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Pierre Claude Nolin (CDN) chaired the meeting of the Science and Technology Committee in Prague.  The debate among members centered on the Committee and Sub‑Committee reports, namely upon the current status of the arms control and non-proliferation agenda and upon the possible weaponisation of outer space.  The Committee received two guest speakers from the Czech Republic, Martin Pecina, Deputy Minister of Trade and Industry, and Dana Drabova, Chairwoman of the State Office for Nuclear Safety. Olivier Lepick, Associated Researcher in the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris, and William C. Potter, Institute Professor and Director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International studies, also presented their work to the members. 

Martin Pecina spoke to the Committee on the development and future of nuclear power in the Czech Republic. Martin Pecina insisted on the Czech Republic’s high level of expertise in nuclear technology and explained that nuclear energy plays a decisive role in his country because of the lack of any other resources. Nuclear energy, which provided 20% of electric power in 2001, may contribute to generating up to 45% of electric power in 2003. While in full power operation, the reactors in the Temelin power plant have a 1716MW capacity. Regarding safety and reliability criteria, the Czech Republic meets the EU and IAEA requirements and complies with international conventions and intergovernmental agreements. 

Martin Pecina went on to outline the new Czech uranium strategy. Whereas the Czech Republic was the sixth largest uranium producer until 2001, it has reduced its production down to 400T and henceforth imports uranium. The Czech State is responsible for nuclear waste management and radioactive deposit. Taxes imposed on waste producers fund environmental protection and indemnification of people. Following the EU directives, the Czech government has also created a special fund to guarantee the recycling of radioactive waste.  Martin Pecina outlined that, in the nuclear field, maintaining a high level of knowledge is endangered by financial concerns. Besides, given the worldwide stagnation of nuclear production, the Czech nuclear industry has significantly lowered its production during the past years. Finally, Martin Pecina reiterated his expectation that public opinion would switch towards a better and positive understanding of nuclear energy. He insisted on the need to reassure the population by concrete examples. In the Czech Republic, the regions where the oldest nuclear power plants are installed have also the greatest longevity.
In response to a question from Marian Zenkiewicz (PL), Martin Pecina commented upon the Temelin nuclear power plant, which was commissioned under the scrutiny of the public and the international community. According to an independent nuclear safety agency, this plant fulfills international criteria and the breaks, which were lower than usual, had no impact on nuclear security. Martin Pecina replied to Helmut Rauber (D) that since the capacity of the power plants is higher than local requirements, export of nuclear energy is conceivable. He explained also that although the green party exists in the Czech Republic, it is not an obstacle to nuclear policy because it is not represented in the Parliament.

Guido Brignone (I) commented on the difficult task of dealing with opponents to nuclear energy, who block the development of local nuclear programmes. He asked Martin Pecina how the Czech government has overcome these obstacles. In response to questions from Vernon Ehlers (USA) and Gabriela Moser (A) on nuclear waste storage, Martin Pecina explained the government strategy towards the population. After its removal from the reactors, the Czech state is responsible for permanent storage of nuclear waste in pools and special depositories. The assumption is that from now until 2050, technological progress will have found a better way to recycle the waste.  Diana Drabova answered to Gabriela Moser that despite the Temelin power plant being monitored by the EU and the IAEA, it couldn’t meet German standards. On the other hand, France or Belgium cannot either, since their standards are based on American criteria. Dana Drabova focused on the Austrian‑Czech bilateral agreements on Temelin, which led to the adoption of a common road map. In reply to Vasiliy Iver (RUS), Martin Pecina insisted on the importance of the Czech‑Russian cooperation. Answering to Anatoliy Domanskiy (UA), Dana Drabova specified that the Czech state already provided means for modernizing and building new nuclear reactors in Ukraine and she called for further cooperation in that field. On Uwe Karl Beckmeyer’s (D) request, Martin Pecina commented upon the so-called “nuclear account”, which provides financial reserves to build permanent depositories and to look after power plant facilities.

On behalf of Teresa Riera (E), General Rapporteur, José Lello (P), Committee Vice-Chairman, presented the draft General Report on Non-proliferation in the 21st century: a Transatlantic Agenda [61 STC 03 E].  José Lello stated that September 11th prompted a new level of public awareness and a turning point in the non-proliferation policies of many of the Alliance’s governments, notably the United States. He gave a brief outline of existing arms control and non-proliferations regimes. Despite its high degrees of effectiveness, the system inherited from the Cold War needs to be reformed to take into account non-state actors. Whereas the Europeans support these reforms, the United States has adopted what might be defined as “à la carte multilateralism”- namely supporting agreements that are considered in US interests and refusing to be drawn into those that are not. The US new readiness to employ low yield nuclear weapons against states of concern and its controversial policy of pre-emption could have serious implications for the future of multilateral non‑proliferation efforts.  

José Lello went on to present the US contrasting non-proliferation policies in Iraq and North Korea. He noted that the development of the pre-emptive war concept represented a major shift in the US policy in Iraq, and a justification for the ensuing military intervention. In contrast, the administration has insisted on a multilateral forum for negotiations in North Korea - which finally may have born fruit, with North Korea accepting trilateral talks with the US and China.  José Lello commented upon European responses to US non-proliferation policies, which generated great transatlantic tension during the past months. European commentators have accused the administration of inconsistency – playing down the tangible North Korean threat, while insisting that Iraq necessitated a major military intervention. European NATO Allies were divided on Iraq, some insisting that traditional policies of containment and deterrence could work and challenging the ground for military intervention. José Lello concluded his presentation by suggesting a reinforcement of non-proliferation regimes. He insisted on the fact that although in the past months bitter disagreements over non-proliferation policy have damaged both the United Nations and the Atlantic Alliance, the future of the international system and security rests upon a concerted, measured and multilateral approach to the challenges of WMD proliferation.
Mr Iver and Efstratios Korakas (European Parliament) expressed concern on the new “arbitrary and illegitimate” US non-proliferation policy, asking whether it was not leading to a new nuclear arms race. Mr Ehlers commented upon the anti-US tone of the report, saying that it overstated the Bush Administration’s approach. He expressed his disagreement with the assertion that the US policy pushed North Korea to further its nuclear programme and with the use of press sources to assess North Korean nuclear programme. He insisted on the fact that the biggest concerns presented by North Korea regard the manufacture and sale of nuclear weapons to other states or terrorists. Vernon Ehlers stressed the importance of bilateral agreements, such as the Moscow treaty, criticizing the report according to which only multilateral conventions are good. He underlined the powerlessness of deterrence against terrorism and justified US military intervention in Iraq on the ground that Saddam Hussein never cooperated with the UN inspectors. Finally, he concluded that the report was faulty because it seemed to make an inaccurate and unfair attack against the Bush administration.  Jérôme Rivière (F) supported the idea of restoring the United Nations’ credibility and asked that, rather than focusing on the United States, paragraph 25 of the report specify the tactical use of nuclear weapons. Finally, Mehmet Nessar (TR) expressed his concerns that the concept of pre-emption may encourage, rather than deter, terrorism.

Olivier Lepick spoke to the Committee on biological and chemical weapons in Iraq. He insisted on the fact that in the aftermath of the 9/11 and anthrax attacks in the United States, the perception of the WMD threat has changed and become controversial. To assess the nuclear threat in Iraq, Olivier Lepick reminded the members that before 1991 Iraq launched a nuclear programme, which had produced a few grammes of fissile material. But everything indicated that the Iraqi nuclear programme was interrupted. The chemical weapons programme was the most important and the most sophisticated until 1991, with Iraq being the only country to have ever used chemical weapons against its enemies (Iran) and its own people (the Kurds) since the 1930s. While on the ground, UNSCOM dismantled most of the chemical structures and destroyed up to 4,000 tons of precursors. However, uncertainties remained after UNSCOM left Iraq in 1998, on the quantities destroyed relative to quantities detained by Iraq and notably non-accounted for chemical ammunition. Olivier Lepick assessed that had Iraq kept chemical capabilities, they were residual.

Iraq developed an important biological weapons programme before 1991 and was able to produce various biological agents such as anthrax and ricine. Not until 1995 did the UN inspectors discover these programmes, and only thanks to the defection of an Iraqi high official. Olivier Lepick told the committee that the analysis made recently by UNMOVIC confirmed the Iraqi declarations on their biological programme. However, disparities persisted between the Iraqi assertions on the culture liquids and the inspectors’ observations. Olivier Lepick outlined the creation by the CIA of a special commission to assess biological use and production in Iraq. He concluded by underlining the difficulties of dealing with intelligence reports, whose data are often politicized when made public. He suggested that the main reason why rogue states are looking for WMD may be found in regional security issues. Solving local and regional tensions could actually be a step towards non‑proliferation.
In reply to Dimitrios Apostolakis (GR), Olivier Lepick stressed the difference between countries capable of producing WMD and countries actually detaining WMD. Olivier Lepick insisted on the necessity of being very cautious when accusing a country. Answering to Mr Ehlers who commented on the difficulty of finding WMD without cooperation from the government, Olivier Lepick suggested that if no WMD programs are found in Iraq, the United States might lose its credibility. Will the United States admit that they launched an illegal operation against a sovereign state on false grounds and misevaluation? In answer to Lord Jopling (UK), Olivier Lepick stressed that, in taking political decisions, members of parliament should consider how much importance should be attached to intelligence services. He told the members that the lack of competent persons on the ground in Iraq was the main cause of inaccurate information. Olivier Lepick replied to Mr Iver that the verification protocol for the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC) was fundamental since it would allow the creation of an inspection regime. He specified that he was pessimistic regarding the future of that Convention since the United States withdrew from the negotiations on the BWC protocol. 

Mr Korakas criticized the recent development of US foreign policy in Iraq and its reluctance to ratify multilateral agreements. In reply to his remark on US nuclear weapons, Olivier Lepick specified that US depleted uranium rockets are weakly radioactive and cannot be dangerous for the health since they would otherwise put soldiers on the ground at risks. Answering questions from Michael Hancock (UK), Mr Rivière and Mr Domanskiy on the effectiveness of inspections to counter the Iraqi WMD threat, Olivier Lepick recognized that by their very nature inspections need time. Co-operation from the Iraqi government was actually enhanced by military pressure during the final days before the war. Diana Dubovska (SK) and Pierre Goldberg (F) called for further international co‑operation and expertise in the WMD field. Mr Ehlers expressed his thought that Europeans are inconsistent when they blame the United States for the war in Iraq since they pushed America to get involved in the Balkans earlier in the decade. Dr Lepick stated that, in the area of biological weapons, trade is a complex issue because of dual‑-use (biological agents and technologies can be used for both civilian and military purposes) and because coercive measures are hard to implement. A second issue lies in the commercial uses of the culture liquids. He suggested that the trailers handed over to the Coalition by the Kurdish authorities could be biological plant, but it remained to be proven. Finally, Olivier Lepick concluded on the dissemination of Anthrax in the United States: he explained that given the quality and the manufacturing mode of the substance, many experts suspect it might have come from a US defence laboratory.

Lothar Ibrügger (D) presented his draft report of the Sub-Committee on the Proliferation of Military Technology on Weapons in Space and Global Security [62 STC/MT 03 E]. He began by outlining the military uses of space and the primary US military systems and assets.  He addressed how the sizeable gap between the US and others gave Washington a big advantage in military operations through its ability to rely on its extremely advanced system of combined communications, navigation, intelligence, and surveillance capabilities. Lothar Ibrügger went on to discuss the vulnerabilities of civil, commercial, and military satellites as well as new and ongoing US military programmes to counter such threats. The push in the US to develop these countermeasures largely coincided with a renewed drive in Washington to pursue robust missile defence capabilities and to ensure the continuation of American “space superiority”. The changes in the security landscape after the events of 9/11 mollified internal and allied opposition to the abrogation of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.  The Bush administration withdrew from the ABM Treaty in December 2001 and fine-tuned missile defence plans to include an umbrella of protection for allies and friends. Lothar Ibrügger mentioned also other US space weapons programmes capable of destroying either strategic or tactical ballistic missiles both within and above the earth’s atmosphere. 

Lothar Ibrügger reminded the members that some European allies, as well as many opposition leaders in the United States, have made clear their preference for international treaties to try to control space activities and assure long-term security in space.  Russia and China recently stepped up their efforts to avert an arms race in space and in June 2002 presented a new draft treaty to prevent the deployment of weapons in outer space.  The United States, however, rejected the idea of any new outer space treaty. Lothar Ibrügger underlined the seriously destabilising consequences for international security of any attempts to militarily dominate space. He expressed great concerns about the potential consequences of the widespread deployment of ballistic missile defences and specified that the cost-effectiveness of such systems with respect to the real threat posed by ballistic missile attack was potentially dubious. He focused on the urgent need for a multilateral, legally binding treaty that would ban the deployment of space weapons, including anti‑satellite weaponry. The work of NATO parliamentarians could be instrumental in building an international consensus to bring these issues to the forefront of their countries’ security agenda.  Lothar Ibrügger specified the need to separate the weaponisation of space from the specific issue of missile defence requirements.  He called for analyses of the long-term costs and trade-offs of such programmes or comparisons with the costs of other, more peaceful, technologies to protect space assets. He concluded by stating that unilateral declarations, bilateral agreements or multinational conventions against the weaponisation of space should be sought.  

Mr Ehlers commented upon the US perspectives on the new threats. Since the United States had become a target for rogue nations that developed long-range missiles, it is concerned with the attempts to destroy its satellites systems, on which every other nations depend. He also encouraged the rapporteur to investigate more the actual threats to military space assets. 

Dr Potter spoke to the Committee on US and Russian perspectives on WMD proliferation. He began his presentation by drawing the historical context of US-Soviet cooperation on nuclear issues during the Cold War. This record of parallelism in  non-proliferation policy began to erode in the late 1980s. The September 11th events provided a new opportunity to reinvigorate US-Russian arms control partnership, but the lack of congruence between US and Russian perceptions of the nature of non-proliferation issues made it challenging. Each country lays different emphasis on the nuclear threats posed by specific countries, such as Iran and North Korea for the Bush administration or Israel and Pakistan for Russia. William C. Potter pointed out the divergence between leadership statements about the paramount importance of preventing the spread of WMD and the commitments of actual resources to combating proliferation in both countries. Whereas in the United States proliferation remains a clear and present threat to national security, Russian politicians question the sincerity of US non-proliferation policy given what they perceive to be inflated threats and inconsistent policy. William C. Potter explained that despite their common support of multilateral arms control agreements such as the NPT, both countries have different strategies to counter proliferation. The US approach regards economic and political sanctions as useful proliferation disincentives while Russia emphasizes article 4 of the NPT, which pertains to the facilitation of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Another difference lies in the fact that US policymakers assume that nuclear proliferation is unavoidable and at best can be managed, not prevented. Nuclear proliferation being a defense policy challenge, the United States considers that military options should be part of the non-proliferation strategy. 

William C. Potter went on to assert that there was sufficient convergence to fashion joint actions regarding nuclear terrorism, the elimination of non-military stocks of highly enriched uranium and the prevention of leakage of nuclear material and knowledge from Russia. Given the threats posed by nuclear terrorism, such as sabotage of civilian nuclear facilities or the theft of fissile material, William C. Potter called for both governments to enhance nuclear power reactor security in Russia as well as in the former Soviet countries. He insisted also on the need to purchase and remove all highly enriched uranium known to reside at research facilities in the non-Russian successor states and to convert these research reactors to run on low-enriched uranium. Given the convergence of US and Russian views on the threat posed by nuclear material trafficking and braindrain, William C. Potter suggested that both countries extended intelligence co-operation to the sphere of preventing nuclear leakage. William C. Potter concluded by highlighting the need for a renewed US-Russian nuclear non-proliferation co-operation. He emphazised the mutual interest of both countries in building such a partnership, since the United States couldn’t achieve its non-proliferation goals without Russia. 

Mr Iver stated that the presentation reflected the main concerns of the United States and Russia and commented upon the different perceptions on the threat posed by Israel, the development by the US of “mini-nuclear weapons” and the Moscow Treaty. William C. Potter replied that both the United States and Russia decided to avoid further reduction in the area of tactical weapons, which involves “mini-nuclear weapons”- the most vulnerable to diversion and theft. William C. Potter also suggested that Russia would actively reduce its non-strategic nuclear weapons as it was determined to push the United States towards this goal. Regarding the Moscow Treaty, William C. Potter told the members that it might reduce significantly the number of nuclear warheads but lacked a monitoring procedure. He expressed his concern on the threat posed by non-state actors and called for the United States and Russia to lead a global campaign to eradicate highly enriched uranium. 

In reply to Mr Rivière, William C. Potter asserted that the claims on nuclear diversion from the former Soviet Union were exaggerated and only a few cases had been confirmed. He insisted however on the major hazard posed by the hundreds of tonnes of plutonium scattered in various sites in Russia and on the urgent need to devote more resources to prevent HEU from diversion. Answering Mr Hancock, William C. Potter explained that only recently did the efforts to account for and secure the fissile material take place in Russia. Hence, to prevent the diversion of HEU, the priority is to locate the material, while strengthening border controls constitutes a second line of defence. Finally, William C. Potter answered Mr Domanskiy by saying that the NPT is not discriminatory since article 6 commits all parties to negotiate in good faith for nuclear disarmaments and call for them to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. 

Regarding the future activities of the Committee, M. Mates expressed his interest in the threats of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) as a possible means of delivery for terrorists and their state sponsors.  The Chairman proposed to renew and update the previous report on nuclear safety in Central and Eastern Europe. 

__________

