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Thank you very much. Hello, everyone.

Fifty years ago this month, on June 10, 1963, idseg Kennedy gave a
famous speech at American University in Washing®, He said that
America would o our part to build a world of peace where the kvea
are safe and the strong are just.” He said thabfident and unafraid,
we labor on--not toward a strategy of annihilatrt toward a strategy
of peace.”

Today, the Obama administration, and all of uspfadn. For as much
progress as we have seen over the last four yeard-treere has been a

lot—our work is not done.

Now is the time to finish the job, to complete dgeenda that President
Obama laid out so eloguently four years ago in Beags we see in Iran
and North Korea, nuclear dangers will not wait ainely will not go
away. We must address them head on. And to thosesa the politics
are too hard, that just means we need to redoubiefforts. Anything

worth doing will not come easily.



Case in point, the New START treaty, one of my gtest achievements,
was a heavy lift. But we got it done because thar®® administration
rolled up our collective sleeves and did not waeeithe long march to
our goal. And if President Obama sets his mind,tewé& can win a

victory like this again.

New START, of course, has been in force since 28dd is bringing U.S.
and Russian nuclear forces down to the lowest $esieice the 1950s.
Under President Obama’s leadershiyg also completed the Nuclear
Posture Review, which will, when implemented, flethheduce the role

and number of U.S. nuclear weapons.

We launched the Nuclear Security Summits, workinmidnworld leaders
to keep nuclear materials out of the hands of tests. And we
strengthened the Nonproliferation Treaty by conitibg to a
successful 2010 review conference and a final denuinbhat points us

in the right direction for the future.

So what should that future hold? How can we besPra&sident

Kennedy put it 50 years ago, “labor on...toward atdgy of peace”?

There are three things that | believe this admmaitsbn can and must

accomplish in its second—and last—term:

1. Complete another round of arsenal reductionb Riissia;
2. Ratify the Test Ban Treaty; and

3. Make the nonproliferation regime even stronger.



US-Russian Reductions, Round Two

The Pentagon’s March decision to restructure Pdasats plans for
missile defense in Europe has, we hope, openeddbefor missile
defense cooperation with Russia that has the p@iaottransform the
strategic relationship between Washington and Masddis is a
bipartisan goal — both President Reagan and Presklesh supported

cooperation on missile defense with Russia.

The cancellation of Phase 4 also removes one afndier reasons that
Russia has been resisting another round of nuaeas reductions. As
President Obama has been saying since 2010, hes\aanther round
that includes strategic and tactical warheads, betrioyed and in
storage.

As the President said in March 2012 in South Koexan under New

START “we have more nuclear weapons than we need.”

Additional reductions would mean fewer Russia weaeppotentially
aimed at us, and fewer U.S. weapons, which coaddiate into billions
of dollars in savings on the maintenance and modation of the U.S.
nuclear triad.

We could also get a better handle on Russia’sdalctieapons, which

the Senator on both sides of the aisle are eageéo.to

Finally, further reductions would help our ovenadinproliferation

bolstering the NPT and encouraging cooperation fother nations.



Unfortunately, some Senators are of the view thatadministration
has not kept the nuclear modernization promiseside during New
START ratification, and thus are not willing to eveonsider a new
treaty. But this view misinterprets what the admtnation said it
would do on modernization during the course of20&@0 debate on
New START.

The Obama administration has demonstrated an uedested
commitment to maintaining a safe, reliable andaite nuclear
stockpile and to reinvesting in the nuclear weappriuction
infrastructure. Back in 2010, the White House mhddget projections
as to what it thought the task would require ancine nation could
afford. It did not promise specific dollar figuras matter what, but
made clear they were subject to change.

So, my plea to certain senators: let’s not focushenspecific budget
numbers, but the job at hand. There is bipartigge@ment that the
infrastructure needs to be modernized and the afseaintained.
There should also be bipartisan agreement thag ifimd more efficient
ways to do that, we should take the opportunitgaee money for the
taxpayer.

But most important, we should not let this misurstanding get in the
way of an agreement that can make the United Stetles and more

financially secure.

How can we move forward with additional reductiomshe Russian
and U.S. Stockpiles?



There are at least three options, which are notualiyt exclusive.

Ideally, as President Obama has said he woulddildo for some time,
Presidents Putin and Obama can direct their negosao begin work
on a follow-on to the New START Treaty that addresssot just
deployed, but non-deployed warheads and not juategic nuclear

weapons but also tactical nuclear weapons.

Russia’s earlier concerns about more capable SMe3c¢eptors should
fade away with Secretary Hagel's recent announcé et for
budgetary and technical reasons the Phase 4 &uhspean Phased

Adaptive Approach on missile defense will be indagly postponed.

But as the Secretary of State’s International Seégédvisory Board
noted in their November 27, 2012 report on “Optifarsimplementing
Additional Nuclear Force Reductions,” this negabatwill be far more
complicated than New START.

It will involve resolving issues concerning courgiand monitoring of
non-deployed warheads and substrategic nuclear eveapvhich have

never been part of a formal arms control treaty.

Even if Presidents Obama and Putin can agree tmIsegh a process
soon after their meeting next month, this woul@lyjkmean that the

talks would take longer to complete—much longemthizw START.



But as the ISAB report noted, with New START vexdftion tools already
in place, further reciprocal U.S.-Russian nuclestuctions need not

wait for a formal follow-on treaty.

To accelerate progress, President Obama can anddstodow through
on his 2009 pledge to “end Cold War thinking” anghsal that he will
further reduce the role and number of nuclear weapdo do so, the
White House must finally implement a saner, “nucldaterrence only”
strategy outlined in the 2010 Nuclear Posture Reviehe NPR
Implementation has the potential to eliminate otedaargeting
assumptions and remove a significant number ofaegul U.S. weapons
from prompt-launch status.

The President could also announce that he is pegptr accelerate
reductions under New START and, along with Russiaye below the
treaty’s ceiling of 1,550 deployed warheads. Russaready below
this level; the United States is approaching it.

Mutual reductions to about 1,000 deployed stratagicheads are
possible and prudent. And they can be achieved ptlym

In my view, there is no reason why U.S. and Russiaategic nuclear
forces should remain at arbitrarily higher lev&sile the United States
and Russia are uneasy partners and still have dauof
disagreements, we can and should move away fromuhent
condition of mutually assured destruction and ctdsemutual assured

stability.



This would help reduce the enormous cost of plarsteategic force
modernization by both countries in the coming years

Such actions would put pressure on China to halsldw increase in
nuclear forces and open the door for serious, iatdtral disarmament
discussions, with the other nuclear-armed statpspeess that the
Obama administration has already started to putistcaigh their
consultations with the P-5 group.

At the same time, the United States in consultatwth NATO, could
engage in parallel talks aimed at accounting ferdmaining tactical
nuclear weapons stockpiles held by Russia and éythted States,
including the forward-deployed U.S. weapons in fagavith the aim of
providing clarity about numbers, consolidating th@rheads at a
smaller number of more secure sites, and movinghthether away

from the border between Russian and our Europdees.al

Realizing the Promise of the CTBT

Now let me turn to banning nuclear tests, an igesd introduced by
President Eisenhower in the late 1950s, and cortiray Kennedy. In
his 1963 speech, President Kennedy announced idladdwvel
discussions would begin in Moscow on a comprehentagt ban treaty.
“Our hopes must be tempered with the caution dms-- but with our

hopes go the hopes of all mankind.”



President Kennedy achieved a Limited Test Ban reaatified by the
Senate in September 1963 by a vote of 80 to 19-abpired to do more.
Fifty years later, the process started by Eisenhrcamel Kennedy is still

not over.

President Obama vowed to pursue ratification ofGRBT in his speech
in Prague. In doing so, the United States is omeaenataking a leading

role in supporting a test ban treaty.

This being Washington, everything is seen througlolgical lens. So
before discussing the merits of the treaty, lettatke about this in a

political sense for a moment.

The New START debate in many ways opened the dwothie CTBT.
[JMonths of hearings and debate and nine long dafleaf
deliberations engaged the Senate — especiallyeiteen members — in an
extended seminar on the composition of our nuckeaenal, the health
of our stockpile and the relationship between nacklgeapons and
national security. When the Senate voted for the S&@ART, it
inherently affirmed that our stockpile is safe, secand effective and
can be kept so without nuclear testing.

More importantly, the New START debate helped malte emerging
new arms control champions. Before the debategthwes not a lot of
muscle memory on treaties, especially nuclear tesain the Senate
and now there is. So we are in a strong positiomake the case for the
CTBT on its merits{][]



To maintain and enhance that momentum, the Obamarastration
has been engaging the Senate and the public odwragon campaign,
focusing on three primary arguments.

One, the United States no longer needs to conduaear explosive
tests, plain and simple. Two, a Comprehensive BastTreaty that has
entered into force will obligate other states rotdst and provide a
disincentive for states to conduct such tests. himde, we now have a
greater ability to catch those who cheatiLet me take these points
one by one.

From 1945 to 1992, the United States conducted rtioae 1,000
nuclear explosive tests, more than all other naticambined. The
cumulative data gathered from these tests haveigedvan impressive
foundation of knowledge for us to base the contigueffectiveness of
our arsenal. But historical data alone is insuémdi

Well over a decade ago, we launched an extensigieignrous
stockpile stewardship program that has enablechoglear weapons
laboratories to carry out the essential surveiltaand warhead life
extension programs to ensure the credibility of detrerrent. Every
year for the past 15 years, the secretaries offi3ef@and Energy, from
Democratic and Republican administration and threators of the
nuclear weapons laboratories have certified thatawsenal is safe,
secure and effectivell]

And each year, we have affirmed that we do not neembnduct

nuclear tests. The lab directors tell us that spdekstewardship has



provided deeper understanding of our arsenal thay had ever

when testing was commonplace.

Think about that for a moment. Our current effayosa step beyond
explosive testing by enabling the labs to antiogpatoblems in advance
and reduce their potential impact on our arsemahesthing that

nuclear testing could not do.

[, for one, would not trade our successful approaased on world-class

science and technology for a return to explosiatineg).

So, when it comes to the CTBT, the United States ascurious position.
We abide by the core prohibition of the treaty hessawe don’t need to
test nuclear weapons. And we have contributed éadgvelopment of

the international monitoring system.

But the principal benefit of ratifying the treatycenstraining other
states from testing — still eludes us.

That doesn’t make sense to me and it shouldn’t naakesense to the
members of the Senate. | do not believe that elremtost vocal critics
of the CTBT want to resume explosive nuclear tegtin /\What they
have chosen instead is a status quo where thedJ8tetes refrains
from testing without using the fact to lock in g&#ly binding global ban
that would significantly benefit the United Statesitional security.][]

Secondly, a CTBT that has entered into force wauhadier other states

advancing their nuclear weapons capabilities. WkeeCTBT to enter



force, states interested in pursuing or advancing@ear weapons
would risk either deploying weapons that might watrk or incur
international condemnation and sanctions for tgstin]

While states can build a crude first-generationl@acweapon without
conducting nuclear explosive tests, they would hawable going
further and they probably wouldn’t even know fortzen the yield of

the weapon they built.

More established nuclear weapons states could ribtamy confidence
deploy advanced nuclear weapons capabilities thwiaded
significantly from previously tested designs with@xplosive testing.
Hin

Nowhere would these constrains be more relevant thasia where
you see states building up and modernizing theuods. A legally
binding prohibition on all nuclear explosive tegtiwould help reduce
the chances of a potential regional arms raceerydars and decades to
come.

Finally, we have become very good at detecting poacheaters.] [If
you test, there is a very high risk of getting dau@Jpon the treaty’s
entry into force, the United States would use titernational
monitoring system to complement our own state-@-#nt national
technical means to verify the treaty. In 1999, asingle certified IMS
station or facility existed.

We understand why some senators had some doubtsd ibéuture

capabilities. But today, the IMS is more than 80gest complete. Two



hundred and seventy-five of the planned 337 momtpstations are in

and functioning.

The IMS detected all three of North Korea’s anncaohauclear tests.
The IMS detected trace radioactive isotopes froem2806 and 2013
tests. In all three cases, there was significardesce to support an on-
site inspection. But on-site inspections are or@ymissible once the
treaty enters into force.

While the IMS continues to prove its value, ourioaal technical means
remain second to none and we continue to improvehem. Senators
can judge our overall capabilities for themselvgstnsulting the
national intelligence estimates. Taken togethexséhverification tools
would make it difficult for any state to conductahear tests that escape
detection. (]

In other words, a robust verification regime casra important
deterrent value in and of itself. Could we imaganfar-fetched scenario
where a country might conduct a test so low thatauld not be
detected? Perhaps. But would a country be willmgdk being caught
cheating? That's doubtful, because there are sogmf costs to pay for

those countries that test.

The National Academy of Sciences, a trusted andas®a voice on
scientific issues, released an unclassified repo2012 examining the
from a technical perspective. The report looked at how the United
States’ ratification would impact our ability to mé&ain our nuclear
and our ability to detect and verify explosive raai tests. The NAS

concluded that, without nuclear tests, "the Unis¢ates is now better



maintain a safe and effective nuclear stockpile @nhonitor
nuclear-explosion testing than at any time in thstp

Moving forward on the CTBT will be tough. No doubtecognize that a
Senate debate over ratification will be spiriteidovous and likely
contentious. The debate in 1999 unfortunately wasshort and too

politicized. (][]

The treaty was brought to the floor without the birnof extensive
committee hearings or significant input from admination officials

and outside experts. We will not repeat those rkista

Just as we did with New START, the Obama admintstracan and
should make a more forceful case when it is certlaenfacts have been
carefully examined and reviewed in a thoughtfulgess. | know that
Rose Gottemoeller is committed to taking a bipanmisnd fact-based
approach with the Senate!]

For my Republican friends who voted against thatyen 1999 and
might feel bound by that vote, | have one messBgeait be. The times

have changed.

As my good friend and fellow Californian, Georgeu8h, likes to say and
repeated this year— those who opposed the tredit999 can say they
were right. But they would be more right to vote tbe treaty today.
[11So we have a lot of work to do to build the poldigvill to ratify the
CTBT.



Nuclear testing is not a front-burner issue in tinads of most
Americans, in part because we have not testeden 20 years. To
understand the gap in public awareness, just tofrtke fact that in
1961, some 10,000 women walked off their job ashaot and
housewives to protest the arms race and nucleéinges! [

Now, that strike did not have the same impact asibnviolent
marches and protests to further the cause ofroghits. But the actions
of mothers taking a symbolic and dramatic stepetmgnize global
nuclear dangers show that the issue has resonayoad the Beltway,
beyond the think-tank world and beyond the ivorywéws. That level of
concern is there today and we need your energy, goganizational
skills and your creativity to tap into it.

Strengthening the NPT

In March 1963, President Kennedy said, "l see thesbility. . . [of] the
United States having to face a world in which 126ror 25 nations
may have these [nuclear] weapons. | regard thétegreatest possible
danger and hazard." This possibility was avoideldhrge part by the

NPT, which was signhed5 years ago this summer.

The NPT has nearly 190 members, and requires statkeut nuclear
weapons to refrain from getting them, and statdhl wWhiem seek to
reduce their stocks. We must polish both sidet@fcoin to keep it
shiny.

Additional U.S.-Russian arsenal reductions and ta&fication of the

CTBT would not only strengthen U.S. security inith@wvn right, but



will help facilitate greater international coopaoat on other elements
president’s nonproliferation agenda. They will sigéhen our leverage
the international community to pressure defianimegs like those in
and North Korea as they engage in illicit nucleetinaties. [1[1We will
greater credibility while encouraging other statt®pursue

objectives including universality of the additiormabtocol. In short,

control helps us get more of what we want fromNirT.

Specifically, the 2010 Action Plan underlines thgbrtance of
resolving all cases of noncompliance with IAEA safards.
Noncompliance by Iran, North Korea and Syria asedous threat to
the nonproliferation regime. NPT states must demizeg return to full
compliance with the NPT. States must be held actahla for treaty

violations and abuses of the withdrawal provision.

| must also highlight the important role of nuclescurity in preventing
nuclear terrorism. Through the Nuclear Security unprocess we
need to expand partnerships, accelerate cooperatmmhcreate long-
lasting institutions to continue this critical workhe IAEA conference
on Nuclear Security in July will be an importantpmptunity to advance

this urgent priority.

Finally, the action plan called for a conferenceadWWMD-free zone in
the Middle East. The United States supports tha gad, although a
conference could not be held in 2012, | hope thattes in the region

can agree to hold it soon.



| want to thank you very much for all of your supptior many of the
nuclear weapons risk reduction and elimination gdak outlined
here. And | would be very happy to entertain arnyepgestion or two.

Ifit's a hard question, I'm going to pass it t@%r Hans.



