use of nucleaeapons be useful (open to all States?)

The goal of the meeting is to think outside the bod provide ideas for the future. While we
understand that the long history of the discussowes the issue of NW & WMD in the Middle
East has created many entangled argumentationscassily justified recriminations, we would
be most interested in exploring possible ways ofimgpforward.
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Appendix 3

Excerpt from “2010 Review Conference of the Partiet the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons -- Final Document

IV. The Middle East, particularly implementation of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle
East'

1. The Conference reaffirms the importance of teedRution on the Middle East adopted by the
1995 Review and Extension Conference and recalgftirmation of its goals and objectives by
the 2000 Review Conference of the Parties to tleatfron the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. The Conference stresses that the resotetimains valid until the goals and objectives
are achieved. The resolution, which was co-spondoyehe depositary States of the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (the Rarisgtederation, the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and the United Statie&merica), is an essential element of the
outcome of the 1995 Conference and of the basighich the Treaty was indefinitely extended
without a vote in 1995. States parties renew tfesiolve to undertake, individually and
collectively, all necessary measures aimed atrdmpt implementation.

2. The Conference reaffirms its endorsement oatims and objectives of the Middle East peace
process, and recognizes that efforts in this regerdvell as other efforts, contribute to, intéaal
a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons asasatither weapons of mass destruction.

3. The Conference takes note of the reaffirmaticth@2010 Review Conference by the five
nuclear-weapon States of their commitment to aifigilementation of the 1995 Resolution on
the Middle East.

4. The Conference regrets that little progressbieas achieved towards the implementation of
the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East.

5. The Conference recalls the reaffirmation byabe0 Review Conference of the importance of
Israel’'s accession to the Treaty and the placewteait its nuclear facilities under comprehensive
IAEA safeguards. The Conference reaffirms the ucgemd importance of achieving
universality of the Treaty. The Conference callsaabrStates in the Middle East that have not yet
done so to accede to the Treaty as non-nuclearemediates so as to achieve its universality at
an early date.

6. The Conference stresses the necessity of attietrence by all States parties to their
obligations and commitments under the Treaty. Thef€ence urges all States in the region to
take relevant steps and confidence-building meadoreontribute to the realization of the
objectives of the 1995 Resolution on the MiddletEeasl calls upon all States to refrain from
undertaking any measures that preclude the achievieofi this objective.

7. The Conference emphasizes the importance ajcegs leading to full implementation of the
1995 Resolution on the Middle East. To that ene Gbnference endorses the following practical
steps:

4 Excerpt from 2010 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treatthe Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
Final Document, Volume I,” pp 29-31. Available at
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=KIRJNF.2010/50 (VOL.I)
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(a) The Secretary-General of the United Nationsthadto-sponsors of the 1995 Resolution, in
consultation with the States of the region, wilheene a conference in 2012, to be attended by all
States of the Middle East, on the establishmentMiddle East zone free of nuclear weapons
and all other weapons of mass destruction, onadkeslof arrangements freely arrived at by the
States of the region, and with the full support andagement of the nuclear-weapon States. The
2012 Conference shall take as its terms of referéime 1995 Resolution;

(b) Appointment by the Secretary-General of thetéthNations and the co-sponsors of the 1995
Resolution, in consultation with the States ofringion, of a facilitator, with a mandate to
support implementation of the 1995 Resolution byduwting consultations with the States of the
region in that regard and undertaking preparationthe convening of the 2012 Conference. The
facilitator will also assist in implementation allbw-on steps agreed by the participating
regional States at the 2012 Conference. The fatgliwill report to the 2015 Review Conference
and its Preparatory Committee meetings;

(c) Designation by the Secretary-General of theddhNations and the co-sponsors of the 1995
Resolution, in consultation with the States ofringion, of a host Government for the 2012
Conference;

(d) Additional steps aimed at supporting the immatation of the 1995 Resolution, including
that IAEA, the Organisation for the Prohibition@hemical Weapons and other relevant
international organizations be requested to prelpackground documentation for the 2012
Conference regarding modalities for a zone freeuafear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction and their delivery systems, taking exdtoount work previously undertaken and
experience gained,;

(e) Consideration of all offers aimed at supportimg implementation of the 1995 Resolution,
including the offer of the European Union to hosvllow-on seminar to that organized in June
2008.

8. The Conference emphasizes the requirement oftaiaing parallel progress, in substance and
timing, in the process leading to achieving totad aomplete elimination of all weapons of mass
destruction in the region, nuclear, chemical amdbigical.

9. The Conference reaffirms that all States pattighe Treaty, particularly the nuclear-weapon
States and the States in the region, should cantmueport on steps taken to implement the 1995
Resolution, through the United Nations Secretatgathe President of the 2015 Review
Conference, as well as to the Chairperson of tepdPatory Committee meetings to be held in
advance of that Conference.

10. The Conference further recognizes the importeatplayed by civil society in contributing
to the implementation of the 1995 Resolution antbarages all efforts in this regard.
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