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IMPLICATIONS OF THE IRAN NUCLEAR
AGREEMENT FOR U.S. POLICY
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 3, 2015

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:28 a.m., in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Corker (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Corker, Risch, Johnson, Flake, Gardner,
Perdue, Isakson, Cardin, Menendez, Shaheen, Udall, Murphy,
Kaine, and Markey.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB CORKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE

The CHAIRMAN. This meeting of the Foreign Relations Committee
will come to order.

I want to thank Ambassadors Jeffrey and Indyk for being here.
I know Ambassador Indyk has a hard stop at 11 o’clock, and we
will try to honor that.

This hearing is part of a series of events we are holding this
month to prepare members of the committee to evaluate a possible
nuclear agreement with Iran. We are not here today to focus on the
specific parameters. Just for edification, last night we met in a
classified setting with three of our leaders of our labs from around
the country, and the Secretary of Energy, and it was a very tech-
nically focused briefing. Matter of fact, we had tremendous attend-
ance, and people were most interested in many of the technical de-
tails of the deal. The rest of the month, we will have similar hear-
ings so people are prepared, as of June 30, if an agreement is
reached, to really be able to assess that agreement and not be
starting from a cold start, if you will. But, we appreciate you being
hfre dtodlay to help us understand some of the regional implications
of a deal.

This is intended to highlight some of the concerns that the ad-
ministration is so concerned about in reaching an agreement with
Iran. Some of the regional alliances that we have are not being
really looked at—some of our U.S. interests. So, against the back-
drop of unprecedented turmoil in the Middle East, the administra-
tion is negotiating a nuclear agreement with the arch rival of many
of our closest allies. Instead of reassuring our traditional allies that
the United States will remain a friend, some would say that the
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administration has implemented a string of incoherent and self-de-
feating policies. And I know you all will discuss those back and
forth.

The administration has threatened to revoke support for Israel
at the U.N. while accommodating a nation that is dedicated to the
destruction of Israel. They have rebuked the Emirates for striking
ISIS in Libya while asking them to strike ISIS in Syria. They have
withheld military equipment from Egypt, Bahrain, and Qatar while
asking them to join in the fight against ISIS. They have criticized
Saudi Arabia for acting in Yemen while providing the Saudis mili-
tary assistance for the same operation. So, there are a lot of cross-
currents here that are difficult for some of us to string together.

In Iraq, Iraqi leaders are increasingly turning to Iranian-backed
militias in the fight against ISIS. And perhaps most tragically in
Syria, thousands of Syrians continue to die at the hands of Assad
and his Iranian backers while the administration implements a
strategy consisting of the ineffective use of military force to be used
only against ISIS itself. And I think you may have seen a commu-
nique that came from one of the leaders of the Syrian opposition,
where they were asked to sign a statement saying they would
only—they are being trained and equipped by the United States—
but they would only use that potential against ISIS, and not
against Assad. I know they sent out a communication saying that
they were going to stop the training and not participate. I under-
stand sometimes that is a negotiating point, but certainly some-
what alarming.

As Iran deepens its influence in capitals from Baghdad to Da-
mascus, to Beirut to Sanaa, the perspective of many in the region
is that the United States is Assad’s air force in Syria and Iran’s
Air Force in Iraq. I will say I was in Iraq recently, and it really
did feel like—while I support what we are doing with the 3,100
personnel we have there—it really felt like what we were doing is
helping create a better country for Iran in Iraq. Even though,
again, I support what is happening there, it feels very much that
way, with their infiltration into the parliament and their tremen-
dous efforts on the ground.

As we begin to look at how to evaluate a prospective nuclear
agreement, we cannot ignore the lack of coherent American leader-
ship in the region, which has left a vacuum that will continue to
be filled by violence. Without defined, committed engagement to
counter Iranian regional aggression and to support our partners,
the need for American involvement will continue to grow as condi-
tions deteriorate.

In your testimony today, I hope you will touch on what I see as
some of the puzzling claims from the administration about what an
agreement with Iran would mean for the region.

One of those claims is the apparent view of the administration
that Iran will become a stabilizing force in the region. President
Obama said in a recent NPR interview that opening up Iran’s econ-
omy through sanctions relief in many ways makes it harder for
them to engage in behaviors that are contrary to international
norms. I know that, again, many of our allies are concerned that,
in accessing $150 billion, potentially, over time, and having a grow-
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ing economy, will have just the opposite effect and will cause them
to be even more strident in the region.

Do you accept the view that the world’s leading State Sponsor of
Terrorism—a nation that has directly contributed to the deaths of
thousands of Americans—would somehow reform their behavior
after being enriched and empowered for pursuing an illegal nuclear
program?

And finally, I hope you will touch on what the administration
pﬁrtrays as a choice between war and a deal. I think that is a false
choice.

And again, I look forward to your testimony today.

I want to turn it over now to our distinguished ranking member,
and appreciate his cooperation in every effort. And I look forward
to your comments.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Well, Mr. Chairman, first of all, thank you very
much for convening this hearing. This is an important month, and
I think we have already started, with the briefing last night and
today’s hearing, in the right way to keep not only our committee,
but the U.S. Congress, very much informed and involved in what
is happening in the Middle East.

As T explained to you last night, after I left the committee brief-
ing, I went to the French Embassy. Mr. Indyk was there, along
with about 50 other people who are very much engaged in Middle
East policies. The theme of the evening was a discussion about the
Middle East. And there were many people who expressed grave
concerns about what is happening in the Middle East. For good
reason. Just about every country in the Middle East is at war. And
there is a lack of stability in that region that affects U.S. interests.
There is no question about it. But, what I found last night was,
thegli were very short on recommendations on how we should pro-
ceed.

And let me just point out, the United States is deeply involved
in the Middle East. There is no question about that. We are deeply
involved with our military, we are deeply involved with our diplo-
macy, and we are deeply involved in building coalitions to advance
goals in the Middle East which I think are universal, and that is
respect for human rights in all ethnic communities and territorial
integrity. These are important goals that we are trying to achieve
in the Middle East. They are not easy to achieve, but they cannot
be attained without the U.S. involvement. And the United States
is clearly involved.

Throughout that discussion last night, Iran was probably men-
tioned the most. And we know there are many, many problems in
regards to Iranian behavior. We know that Iran is one of the major
violators of the basic rights of its own citizens. We know that it is
a sponsor of terrorism. We know that they have influence in so
many countries, in a negative way, in Yemen. And the Saudis, of
course, have expressed their grave concerns about the Iranian in-
fluence in Yemen, and what they are doing in Syria and Iraq, in
compromising our ability to go after ISIL. There are so many areas
that we are concerned about Iran. But, what we have concentrated
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on, at this particular time, is whether we can achieve a diplomatic
solution to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon state.

And, Mr. Chairman, I just really want to underscore your leader-
ship and how incredibly important that was in order to get the Ira-
nian Nuclear Review Act of 2015 signed by the President and en-
acted into law. It is now the law. And this committee played a crit-
ical role in achieving that accomplishment. Pssing the Iranian Nu-
clear Review Act did several things, but I still want to underscore
this one. It showed unity, unity here in our government, that we
are focused on Iran, not on the fights in Congress. And it set up
the right way to review a potential agreement reached between the
P5+1. And that is exactly what we should have done. And I really
do applaud your leadership and the work of every member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Which brings us to, What do we do this month? And, as the
chairman pointed out, last night we had, I think, a very helpful
discussion, in a closed setting, in regards to the technical aspects
of what an agreement needs to include. And today, we have two ex-
perts who can help us understand the consequences of an agree-
ment with Iran as to United States involvement in the Middle
East, which is not in isolation. There are many other areas that are
involved. And what will an agreement mean for the United States
in the Middle East?

I understand we are not going to talk about the specifics of an
agreement today, but I think we all agree that the diplomatic
course would be the best, with Iran complying with an agreement
that would provide ample time before any potential breakout that
we could discover if they are violating the terms of the agreement,
and take appropriate action. Because any agreement is not based
upon trust, it is based upon terms of an agreement that make sure
that we can keep Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon state.

One last point, if I might. If we are successful in reaching a dip-
lomatic agreement, we have removed one threat. That is a nuclear
Iran. That is an important goal for us to achieve. But, then what
does Iran do next? Do they take a course of joining the community
of nations in peaceful activities and nonproliferation? We certainly
hope that would be the case, but we do not have any illusions that
that will automatically occur. Or do they act, with the increased
economic empowerment, to have more negative impact in Yemen,
in Syria, in Iraq, and spreading terrorism? We need to be prepared
in how the United States can best act to make sure that the Ira-
nian activities are channeled towards positive, rather than nega-
tive, activities.

And then, lastly, if we are not able to reach an agreement, we
also need to be prepared as to how we act to make sure Iran does
not become a nuclear weapon state.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

We will now turn to our witnesses.

Our first witness is the Honorable James Jeffrey, currently with
The Washington Institute. Ambassador Jeffrey previously served as
the Deputy National Security Advisor to President Bush, Ambas-
sador to Albania, Turkey, and Iraq.

We thank you for being here.
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Our second witness is the Honorable Martin Indyk, executive
vice president of the Brookings Institution. Ambassador Indyk has
twice served as Ambassador to Israel, and most recently as the
U.S. Special Envoy for the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations.

Both of you have done this often. You can summarize your com-
ments, and, obviously, your written documents will be entered into
the record. We thank you very much for being here, and look for-
ward to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES JEFFREY, PHILIP SOLONDZ DIS-
TINGUISHED VISITING FELLOW, THE WASHINGTON INSTI-
TUTE FOR NEAR EAST POLICY, WASHINGTON, DC

Ambassador JEFFREY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-
ber Cardin, members of the committee. It is an honor to be back
here.

The question of Iran, as you have just said, be it in the nuclear
context or in the regional context, is one of the most important
issues today in the Middle East; but it is not the only one, because
we are dealing with a region, again, as you said, Senator Cardin,
that is in crisis, a set of crises we have not seen since the end of
the Ottoman Empire, almost 100 years ago. And these crises im-
pact our vital interests in the region: combating terrorism, weapons
of mass destruction, supporting our allies and partners, and ensur-
ing the free flow of hydrocarbons for the world economy.

The action of the U.S. Congress, in passing the Iran Nuclear
Agreement Review Act, is a step in the right direction, because it
will allow the American people to have a say in something of great
importance to their security as well as the security of the people
in the region and around the world.

As we do not know, at this point, what an agreement will look
like—at best, we only have a sketch of the possibilities, based upon
the April 2 understandings—we cannot make a final determina-
tion. Obviously, that will be based on verification questions, what
happens with the nuclear materials, and the status of the infra-
structure. But, in any case, in looking at Iran’s program, it is im-
portant, again, as you said, to put this in the context of its actions
in the region. And I would propose the following as areas of consid-
eration:

First, agreement cannot be considered without looking at Iran’s
record of destabilization throughout the region. Either an Iranian
nuclear weapons capability or an agreement that grants Iran a spe-
cial status just short of having a nuclear weapons capability would
pose extraordinary new threats to a region already under stress.

Second, it is the nature of the regime, itself. Two of my col-
leagues at The Washington Institute, Mehdi Khalaji and Soner
Cagaptay, and I published a piece in the New York Times, April
26. We wrote, “Iran is a revolutionary power with hegemonic aspi-
rations.” In other words, it is a country seeking to assert its domi-
nance in the region and will not play by the rules. Any decision on
Iran’s nuclear deal must bear this sobering thought in mind and
must not read Iran’s willingness to sign an agreement as a change
of heart about its ultimate goals. I am not passing a decision on
the agreement itself. We signed agreements with the Soviet Union
on nuclear issues when we knew they were out to, as Khrushchev
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said, “bury us.” But, we did this with our eyes open. We need to
do this with Iran, as well.

Third, in particular, given Iran’s role in the region, no nuclear
agreement is better than one that might push back by some
months Iran’s ability to break out a weapons capability if such an
agreement were to undercut the current coalition.

Fourth, the administration’s assertion that there is no alter-
native to approving an agreement is incorrect and tantamount to
advocating that any agreement is better than none. Were Iran to
walk away from the agreement that was laid out in general terms
in April, the United States probably could ensure that the inter-
national sanctions currently in place stay on. If we decided, in the
end, to not go along with an agreement such as the one laid out
on April 2, I think it would be hard, frankly, to keep the inter-
national sanctions that the EU and that other countries have put
on, but we would have other means to do this.

But, in the end, getting to your point, Mr. Chairman, any agree-
ment is based upon our willingness to use military force to stop
Iran from trying to achieve a breakout capability, trying to achieve
a nuclear weapons capability. We cannot get around that fact. The
administration officially has that as its position, that it will act if
Iran does that. But, these words are undercut constantly by argu-
ments that military force will have no effect, or it will have little
effect, or it will lead to war. Having spent a fair amount of time
in war, I do not say this lightly, but it is unlikely that we would
see anything like Vietnam or Iraq. We have tremendous military
capabilities if we need to. I hope we do not.

Finally, there is the issue, as you said, of reassuring our friends
and allies. Camp David was a step in the right direction, but it fo-
cused only on conventional threats to these Arab states. That is not
what they are worried about. They are worried about infiltration
of the Arab areas—as you said, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Yemen—Dby
Iran in many different ways. Iran’s equivalent of “the little green
men.”

So, in short, in looking at this agreement, what is important is
not only what is in the agreement, but our willingness to use force
to back up our commitment that they do not ever get a nuclear
weapon and our willingness to push back against Iranian efforts
throughout the region. Those are the three issues that I think are
crucial.

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Jeffrey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES F. JEFFREY

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin, it is an honor to be here today.

The question of Iran, in the related contexts of a possible nuclear agreement with
it, and its worrisome role in the region, is one of the most important in Middle East
affairs. But it is not the only one, as the region is shaken by crises, threats to sta-
bility, popular unrest, and ideological and theological turbulence not seen since the
end of the Ottoman Empire. All these developments are linked. Separately, and
even more together, they threaten American core national interests laid out by
President Obama in September 2013: supporting our allies and partners, protecting
the free flow of hydrocarbons to the world’s economy, and combating terrorism and
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The action of the U.S. Congress in
passing the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act is an important step in coping with
these threats, ensuring that the American people will have a say in developments
affecting their security.



7

As we do not know at this point what an eventual nuclear agreement between
the P5+1 and Iran will look like, it is not possible to make any detailed judgment
on the final package. If we arrive at that point, an agreement will have to be judged
based on its specifics on issues such as verification, disposition of unauthorized
enriched uranium, and sanctions status, to ensure a long-term check on Iran’s
nuclear weapons ambitions and possible covert programs. Furthermore, in reviewing
any nuclear agreement with Iran, I urge the U.S. Congress to consider the following.

First, the agreement cannot be considered outside the context of Iran’s record of
destabilization in the region. Two Middle Eastern states either have acknowledged,
or are widely believed to have, possession of nuclear weapons. But the region’s lead-
ers do not lose sleep over these weapons, nor does the U.N. Security Council pass
multiple chapter VII resolutions about them, as with Iran. The reason is that Iran’s
behavior in the region is profoundly troubling to many states. Either an Iranian
nuclear weapons capability, or an Iran politically empowered by an agreement that
stops it just short of such a capability, would pose extraordinary new threats to a
region already under stress, and undermine the above U.S. vital interests.

Second, in reviewing Iran’s behavior in the region, we all must bear in mind that
Iran is not a status quo power. As my two Washington Institute colleagues, Mehdi
Khalaji and Soner Cagaptay, and I wrote in the New York Times April 26, “Iran
is a revolutionary power with hegemonic aspirations. In other words, it is a country
seeking to assert its dominance in the region and it will not play by the rules . . .
Iran, however, has brazenly defied (the) international order and continues to expand
its reach.” In short, we concluded, “Do not expect Iran to compromise its principles
any time soon.” Any decision on the Iran nuclear deal must bear this sobering fact
in mind, and must not read Iranian willingness to sign an agreement as a change
of heart about its ultimate hegemonic goals.

Third, in particular given Iran’s role in the region, no nuclear agreement is better
than one that might push back by some months Iran’s ability to break out to a
weapons capability, if such an agreement were to undercut the current huge inter-
national coalition against an Iranian nuclear weapon, enhance Iran’s prestige, and
undermine the credibility of U.S. containment both of Iran’s nuclear ambitions and
its wider regional agenda.

Fourth, the administration’s argument that there is no alternative to approving
an agreement is incorrect, and tantamount to advocating an “any agreement is bet-
ter than none” position. It is not beyond the skill of U.S. diplomacy, were Iran to
walk away from the deal struck in early April, to persuade other countries to keep
the current oil and other international sanctions in place. Additional international
sanctions would however be difficult to impose in all but an egregious case of Ira-
nian provocation, but retaining the current sanctions would be a heavy price for
Iran to bear. If the United States did not, but Iran did, accept a final deal similar
to that laid out in the White House April 2 paper, increasing or even maintaining
the current international oil import sanctions under the NDAA and the EU’s sepa-
rate boycott would be most difficult. That does not rule out the United States opting
out of an agreement, but in that case the tools to pressure Iran would be more lim-
ited. The United States would still have its direct sanctions, U.N. sanctions (as lift-
ing them is subject to U.S. veto), banking and commercial pressure points, and per-
haps some residual third-country limits on importing of Iranian oil. Between these
two variants—Iran refusing anything like the April outline, or the United States not
accepting it—there are various scenarios, each with more or less difficulty in main-
taining sanctions and other international pressure on Iran.

With or without the support of the international community, however, if there is
no agreement, then the main restraint on Iranian breakout would have to be U.S.
and partner intelligence collection and U.S. readiness, understood by all, to use force
if Iran approaches a nuclear weapons capability. While that is stated U.S. policy,
albeit expressed indirectly such as “preserve all options,” the President has effec-
tively undercut this policy by repeated warnings about inevitable “war” if no agree-
ment is reached. Without an agreement a military confrontation would be more
likely, but not inevitable. Of course, a military confrontation with Iran could be
costly and risk escalation, but, absent spectacularly bad U.S. decisions, it is unlikely
to produce either a U.S. defeat or a “war” in the sense normally used in American
political debate—endless, bloody ground combat by hundreds of thousands of troops
as in Iraq or Vietnam. Based on my experience I know how uncertain any resort
to force is, but all our security interests are ultimately anchored on willingness to
use force, and success doing so.

Fifth, even with an agreement, the ultimate restraint on Iran reaching a nuclear
weapons capability resides as well in the capability and intent of the United States
to stop Iran militarily from reaching a nuclear weapons capability. Thus, the U.S.
Congress could usefully support such a deterrence policy by passing in one or
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another form an advance authorization for the use of military force against an Iran
in breakout. The administration for its part should make clear what its redline is
for military action against Iran—what Iranian steps or situation would be consid-
ered a “threshold” requiring the United States to act on its “prevent a nuclear-
armed Iran” policy. Clarity on congressional and thus American public support for
military action, and clarity on when that action would be taken, would go far to
refurbish American deterrence and make it less likely that we would be tested.

Sixth, in the end, everything related to Iran revolves around its role in the region.
If a nuclear accord leads to a new Iran, willing to accept the regional status quo,
that is all for the better, however unlikely. But until such an outcome is clear, the
United States should not bet on it occurring, and in particular should not pull its
punches in restraining Iran out of concern that a U.S. response could stymie an
alleged budding moderation. Those who hope for such an Iranian change of heart
should consider Iran’s threat to Israel via weapons to Hezbollah and Hamas, its
actions in Iraq, and the attempt by senior Iranian intelligence officials to bomb the
Cafe Milano here in Washington.

While the President’s Camp David initiative sought to allay the fears of regional
states that an Iran “empowered” by the prestige of a nuclear agreement (and even-
tually over $100 billion dollars of returned frozen funds) would continue to make
mischief, skepticism is called for. The administration’s focus at Camp David and in
most exchanges with our regional allies is centered on our commitment to their con-
ventional defense, and our assistance to their military forces. But they fear far less
an outright Iranian invasion than Iranian infiltration of the weak areas in the Arab
world, promoting instability and stresses on the Sunni nation states of the region
in a religious, political, and psychological sense. As we wrote in our New York
Times piece, Iran “uses an assortment of terrorism, proliferation, military proxies,
and occasionally old-fashioned diplomacy to further its dominance.”

What these states need is a commitment by the United States, backed at this
point by action, that Washington will use all the tools in its arsenal, including mili-
tary, to combat and drive back illicit Iranian efforts to infiltrate and undermine
Arab States throughout the region. This includes pushing back on Iran’s actions in
Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Lebanon, and Gaza. Supporting the Saudi-led coalition oper-
ating in Yemen, threatening to inspect Iranian ships allegedly bringing humani-
tarian supplies to Yemen, agreeing with the Turks on preliminary plans to train
5,000 Syrian personnel in Turkey, and other recent steps are examples of what the
United States must be ready to routinely do to regain regional partners’ confidence.

In sum, any agreement should be judged not only on the basis of its verifiable,
real restraints on Iran, but also by the context within which the agreement would
operate: readiness to back it by far more explicit and credible readiness to use force
to stop a breakout, and a far more active U.S. program to contain Iran’s asymmet-
rical military, ideological, religious, economic, and diplomatic moves to expand its
influence in the region.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Ambassador.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARTIN INDYK, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, WASHINGTON, DC

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Gen-
tlemen, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify today on this
critical issue. And I want to applaud all of you, if I may, for the
way in which, as Mr. Cardin said, you came together and drafted
and passed legislation which will give the Senate a very important
role in overseeing the details of this agreement. And I also applaud
the deliberate way in which you are going about making sure that
you understand the technical dimensions of this, which I could not
come close to understanding. So, thank you, on behalf of all of us,
for taking this so seriously.

I think that if you are presented with an agreement, you will
likely have to make a choice either to endorse an agreement that
will remove sanctions on Iran, but should ensure that it remains
nuclear-weapons-free for at least 10 to 15 years, or, on the other
hand, to reject the agreement, which would leave Iran 3 months
from a nuclear weapon, under eroding sanctions. It is a difficult
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choice. In making that choice, you will need to take account, among
other things, of the regional implications of the deal and what can
and should be done to ameliorate the negative fallout from such an
agreement in the region. And that is what I have endeavored to ad-
dress in the short time available to me today.

In my view, if the arrangements currently being negotiated for
inspection and monitoring, together with the mechanisms for reim-
posing sanctions, should the Iranians be caught cheating, if those
are robust enough to deter and detect Iranian cheating, the deal
will be worth upholding. In other words, the likely regional impli-
cations of the deal, in my view, are not sufficiently negative to jus-
tify opposing it. Indeed, given the state of turmoil engulfing the
Middle East, ensuring a nuclear weapons-free Iran for at least a
decade and tight monitoring of its nuclear program for much longer
than that will help remove a primary source of tension and may
foster greater cohesion amongst our partners in the region in deal-
ing with the other sources of conflict and instability there. Put sim-
ply, everything that we are all concerned about in the Middle East
will become a much greater concern, were Iran to acquire nuclear
weapons.

One question that I think is on the minds of a lot of people is
whether this deal will lead our regional allies to decide that they,
too, should pursue a nuclear weapons program, or at least a civil-
ian nuclear program that would give them ability to cross over to
nuclear weapons. The former Saudi Ambassador to the United
States has said that, “Whatever Iran has, we will have the same.”
And that has fueled speculation that the Saudis and others—
Egypt, Jordan, perhaps Turkey—will go down the nuclear road, as
well, as a result of this agreement. That would be a bitter irony,
indeed, Mr. Chairman, since the whole purpose of this agreement
is to prevent a nuclear arms race in the region. So, it would be
ironic, indeed, if it were to spark one.

I actually do not believe that there is a high risk of that hap-
pening. And, to put it simply, why would Saudi Arabia, which has
not embarked on a nuclear program for the decades in which Iran
was pursuing one, now decide to go for a nuclear program in the
context of a deal in which serious curbs are going to be placed on
Iran’s nuclear program? Plus, if they want the same, then they
would have to agree to the same kinds of inspections and arrange-
ments that will be imposed on Iran as a result of this agreement.
And I find it hard to believe that the Saudis would be prepared to
do that.

Much the same applies to the others. Egypt talks about a nuclear
program. The same with Jordan. But, they do not have the sci-
entific capabilities, the costs, the time. And the restrictions that
would have to accept, including the additional protocol that Iran
will accept as part of this agreement, seems to me make it unlikely
that we need to face that kind of problem.

What about Israel? I think that Israel’s leadership is deeply
alarmed by this, to say the least, and has good reason to be con-
cerned about the intentions of the Iranian leadership. And they
have the duty to take that seriously. But, since this agreement will
turn the clock back on Iran’s nuclear program, placing it at least
1 year away from a breakout capability for the next 10 to 15 years,
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Israel has no reason to preempt, for the time being. And I think
that Israel’s concerns later on about the way in which this agree-
ment could pave the way to a nuclear weapon can and should be
addressed, including by the Congress, in terms of entering into
agreements with Israel to expand its assistance to give it the capa-
bility to defend and deter against a possible nuclear Iran, which,
as a result of this deal, I believe, will be put off long into the fu-
ture.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Indyk follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARTIN INDYK

In the coming months, Congress is likely to have to make a choice: either to
endorse an agreement that removes sanctions on Iran but should ensure that it
remains nuclear weapons-free for at least 10-to-15 years; or to reject the agreement,
which would leave Iran 3 months from a nuclear weapon under eroding sanctions.
In making that choice, Congress will need to take account, among other things, of
the regional implications of the deal and what would need to be done to ameliorate
the negative fallout. That is what I have endeavored to address in this written
testimony.

In the end, each Senator will have to make a judgement based on the credibility
of the deal itself and on its likely implications for American interests in the Middle
East and for the broader global issues that will be impacted. In my view, if the
arrangements currently being negotiated for inspection and monitoring, together
with the mechanism for the “snap-back” of sanctions, are robust enough to deter
and detect Iranian cheating, the deal will be worth upholding. In other words, the
likely regional implications of the deal are not sufficiently negative to justify oppos-
ing it. Indeed, given the state of turmoil engulfing the Middle East, ensuring a
nuclear weapons-free Iran for at least a decade will help remove a primary source
of tension and may foster greater cohesion in dealing with the other sources of con-
flict and instability there.

The completion of the Iran nuclear deal and its endorsement by the Congress
would represent a major development for U.S.-Iranian relations and would likely
have profound ripple effects across the troubled Middle East region. It will impact
the security of our allies from Egypt, to Israel, Jordan, the Gulf Arab States, and
Turkey at a time of heightened insecurity because of the collapse of state institu-
tions and the rise of jihadist forces on all their borders. It might trigger a regional
nuclear arms race or a preemptive Israeli strike. And it could give a turbo-boost to
Iran’s conventional military capabilities and its destabilizing activities in the region.

If these potential consequences are so great, why haven’t they been addressed in
the nuclear deal itself? There are good reasons. The Iranians were keen to include
regional issues in the negotiations because they believed it would be advantageous
to them to offer the United States a “grand bargain,” exchanging regional coopera-
tion in Syria and Iraq, for example, in return for lowering American requirements
for curbs on their nuclear program. The American negotiators wisely rejected this
attempt at linkage. In addition, our Gulf Arab allies feared that their regional inter-
ests would be sacrificed on the altar of a U.S.-Iran nuclear deal and insisted that
the United States had no business discussing regional issues with their strategic
adversary when they were not represented in the negotiations. Consequently, there
is nothing in the agreement itself that constrains Iran’s regional behavior. But by
the same token there is nothing in the agreement that constrains the United States
and its regional allies from taking steps to contain and roll back Iran’s hegemonic
regional ambitions and counter its nefarious activities there. Ten-to-fifteen years of
an Iran under intense scrutiny and constrained from acquiring nuclear weapons
provides a significant breathing space for its regional opponents, backed by the
United States, to build an effective counterweight.

Will our regional allies choose to use that time to build their own nuclear pro-
grams, thereby fueling a nuclear arms race that the agreement with Iran was sup-
posed to prevent? To be sure, Prince Turki al-Faisal, the former Saudi Ambassador
to Washington and former intelligence chief, has declared, “Whatever comes out of
these talks, we will want the same.” But it seems unlikely that Saudi Arabia will
actually embark on building an enrichment capability, one that would require them
to establish or acquire a significant scientific establishment that they currently lack.
For 30 years, while Iran developed its ambitious nuclear program unconstrained, its
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Saudi archrival did not feel any need to do the same. Why would it do so now when
serious constraints will be placed on Iran’s nuclear program?

Moreover, “wanting the same” actually means that Saudi Arabia—and any other
regional state that seeks to match Iran’s capabilities—would have to accept the
same intrusive inspections and monitoring that the Iranians are in the process of
accepting. Some suggest that Saudi Arabia would simply acquire a bomb off the
Pakistani shelf. But if this option is a real one—and Pakistan’s refusal to join Saudi
Arabia’s war in Yemen raises significant doubts—it has existed for decades and does
nﬁtI}n itself fuel a nuclear arms race as long as the bomb stays on the Pakistani
shelf.

While Egypt is building a nuclear power plant and Jordan is talking about estab-
lishing an enrichment capacity, they are both signatories to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and will have to submit to the NPT’s Additional Protocol of intrusive inspec-
tions that Iran has accepted if they are to get the nuclear cooperation they will
need. The UAE has signed the 123 agreement, which prevents it from ever acquir-
ing enrichment capacity and requires it to sign the Additional Protocol. In any case,
these countries have made clear in their statements and behavior that they are far
more concerned by Iran’s unconstrained efforts to promote sectarian strife in their
neighborhoods than they are about what will become a heavily constrained Iranian
nuclear program.

Meanwhile Turkey, as a NATO ally, already enjoys the cover of an American
nuclear umbrella under article 5 of the treaty and therefore has little reason to head
down the costly nuclear weapons road itself.

What about Israel? Its leadership is alarmed by the deal-in-the-making; Prime
Minister Netanyahu has declared that it represents an existential threat to the Jew-
ish state. Certainly, Israel has good reason to be concerned about the intentions of
the Iranian regime since its leaders declare at regular intervals that their objective
is to wipe Israel off the map. Israel’s leaders have the duty to take those threats
seriously and they have invested a vast fortune, with the considerable assistance
of the United States, in ensuring that Israel’s Defense Forces have the ability to
deter Iran or, if necessary, preempt it from acquiring nuclear weapons. But since
this agreement will turn back the clock on Iran’s nuclear program, placing it at
least 1 year away from a breakout capability for the next 10-to-15 years, Israel has
no reason to preempt for the time being. If it did, it could only hope to set back
Iran’s nuclear program by some 2 years—far less than provided for in the nuclear
deal. And it would in the process free Iran of all its obligations under the agreement
and earn Israel the opprobrium of the other powers that support the deal.

Israel’s concern is greatest when it comes to what happens at the end of the 15-
year period when Iran will have a full-fledged nuclear program rendered legitimate
by its compliance with this agreement and therefore not subject to sanctions. But
we will also by then have much greater visibility into Iran’s nuclear program, much
greater ability to detect any attempt to switch from a civil to a military nuclear pro-
gram, and an American President will have all the current military capabilities and
much more by then to deal with an Iranian breakout should they attempt one.
Indeed, time 1s not neutral in this situation. The United States, Israel, and Iran’s
Arab adversaries can do much during this long interval both to encourage Iran to
abandon its destabilizing and threatening regional activities, and to contain and
deter it if it refuses to do so.

Taking up that challenge will be essential because of the potential impact of sanc-
tions-relief on Iran’s regional behavior. Once sanctions are removed, Iran will be the
beneficiary of the unfreezing of some $120 billion of assets; its oil revenues are
likely to increase by some $20—-$24 billion annually. It is reasonable to assume that
a good part of that windfall will be used to rehabilitate Iran’s struggling economy
and fulfill the expectations of Iran’s people for a better life. But it is an equally safe
bet that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), the Ministry of Intelligence
(MOIS), and the Iranian Armed Forces will be beneficiaries too. It’s true that pun-
ishing sanctions have not prevented these extensions of the Iranian revolution from
exploiting the upheavals in the region and the collapse of state institutions to build
positions of considerable influence across the Sunni Arab world from Lebanon to
Syria to Iraq and now Yemen. Nevertheless, Iran’s hegemonic ambitions are likely
to be boosted by the availability of more resources. For example, the Assad regime
in Syria is struggling to survive economically at the same time as it is losing control
of more territory to opposition forces; a timely infusion of cash and arms might help
it cling to power. Similarly, Iraq’s Shia militias, which are armed and trained by
Iran, could be boosted at a time when the United States is struggling under Iraqi
Government constraints to arm and train Sunni militias and Kurdish forces.

Iran will also have money to procure weapons systems for its armed forces, using
the extensive Western arms sales to its Arab adversaries as justification. Iran will
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still be subject to curbs on its ability to acquire some types of sophisticated military
equipment, but with money to spend it will probably find a way around those sanc-
tions. Russia’s high profile announcement that it would proceed with the sale of
S-300 long-range surface-to-air missile systems, even before the nuclear deal is
signed, represents the harbinger of future sales of sophisticated weapons. Indeed,
rather than focusing on a nuclear arms race in the region, we should be more con-
cerned about a conventional arms race.

The nuclear agreement with Iran was never intended to deal with these likely
consequences of the sanctions-relief that is the quid-pro-quo for Iran’s acceptance of
meaningful and extensive curbs on its nuclear program. That puts a particular bur-
den on the United States to develop a regional security strategy to complement the
nuclear deal, one that is designed to counter and neutralize these unintended con-
sequences. In doing so, the United States will need to send a clear and consistent
message to Iran that if it chooses to abandon its nefarious regional activities and
become a responsible partner to the United States and its allies, it will be welcomed
into the community of nations in good standing. But if it decides to take advantage
of its newly available resources to wreak further regional havoc, the United States
will lead a concerted effort to oppose it.

President Obama has already taken the first step in this effort through the Camp
David summit he hosted with our Gulf Arab allies last month. That was an impor-
tant first step in providing them with the necessary strategic reassurance in the
face of the uncertain consequences of the nuclear deal on Iran’s behavior in their
neighborhood. In the joint communique, the President reiterated a U.S. “unequivo-
cal” commitment to “deter and confront external aggression against our allies and
partners in the gulf.” The two sides also agreed on a new strategic partnership that
would “fast-track” arms transfers, enhance cooperation on counterterrorism, mari-
time security, cybersecurity, and ballistic missile defense, and develop rapid
response capabilities to regional threats. The communique and its annex provide all
the understandings necessary for laying the foundations of an effective regional
security architecture. However, those words will need to be translated into concrete
actions at a time when the regional turmoil is generating competing priorities and
interests. The GCC states are not united in their approach to the region’s problems
and they will continue to fear an American-Iranian rapprochement at their expense
no matter how reassuring the President’s words. Nevertheless, the combination of
the nuclear deal, a potentially more potent Iranian adversary, and rising instability
on their borders, should concentrate their minds and therefore could create the nec-
essary conditions for an effective strategic partnership with the United States that
was called forth at Camp David. If they are willing to get their acts together, we
should certainly be willing to respond with a determined effort.

Providing strategic reassurance to our Gulf Arab allies is but the first step. The
United States will also need to build more effective strategic partnerships with
Israel, Egypt, and Turkey, our other traditional regional allies who wield much
greater capabilities and influence than most of the GCC states. For a variety of jus-
tifiable reasons, the Obama administration is at loggerheads with each one of these
regional powers: with the Government of Israel because of its unwillingness seri-
ously to pursue the two state solution or freeze settlement activity; with the Egyp-
tian regime because of the treatment of its own people; and with the Turkish Presi-
dent because of his unwillingness to cooperate with the United States against ISIS.
But at this sensitive moment, reassuring each one of them is essential if they are
to be enlisted in the effort to lay the groundwork for a regional security framework
that begins to reestablish order in this troubled region and prevents Iran from fur-
ther exploitation of the chaos.

Just having the conversation with Prime Minister Netanyahu is proving exceed-
ingly difficult since he is so determined to scuttle the Iran nuclear deal that he does
not want to give any hint that he might be prepared to compromise on his opposi-
tion for the sake of strategic reassurances from the United States. Nevertheless, if
the deal goes through, it will be important for the United States in the immediate
aftermath to take a series of steps to strengthen Israel’s ability to defend itself from,
and therefore deter, any potential Iranian nuclear threat. Such measures could in-
clude completing the negotiations on a new 10-year agreement to provide military
assistance to Israel at an increased level (this is something that Congress could ini-
tiate in coordination with the administration). The funding could be used to cover
the purchase of additional F-35s and the development and deployment of the full
array of air defense systems from Iron Dome to Arrow III to protect Israeli civilians
from Hezbollah and Hamas rockets all the way up to Iranian ballistic missiles.
Additional funding could also be used to strengthen Israel’s deterrent capabilities,
including the purchase of additional submarines.
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Finally, to take care of the likely increasing nervousness among our regional allies
as the nuclear agreement approaches its expiration date 10-to-15 years from now,
the United States needs to begin to lay the groundwork for establishing a nuclear
umbrella over all of them. This form of extended deterrence will be an important
element in an American-sponsored regional security framework. Neither Israel nor
our GCC allies are prepared to consider that at the moment, nor is it likely that
Congress would approve such a commitment for any regional ally in the Middle East
except Israel (ironically, Turkey already has such a commitment through NATO).
But if the policy of strategic reassurance is pursued consistently by this President
and his successors, it is possible that all sides may come to see the virtue of a
nuclear and conventional security guarantee that will effectively deter Iran, render
an Israeli preemptive strike unnecessary, and remove any incentive for the Arab
states to pursue their own nuclear weapons programs.

Mr. Chairman, a credible nuclear agreement will provide an extended breathing
space for the United States and our regional allies free from the threat of a nuclear
Iran that should last beyond the next administration and probably the one after
that. It will nevertheless raise many concerns in the Middle East about Iran’s desta-
bilizing behavior and hegemonic ambitions that the United States cannot address
in the agreement itself but will have to address outside the agreement. In my view,
that is not a justification for opposing the agreement. It is rather a reason for com-
plementing the agreement with a robust effort to promote a regional security strat-
egy that takes advantage of the respite to begin to rebuild a more stable order in
this chaotic but still vital region.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you both for your testimony.

I know we have got a lot of participation. I know Ambassador
Indyk has a hard stop at 11:00, so I am going to defer on my ques-
tions—I may interject one or two along the way—and defer to the
ranking member so that other members will have the opportunity
to ask questions.

Senator CARDIN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And again, let me thank both of our witnesses. As I said in my
opening statement, if we reach an agreement with Iran, if we are
successful in having an agreement that prevents them from moving
forward with a nuclear weapon program, there are still many other
issues in our relationship with Iran.

So, I just want to sort of crystal-ball where we are after an
agreement. Iran could very well continue its current policy of sup-
porting terrorism and its interference in so many other countries
that is making it very challenging for our partners in the region.
How do we influence the Iranian calculations? We have seen, in the
past, that the passage of sanctions in regards to their nuclear pro-
liferation was effective to bring them to the table to negotiate and,
we hope, reach an agreement. What type of strategic alliances and
what type of actions should the United States be contemplating in
order to affect the calculation Iran is using in its engagement in
Yemen, its engagement in Lebanon, its engagement in Iraq and
Syria? Do you have any advice as to where we should be trying to
develop those types of alliances and strategic partnerships?

One last point on this. And that is, you know, in the last 10 to
15 years, our strategic partnerships in the region have changed.
You know, we have had very close relations with Egypt. That went
through a very difficult period. We are trying to rebuild that today.
Jordan has been a trusted strategic partner for a long time, but
there have been issues in regards to that relationship. The only
partner that we have had that is been a consistent partner to the
United States has been Israel, and they, of course, have problems
with where we are heading on the Iranian agreement. What advice
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would you have for the United States in a post-agreement Middle
East?

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

The problem of rolling back Iran’s nefarious activities in the re-
gion, in the places that you have focused on—Lebanon, Syria, Iraq;
Yemen, in particular—is that they have been able to exploit two
advantages, which we have a hard time dealing with. First of all,
the collapse or erosion of the effectiveness of state institutions in
these countries provides fertile and low-cost ground for them to ex-
ploit by building parallel institutions; in effect, to exercise consider-
able influence in these countries. And when they do so, they do so
by taking advantage of the fact that there is a Shia population, in
each of these countries, that is open to their influence, whether it
be through cash or arms or training. And they have, of course, the
Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps specifically designed for that
purpose. And they are very effective at it. And so, that combination
presents a great vulnerability; and therefore, presents great dif-
ficulty, in terms of how we can counter it.

The answer lies, essentially, in strengthening the institutions of
governance in those countries, but that is a difficult challenge,
which we do not usually do very well. I think you used the word
“partnership” and “partners.” And think that that is essential in
this effort. First of all, yes, we have to provide strategic reassur-
ance that we are not about to abandon our traditional allies,
whether it be Israel, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and the Gulf
States. And that is a very important adjunct to the process of doing
this deal with Iran.

But, then we have to work with them—particularly, of course,
the Sunni Arab States—in terms of building capabilities to go in
and Dbolster the institutions there that can counter the
vulnerabilities that Iran exploits. The people of Frond* **#%28:30%%%*
are now—particularly administration spokesmen—are saying that
this is a long-term project and thereby, somehow, I think, perhaps
trying to escape responsibility—direct responsibility for making
something happen on their watch. It is a long-term project. But, we
have to start now, and we have to start in the context of this nu-
clear deal, precisely because the fear of abandonment, which I
think is vastly exaggerated by our allies and traditional partners
in the region, needs to be addressed if we are to ensure that we
start a process of containing and rolling back Iran’s destabilizing
activities in the region.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Jeffrey.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, Ambassador Indyk has outlined
exactly what the problems are and a lot of steps that we could
take. A few very specific short-term ones, because, long term, we
can foresee doing anything, anywhere in the world, but the ques-
tion is, What are we going to do right now?

First of all, we have to restore our military credibility. We have
to have congressional support for use of military force if Iran goes
to a breakthrough. We have to know what the administration and
the next administration’s redlines are for when they would strike
if Iran did that. Besides the impact of that on a nuclear negotia-
tion, that would have an impact in the region by making people
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think that we really will live up to our commitments and that we
are restoring our deterrent power.

In terms of specifics in this region, we need to do more in Syria
against Assad. I am not advocating trying to overthrow him or
going to war, but ideas like a no-fly zone, like arming the resist-
ance fighters not just to fight ISIS, but also to fight the Assad gov-
ernment, to basically ensure that the other side, Assad and his
friends, Russia, Hezbollah, and Iran, understand we are not going
to let them win, we are pushing for a negotiated settlement that
will ensure that that place remains independent, and independent
among others, from Iran.

Same thing in Yemen. There are various steps we can do, again,
to reassure these people that it is not just their physical security
from an Iranian and—Iland invasion that they are worried about,
but the infiltration of the region by an Iranian—as Ambassador
Indyk said—Shia-supported almost ideological religious movement.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Perdue.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you both for being here today, and your testimony,
and your service to our country.

I have a question about the money and the sanctions. Today, it
is estimated that we have as much as $140 billion in held cash
through these sanctions on just their oil exports, alone. President
Obama, back in April, mentioned that there would be a signing
bonus. We do not know any details about that, but we have seen
estimates as high as $50 billion on that. You know, Iran, right now,
is producing their potential capacity, somewhere around $36 billion
annually, in terms of oil exports. So, that is larger than Venezuela,
to put it in perspective. And that is just an estimate. Iran spends
about $10 to $17 billion a year on their current military. Those are
estimates that we have seen. That sounds awfully low to me, but
those are the estimates that we have seen. So, it puts it in perspec-
tive that they are about to have a cash windfall. And what I am
concerned about, with their nefarious history of supporting ter-
rorism around the world, what—what is your two learned opinions
about what we can expect from this windfall of cash? I do not think
it is going to go to domestic programs. So, the question is—and it
looks like we have two differing points of view here. I would really
be interested in both your points of view about what we can expect,
given this windfall of cash upcoming at the end of these negotia-
tions, if, in fact, we get a deal.

Ambassador Jeffrey.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Sure. Senator, thank you.

It begins with the idea, Do we think that signing this agreement
is going to either flip Iran into being a status-quo power in the re-
gion or serve as some kind of encouragement that that will happen
over the longer term? I see no evidence of that, given Iran’s past
and given its ideological and religious role in the region, and the
very strong efforts it has made, not just under the current regime,
but, frankly, under the Shah, to have a hegemonic position in the
region. I think we can expect that to continue. And, frankly, we
have seen this around the world with other countries that have



16

achieved regional power. And Iran is probably not all that dif-
ferent, totally aside from the religious aspect.

So, it is very hard for me to believe that they will not use some
part of that to further enhance their efforts from Gaza to Lebanon
to Iraq to Syria to Yemen, and they will find new places, as well.
So, it will be more of a threat because of that.

I also think that they will take some of the money and devote
it to their domestic side, as well, because the Rouhani government
came to office on that basis.

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you, Senator.

I think that we need to, first of all, bear in mind that this is the
kind of inevitable cost of doing an agreement that puts meaningful
curbs on Iran’s nuclear program. We need to make sure that they
are meaningful, that we can ensure that the Iranians do not cheat,
or we detect them if they do, and that we can put the sanctions
back on if they violate the agreement. But, we are not—if we are
going to go ahead with the agreement, we do not have an option
but to lift the sanctions. That is the basic deal, here.

I think you are absolutely right to be concerned about the wind-
fall and how it will be used. I think, as Jim has said, some of it
will be used for the economy. There is a high expectation amongst
the Iranian people that this is going to produce economic benefits.
And I think the regime will want to do some of that. But, they have
got a lot of money to spend for other purposes. And I find it hard
to believe that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps and the
Ministry of Intelligence, who are the main vehicles for spreading
their destabilizing influence across the region, are not going to get
paid off to go along with an agreement which they have made clear
that they are not happy about. And it does not cost a lot of money
to do what they have been doing. So, a boost to that activity could
be problematic.

So, one example is that the Assad regime in Syria is hurting eco-
nomically now. It is also hurting militarily. But, were the Iranians
to infuse some cash into that regime, it would help it hold on. And
there are other ways in which it could provide funding and arms
and so on to, for instance, the Shia militias in Iraq, which would
tilt the balance even further in the favor of the Shia militias versus
these nascent Sunni militias that are barely able to stand up. And
that is not a good thing. So, there are all sorts of ways in which
it could become problematic.

Having said that, there are things that we can do, and need to
do, to prepare for that and to counter it. And that is what is so im-
portant about needing to recognize that, as a complement to the
deal, there has to be a U.S. strategy for the region that is designed
to deal with Iran’s destabilizing activities.

Senator PERDUE. Have you seen such a strategy yet?

Ambassador INDYK. You know, it is nascent, I would say. I think
that the Camp David meeting with the gulf countries is the start
to that. It has some specific references, which I think would be
worthwhile for you to get further explanation from the administra-
tion, have some closed hearings. But, there are public references to
working on counterinsurgency, counterterrorism, developing capa-
bilities in that regard, cybersecurity, other things. Those are the
kinds of things that they really need help with, that we need to be
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focused on. We have too easily responded to their needs by selling
them more aircraft. And that is good for our industries, and I un-
derstand that, but, in these circumstances, as we can see in
Yemen, aircraft are not the most effective thing. We need their
troops on the ground because of our own reluctance to put troops
on the ground.

Senator PERDUE. Right. Thank you. I am sorry to interrupt, but
I have only got a few seconds left. I really want to get to this ques-
tion.

On the S-300s, Russia just announced that they have done this
deal and they are going to sell these missiles to—these are surface-
to-air missile programs. Russia has used these in the Ukraine, we
are told. And Russia has said, “Well, this is mainly a defensive
weapon,” but it also allows, I think, Iran to project power in the
region.

Ambassador Jeffrey, are you concerned about this development?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Very much, Senator, for several reasons.

First of all, while there is no U.N. resolution or requirement
against that, the U.N. language says, “Exercise restraint in pro-
viding weapons to Iran.” The Russians just blew through that. And
there is no lifting of these resolutions until the U.N. does so, and
it has not yet. So, that is problem number one.

Problem number two is the fact that these do have a capability
that is, under certain circumstances, threatening to our airpower
and those of some of our friends and allies.

Thirdly, it sends a signal to the region that Iran has a big and,
let us face it, very aggressive buddy backing it—again, leading to
what Ambassador Indyk and I have been talking about, a desire on
the part of our folks in the region to say, “Who is backing us? And
how are you backing us?”

Senator PERDUE. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I said I might interject a question. I am just
going to ask—Is it in our national interest that Iran dominate the
region as they are beginning to do? And, if not, should Congress
take into account—as we look at the details and facts of any deal—
or, look at whether the administration has that countervailing
strategy with, potentially, this much money coming into their
hands and their influence in the region—should that be a factor,
as we look at whether a deal with Iran should be approved?

Both of you, briefly, and then we will move to Senator Menendez.

Ambassador INDYK. Well, I think you are right to focus on the
details of the deal. It is going to be complicated enough in itself.
But, certainly, I do not see any reason why you should not question
what the strategy is. I believe that the administration is developing
that strategy. But, definitely, you should look into that and see
what they are doing. Because, as I said, it is critical. It is not, in
my view, sufficient—the problems that Iran can create in the re-
gion, additional problems to what it is already doing, as a result
of this deal is not a reason for not doing the deal, but is a reason
for insisting that there be an effective strategy to deal with the
kind of turbo boost that the Iranians are going to have in the re-
gion.
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As to answering your question about what our interests are in
the region, well, basic interests come down to the free flow of oil
at reasonable prices, which is less important to us directly now but
still critical for the global economy, which we depend upon, and, of
course, the protection of our allies in the region, starting with
Israel. And, in that context, domination by Iran would be dan-
gerous for all of those interests, and therefore, something that we
have traditionally opposed, and, I think, should continue to oppose.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Very quickly, Senator, I agree. The answer
is, absolutely not.

Furthermore, our whole foreign policy since World War II, and
particularly since 1989, has been based upon not allowing anybody
to dominate any region. We went into combat against Milosevic for
that in the Balkans, against Iran in 1987-88 in the Tanker War,
against Saddam in 1991, and then later several times, because if
you have that, the whole international order goes down the drain
as one regional hegemon dominates the other countries and starts
robbing them of their sovereignty and their rights to live in peace
and follow their own will.

Iran has a model for this. One of the more moderate Iranian offi-
cials, Hussein Mousavi and a friend of Rouhani and Zarif’s, who
was in exile actually, has laid it out, and it basically is a security
arrangement in the region with Israel weakened, the United States
out of the region, arms sales to our allies stopped, and, again, Iran
playing a predominant role. So, they know what they want, and
they are working on it.

Ambassador INDYK. I had one—one quick point occurs to me is
that—it is important to understand, Sunni Arab States will not ac-
cept Iranian domination. And so, the consequences of a greater suc-
cess by Iran in dominating the region will be a countervailing effort
to prevent that from happening and, therefore, a deepening sec-
tarian Sunni-Shia conflict.

Ambassador JEFFREY. I would—and I would add to Martin’s
point—and Sunni Arab States, if not helped, coached, led, and
backed by us, are going to go about resisting this domination in
ways we are not going to like, leading exactly to this conflagration,
Sunni versus Shia, that he just warned about.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you both.

Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you both for your long service to our country.

You know, the more I listen to your responses, the more I am
concerned that the strategy that should exist, under the hope that
we will get an agreement that actually could be supported and em-
braced as a good agreement, is a strategy that is all on the come,
when it should be upfront, because the turbo boost that you said,
Ambassador Indyk, is something that we will be behind the curve
on. What worries me as part of that is when the administration
says to those who are skeptical about the nature of what the final
deal will be, based upon the interim agreement, and based upon
the different understandings of that interim agreement, and based
upon actions like Iran increasing its fuel enrichment by 20 percent,
which may be within the JPOA, but ultimately has to be totally
eliminated by June 30, which is an extraordinary action that they
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will have to do—unless they ship it out, which they say they are
not willing to do—so, when you tell your adversary that you are ne-
gotiating indirectly, “If not an agreement, then what?” The sugges-
tion, “It is an agreement or war,” which I reject. I think there is
a third way. But, when you send that message, “If not an agree-
ment, then what?”—and when you say that, “Well, if necessary, we
will use our military capabilities,” but then undermine the essence
of that capability by saying, “But, it will not have much of a result
at the end of the day,” the message that you are sending in your
negotiation is one of weakness, not of strength. You let the other
side know that you need or want this deal as badly as they do. And
that is a dangerous negotiating posture, from my perspective. With
the lack of a strategy upfront to deal with the aftermath, and al-
ready sending those messages, I think it is a dangerous propo-
sition.

So, it seems to me that this strategy is something that we have
had 2 years of thinking about during negotiations, we would have
been evolving a strategy in the hope that we achieve successful ne-
gotiation, and know what to deal with in the aftermath.

Let me ask you. Should our focus in the region not be to
strengthen the state system in the Middle East?

Ambassador INDYK. Yes. But, of course, it is——

Senator MENENDEZ. I will take that for an answer. [Laughter.]

Ambassador INDYK. [continuing]. Easier said than done, Senator
Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Go ahead, I am sorry.

Ambassador INDYK. It is very good to see you.

Just on the first point, if I might, I do not think that the alter-
native is war, but I do think we need to look seriously at what the
alternative is, given where we are.

Now, if the Iranians do not agree to a regime that provides
verification, inspection, monitoring, and snap-back sanctions, then
we should walk away, in my opinion, because we will be justified
in doing so, and we will have a credible case to make to our part-
ners in this negotiation, the P5+1 and others, that the Iranians
were not prepared to agree to a deal that was acceptable. And that
is the critical point, here. But, if they are willing to accept all of
our stipulations when it comes to inspection and verification and
snap-back, then I think walking away from that deal will have con-
sequences. It will mean that we will not be able to hold the sanc-
tions. And faced with the kind of erosion of support, we will have
a much harder time dealing with the Iranian nuclear program.
That will continue and pick up steam.

And then we are 3 months away from

Senator MENENDEZ. What is verification? What is snap-back?
What is possible military dimensions? How far can research and
development go? How you define those are incredibly important.
Because, for example, when we started this negotiation, we were
told that Arak would either be destroyed by them or destroyed by
us. We were told that Fordow would be closed. The reality is, nei-
ther one of those is the case. And there is a whole history of goal-
posts that have been moved, my concern is, what is the definition
of those elements that you describe?
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But, getting back to my question, your answer is, “Yes, we should
strengthen the state system in the Middle East.” Now, is it fair to
say that Iran’s influence, at least up to this date, has been to de-
stabilize state actors in the Middle East? And we see that in
Yemen, we have seen it, you know, in Lebanon, we see it through-
out the region. Is that a fair statement?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, it certainly is. There are two
major threats to the state order in the Middle East. And every-
thing, including our security and that of the region, is based upon
that. One is extremist Sunni movement, such as al-Qaeda and
ISIS; another is Iran, which uses both religion and traditional
statecraft to try to subvert countries. And we know the tools. It is
denying a monopoly of force by governments. It is winning over the
loyalties of part of the population—Hezbollah in Lebanon, the
Houthis in Yemen, for example, some of the Shia militias in Iraq—
more to Tehran than to their own countries. And there is a reli-
gious element to some of this, as well.

This is worrisome.

Senator MENENDEZ. So, let me get to two last questions. And
that is, “If our interest is to support state systems, and Tehran’s
whole purpose has been undermining state systems, is it also fair
to say that, even with the sanctions and the drop in oil prices that
have bit significantly on their economy, they are still using a fair
amount of their resources to do exactly that, to undermine state ac-
tors?” Is that fair to say?

Ambassador INDYK. Yes. It certainly is fair to say. And that is
part of what I was——

Senator MENENDEZ. And if that is fair:

Ambassador INDYK. [continuing]. Referring to.

Senator MENENDEZ. And if that is fair to say, then, when you
have even greater amounts of money, it would seem to me that,
yes, some of it will go for domestic purposes, but a fair amount of
money—if you are suffering, and you are using your money not to
help your people but to go ahead and promote terrorism, so, when
you have more money, you can help your people to some degree,
but you can still promote that terrorism—that is a real concern.

And finally, let me just say, you know, do you think the gulf
partners, looking at the Budapest Memorandum, think that our
guarantees really mean a lot? We told Ukraine that if they gave
up its nuclear weapons, we would guarantee its territorial integ-
rity. That has not worked out too well for the Ukrainians. So, you
are going to tell this to the gulf region, “Do not pursue a nuclear
pathway because Iran is at the precipice of it, and we are going to,
you know, guarantee your security.” I think that is a little tough
for the gulf partners to believe, in and of itself. If you add the obli-
gation to keep Israel’s qualitative military edge to whatever you
are going to give the gulf partners, and the real concern is a nu-
clear one, I do not quite see how that works.

Ambassador INDYK. Well, first of all, I think that our gulf part-
ners are far more concerned about Iran’s activities in their neigh-
borhood than they are about Iran’s nuclear ambitions. And that is
the only way to explain why they have not sought nuclear capabili-
ties themselves. They certainly have not lacked the funds to do so.
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So, I do think that you could see, coming out of the Camp David
summit, that they do care about getting these assurances from the
President. And they have committed themselves, in that commu-
nique, to endorsing—supporting or welcoming a deal that would
have the kinds of things that we have been talking about, in terms
of inspections and verification and snap-back and so on.

But, I think that what they are looking for reassurance about is
that the United States is going to be with them, in terms of the
problems that they face with Iran in their region. It is not about
nukes, as far as they are concerned. And that is a much harder
thing for us to do for them. We can protect them against an exter-
nal Iranian threat, but dealing with the kind of subversion that
Iran is involved in, exploiting the chaos and collapse of institutions
in that region, is much harder to do, especially if we are not pre-
pared to put our own forces on the ground to do it. Then we have
got to find other forces to do it, and we have got to look to them
to do it. That is why we talk about partnership. That is—it is going
to require them to work with us on this, as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Isakson.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you, Chairman Corker.

Thank you both for being here, and thank you for your service.

I want to follow up on Senator Menendez’s point, because, to me,
it is absolutely critical. We have done nothing, since we left Iraq
with all our—pulling all of our troops out, to demonstrate, in the
past 18 months, exactly what our commitment is, in my judgment.
There are—you mentioned the Ukraine. There were conversations
about that. We—about whether or not we had backed the right peo-
ple in the Middle East, whether or not we would confront Iran, in
terms of its nefarious activity. But, you know, I remember, from
my business career, the best deals I ever made were deals where
I first walked away from the table before I came back, because I
found out how bad the other guy really wanted to make a deal.
And the worst deals I ever made was when the deal was more im-
portant to me than common sense. And I worry we are getting into
a situation where we would not walk away.

Have you heard, credibly, either one of you, from your positions,
some of the conversations the Iranians have said, like, “We will not
allow military bases to be inspected,” or, “We are not going to allow
this,” or, “We are not going to allow that”? Are those not the type
of things they should know we will walk away from immediately?
And should we not have made that statement definitely so it is
without question?

Ambassador JEFFREY. We have heard these statements. I have
heard, for example, the deputy negotiator to Zarif, Araghchi, has,
in conversations that did come to our attention with the parliament
in closed session in Tehran, say that, “In fact, maybe some of these
things are negotiable with the Americans.” So, I think it is still in
play. Again, that is the problem we have, because we have not seen
the agreement in its final form yet, Senator.

But, certainly those are very, very important points. You do not
have full eyes on, which supposedly is critical to—it is critical to
this agreement, if you cannot visit military installations and if you
cannot interview their scientists and other technical officials. So,
that is very, very important. And this is something that the admin-
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istration should insist on. And if they do not get it, then they
should either walk away or wait until they do get it.

Senator ISAKSON. We must be believable in our negotiation, or
we will get taken. That is the point that I want to make.

Secondly, on what Senator Perdue raised, is not the Russian—
it is the 300, is it not? Surface—yes, is the S—-300 not capable of
carrying a tactical nuclear warhead?

Ambassador JEFFREY. I do not believe so, Senator. And again, it
is a surface-to-air system. In theory, surface-to-air systems can be
refigured to carry nuclear warheads. But, frankly, Iran has a really
disturbing arsenal of long-range missiles. That is why we are put-
ting the missile defense systems into Europe, some 3—4,000 miles
away. They have missiles that either can, or soon will be able to,
go that far, which is further, I think, than the S-300 will fly. So,
its basic threat is to shoot down our aircraft and cruise missiles.

Senator ISAKSON. Let me ask both of you a question, because I
have tremendous respect for your ability and your service to the
country and your knowledge, which I certainly do not have. Let me
just ask you this. What do you fear the most about making a deal
with the Iranians, or not making a deal with the Iranians? What
should our biggest concern and fear be?

Ambassador INDYK. In terms of making the deal, I think there
are two major concerns we have—which we have been discussing.
One is that they will cheat. They have cheated before on their obli-
gations under the Nonproliferation Treaty. We have seen, in the
case of Korea, that they got away with cheating and built a nuclear
weapon. So, that has got to be the concern within the deal, to make
sure that they do not have that ability. And I agree with you that,
if we do not get that, we should be prepared to walk, and that you
are absolutely right, in a—any negotiation, as you pointed out, but
particularly a negotiation with Iran, being ready and willing to
walk away if we cannot get the—our minimum requirements is
critically important to the negotiations. And I think that these
statements that they have making—they have been making, which
actually do not accord with the things that they have already
agreed to in the negotiating room, is an indication that they are
posturing for their public, that their public—that they have a prob-
lem with their public opinion. They have raised the expectations of
public opinion there, that there is going to be a deal on their terms.
And so, I think that actually we have a better ability to walk away
than they do at this point. And so, we are, in fact, in the stronger
position if we focus on the issues within the parameters of the deal
and make sure we get what we need in that regard.

The second problem is outside the deal—and we have discussed
that already this morning—which is, How do you contain and roll
back their activities in the region? You cannot do that as part of
the deal, but you are going to have to have a strategy to deal with
it alongside the deal.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, in terms of a deal, the thing that
I am most worried about is that we will wind up looking like we
keep on making compromises and, therefore, we are seen as either
weak—and that has a huge impact on our ability to deter them in
the region—or people will think that the U.S. Government actually
believes that this deal will change the tune in Tehran and that
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they will be a potential status-quo power or a potential partner in
regional security. And I think that is very worrisome.

Now, in fairness, you said, What do you worry about either with
a deal or without a deal? And having taken a few hits at the deal,
here is one of the things that the deal will give us. It will give us
more international support. This is important for two things. First
of all, the international sanctions—and they are the most effective
ones—do hinge on a good relationship between us, the EU, and
some of the other players, including China, in particular, as an Ira-
nian oil importer. But, secondly, I have several times cited the im-
portance of us being willing to use military force. Our experience
has been, sadly, that, when we did not have international support
for us, Iraq and Vietnam being two examples, we had a much hard-
er time. And therefore, international support is a value that you do
get in this agreement. It has to be balanced against other ones,
possibly sending a signal of weakness, possibly people questioning
our deterrence in Tehran. But, nonetheless, there is a certain value
to an agreement if it is verifiable and if it does give you the 1-year
time before they could break out.

Senator ISAKSON. So, I will just follow—so, to understand—a
good deal, in the definition of—your definition, and mine, of a good
deal, which is a good deal for the American people and the people
of the Middle East, would be preferable to not making a deal, be-
cause it would raise our stature with the international community?
Is that what I heard you say?

Ambassador JEFFREY. No, sir. There is no good deal at this point.
A good deal would be “no enrichment.” A good deal would be—they
are out of the business of having a nuclear weapons threshold ca-
pability. So, it is a question of a bad deal that may be better than
a set of other circumstances or perhaps living with the other cir-
cumstances.

One of the things that a deal does give us is the ability to mobi-
lize the international community if Iran breaks out. And that abil-
ity to mobilize the international community typically has been very
successful when we have had to use military force, such as in
Korea in 1950 or in Kuwait in 1991.

Senator ISAKSON. Thanks, to both of you, very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, to our witnesses.

Just a couple of comments and some questions.

My assessment of the status of the U.S.-Iran dynamic as adver-
saries pre-JPOA, pre-November 2013, was that the combined
weight of congressional/executive/international sanctions were put-
ting deep pressure on the Iranian economy, hurting and affecting
the Iranian economy. That helped bring them to the table. But, I
do not necessarily think that combined weight of sanctions was
slowing down their nuclear program. In fact, it may have acceler-
ated their nuclear program. To the extent that they felt isolated,
you can look at them as a resistance economy. They were putting
an unreasonable amount of effort into advancing the nuclear pro-
gram. So, the status before the President and American diplomats
engaged in this discussion, I think, was one where the sanctions
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were working against the economy, but the Iranian nuclear pro-
gram was accelerating in a dangerous way.

During the pendency of the JPOA, since November 2013, I have
been to Israel twice, once in January—February 2014, and then
back in January 2015—and even the Israelis, who were worried
about an ultimate deal, acknowledged, some grudgingly, some en-
thusiastically, that they think the JPOA period has actually been
a positive, that the combination of rollback of some elements of the
Iranian program together with additional inspections has been a
positive. They like that better than the pre-November 2013 status
quo. Now we move to the situation of what we are going to think
about with respect to a final deal.

This is a sincere question. It is going to sound like I am not sin-
cere, but I am going to ask it this way. I do not view this as a nego-
tiation about whether Iran will be a friend or an adversary. I view
this as a question about whether an adversary will have a nuclear
weapon or will not have a nuclear weapon. Do either of you doubt
that the region, the United States, and the world are safer if Iran
does not have a nuclear weapon than if they do?

Ambassador INDYK. I think this is the primary benefit of a deal
that is enforceable. That is that it will give the region, and the
United States and our allies there, particularly Israel, a 10-to-15-
year nuclear-free Iran, in which we will no longer be faced with
this kind of sense that Iran is about to cross the nuclear threshold.

Senator KAINE. In other words, a bellicose Iran without a nuclear
weapon may still be bellicose, but a bellicose Iran with a nuclear
weapon is really dangerous in terms of potentially throwing its
weight around in the region and in the world.

Ambassador INDYK. Correct. And we are talking about a region
which is in chaos. And so, add a nuclear Iran to the mix and then
the other states in the region will have a very strong incentive to
go get nuclear weapons, so we get a nuclear arms race on top of
everything else that is going on there. So, yes, we need the breath-
ing space. The breathing space is worth something to us. And time
is not neutral in this situation. Ten to 15 years, we can use the 10
to 15 years to roll back Iran.

Senator KAINE. Absolutely.

Let me explore now the decision tree of “no deal” and “deal.” 1
think I agree with what the Chair said. I do not think “no deal”
automatically means “war,” but, “no deal” does have some con-
sequences.

How important is it, to the effect of the sanctions that currently
exist and more that we might want to put on, that there is an
international coalition supporting the sanctions, versus the United
States just proceeding alone? I would like to hear both of you talk
about that.

Ambassador JEFFREY. At this point, it is very, very important,
because the sanctions that have really bitten deep are the NDAA
sanctions, which run third countries through their financial sys-
tems, which countries actually could resist, but we had both tem-
porary waiver authority, or—if they were reducing, bit by bit—and,
frankly, they wanted to help us put Iran under wraps, so they did
cooperate. But, the cooperation was getting tougher and tougher, if
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you talk to the people who were actually trying to execute it on the
U.S. Government side.

The second set of sanctions that are really effective are the EU
sanctions, which not only ended all imports of Iranian oil, but,
frankly, through hitting insurance, funds transfers, banking, and
other auxiliary elements of the international trade system, really
led to Iran losing more than—roughly half of its oil exports. That,
combined with the drop in oil prices, put Iran in the economic situ-
ation we see.

So, it is important to maintain that if we cannot get a deal.

Senator KAINE. Well, then let me follow up and ask this. So, if
there is no deal, then it is very critical whether the community per-
ceives that the absence of a deal is because Iran is being unreason-
able or they were willing to be at least somewhat reasonable and
the United States or other parties refused to make a deal. So, if
it looks like Iran is being unreasonable, there is a greater chance
to hold the coalition together to keep sanctions tough. If it looks
like the United States or other partners are being unreasonable, it
is more difficult to hold the coalition together. Would you both
agree with that?

Ambassador INDYK. I think that that is exactly right. It depends
very much on how the deal breaks down. If there is a deal that
meets the requirements of the P5+1, in terms of inspection, snap-
back, and so on, then—and let us say that the Congress decides,
in its wisdom, that this is not a deal that they can support, so we
are responsible for, in effect, walking away, I think it will be very
hard to maintain the international sanctions in those cir-
cumstances. But, if Iran refuses to agree to, for instance, inspection
of its military bases, then we have a great deal of credibility in
walking away. And I think, actually, we should, because I believe
that they will then buckle under and accept what we need.

Senator KAINE. Let me ask about the other part of the decision
tree. If there is a deal—if there is a deal that generally meets the
April 2 framework, and Iran accepts it, and we are going to have
to dig into the details—I am particularly interested in inspec-
tions—there will be inspections. We want to make sure that they
are vigorous, immediate, everywhere.

Credible military threat. To my way of thinking, a credible threat
to take out an Iranian nuclear program is combined of some ele-
ments: capacity to do it; backbone, willingness to do it; but also the
intel that gives you the information about how to do it. Now, we
have intel now. That has been demonstrated in the past, the intel
that we have. And that is not going away. But, is intel plus the
additional information that you get from an aggressive and signifi-
cant inspections regime not better than intel without that? And so,
would a deal that gives us significant inspections not enhance our
intelligence, and hence, enhance the credibility of our military
threat?

Ambassador INDYK. Yes, I think that that is absolutely the case.
Being on the ground and being able to go anywhere, anytime, is
critically important. We are going to still need the intelligence as-
sets that we have been using, and working with our allies and
their intelligence capabilities. But, being on the ground makes a
huge difference.
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In Irag—and I had some experience when I served in the Clinton
administration on this—when we had inspectors on the ground,
even though they were being blocked in various places—you re-
member that cat-and-mouse game that we always played—never-
theless, we had a much better insight into Iraq’s nuclear program.
And, in fact, we were, at that point, comfortable about retiring the
nuclear file, because we were persuaded, because of the inspec-
tions, that, on that front, as opposed to chemical and biological, we
actually knew what they had and knew that we were able to mon-
itor it and control it and prevent them from getting nuclear weap-
ons.

So, I think that that was a very interesting example of the way
in which both give us an ability to know. And, in this case, the in-
spectors are going to be at the mine head, at the milling, at the
enrichment process, at the stockpiling, and every—and in Arak, the
plutonium reactor, heavy water reactor, we are going to have a full
visibility on their program. And that goes on for—I think it was 25
years of that kind of inspection. I think that will give us some de-
gree of assurance that we will know if they cheat.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

I will interject that—and that was a good line of questioning, and
I appreciate it—there is an agreement that we have not had access
to that lays out what Iran is able to do from year 10 on. It is called
the Iranian Nuclear Development Program. There is a document
that outlines that. For some reason, the administration will not
share it with us. I have asked both at the Energy level, the Sec-
retary of State level, and the Chief of Staff of the President. And
so, I think that there are legitimate concerns about what happens
after year 10. And it makes me concerned that their unwillingness
to share that—with us means they think it is something that will
undermine the American people’s confidence in what they are
doing. So, hopefully, they will be forthcoming with that soon.

Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thanks, to the ambassadors, for being here today.

In Ambassador Indyk’s testimony, there was a quote that I will
read here, “Once sanctions are removed, Iran will be the bene-
ficiary of the unfreezing of some $120 billion of assets, its oil reve-
nues are likely to increase by some $20—$24 billion annually. It is
reasonable to assume that a good part of that windfall will be used
to rehabilitate Iran’s struggling economy and fulfill the expecta-
tions of Iran’s people for a better life, but it is an equally safe bet
that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, the Ministry of Intel-
ligence, and the Iranian Armed Forces will be beneficiaries, too.”

Do you know what the amount that Iran sponsors terrorism at
the level of funding that they actually contribute to funding of
Hezbollah and other terrorist organizations?

Ambassador JEFFREY. It runs, by the estimates I have seen, to
the tens of billions, if you put in the Syrian operation, which is the
biggest one, support for Hezbollah and some of their other activi-
ties around the region.

Senator GARDNER. We think it is around $200 million or so. And
I think that is—tens of millions, certainly up to $200 million, ac-
cording to reports——
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Ambassador JEFFREY. Billion, sir.

Senator GARDNER. Billions? Okay, I am sorry. Yes.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Not $200 billion, but probably in the $10-
$20 billion range.

Senator GARDNER. Okay. And the economy is going to turn
around. Would this encourage them—would they stop, once this
economy turns around—from funding that line item?

Ambassador JEFFREY. It is almost inconceivable, from any anal-
ogy or historical example I have seen, that a country that has an
aggressive foreign policy, if it comes upon further resources, would
then ratchet back. Typically, they will double down and try harder.
That does not mean they will use all of that money, or even most
of that money, because they do have pressing domesticate needs,
and they have a lot of popular pressure to spend more on a con-
sumer economy. So, some of that will flow to the domestic side.
But, clearly, some of it will flow almost—by all evidence we have
seen with Iran and in other countries, towards their nefarious ac-
tivities through the region.

Senator GARDNER. And these nefarious activities are not going to
make Israel more safe as a result of this agreement and a growing
economy. Is that correct?

Ambassador JEFFREY. They are not going to make anybody, in-
cluding the Iranians, safe, in the end, Senator.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Ambassador.

And in your testimony, you stated that, “Any agreement should
be judged not only on the basis of its verifiable real restraints in
Iran, but also by the context within which the agreement would op-
erate, readiness to back it by far more explicit and credible readi-
ness to use force to stop a breakout, and a far more active U.S. pro-
gram to contain Iran’s asymmetrical military, ideological, religious,
economic, and diplomatic moves to expand its influence in the re-
gion.”

The President has said that there is no military solution. The
President has talked that we cannot back away now. Could you ex-
plain that remark a little bit further?

Ambassador JEFFREY. To the extent I can, because the President
has said several different things.

First of all, officially he said that he will use all necessary meas-
ures if Iran were to break out to a nuclear weapon. But, he has
also said that he does not think that a military solution is going
to buy you very much. He said, the other day to an Israeli jour-
nalist, that it would give you a temporary stop. That is true. But,
we have seen military force before—against Iraq, three times, by
the Israelis and by us in 1991, and then by us in 1998—lead to the
termination of weapons of mass destruction programs. We have
seen it, obviously, in the case of Israel striking Syria. And after
2003, when we went into Iraq, that is when the Iranians halted
their weaponization program, and it is when the Libyans decided
that it was high time for them to give up their programs.

So, military force can have an effect beyond how many targets
you hit and how long it will take to reconstitute. It does have a po-
litical influence on the other side. So, I would not rule it out.
Never.
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Senator GARDNER. There has been conversations—I think, opin-
ion pieces written in the Wall Street Journal and others—talking
about this bifurcation in these negotiations of political restraint
with nuclear restraint, that the agreement seems to sort of have
almost a tunnelvision on the issue of nuclear restraint without ad-
dressing any other areas of Iranian political restraint. And that is
ideological, religious, economic, diplomatic moves to expand influ-
ence in the region, or perhaps use those efforts in nefarious ways
against our allies and, indeed, against the United States. Do you
think, under these negotiations, have we lost track of the fact that
we also have other areas that need to be restrained?

Ambassador INDYK. I do not think so. And—but, I think it is im-
portant to understand that it was not possible to address those con-
cerns in this negotiation without weakening our ability to get what
we needed, in terms of blocking Iran’s four pathways to a nuclear
weapon. If we had allowed the agenda to widen to address the
issues of their activities in the region, they would have used it as
a tradeoff, they would have linked their behavior in the region to
the negotiations about their nuclear program. And so, if they
agreed to less regional disturbing activity, they would expect us to
be more lenient on their nuclear program. We could not enter into
that.

Plus, our Arab allies said, “It is none of your business to be dis-
cussing those issues with them when we are not at the table, be-
cause that affects our direct interests.”

So, I do not think it was possible to address it within the context
of the deal, but we need—we do need to address it outside the deal
and in parallel to the deal. And that is the burden of my argument
here.

Could I say one other thing about force? I think that the use of
force—the threat of the use of force, and a credible threat of use
of force, is critically important, in terms of deterring a breakout by
Iran or, in fact, cheating on this agreement. But, actually using the
force has a problem. That is what the President was referring to.
That is—and that is what happened in the case of Israel’s bombing
of the Osirak nuclear reactor. What the Iraqis did was, they took
their whole nuclear program underground. We had no visibility on
it. And we were surprised when we actually went into the country,
in 1992, to discover that they had this massive nuclear program
that we knew nothing about. And that is the danger, here, that if
we have to use force, what we will end up with is something less
than what we can have through the deal, itself. Ten to 15 years
of a nuclear-free Iran versus 2 to 3 years by bombing all their fa-
cilities, but they have got the know-how, they can rebuild, they will
no longer be under any obligations, and they will claim that they
then have a justification for getting nuclear weapons, because they
were attacked when they did not have nuclear weapons.

Senator GARDNER. Ambassador Jeffrey, would you like to re-
spond?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Ambassador Indyk’s absolutely right about
the Osirak bombing, but I would just add that the reason we went
in in 1992 to find that was on the back of American tanks.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Udall.
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Senator UDALL. Thank you both for your service to the country.
And I think this has been a very good discussion and you have had
some very insightful comments.

One of the issues here that has been raised is Iranian domi-
nance, Iranian hegemonic desires, that kind of thing. Do you be-
lieve our U.S. foreign policy has contributed to the strengthening
of Iran in the region, some of the decisions that we have made?

Ambassador INDYK. Well, now we are—now we will get conten-
tious, and I do not mean to be so.

Senator UDALL. Well, I am not——

Ambassador INDYK. But, I do——

Senator UDALL [continuing]. I am not trying to be conten-
tious

Ambassador INDYK. No, I will be contentious.

Senator UDALL. Oh, okay.

Ambassador INDYK. Not you, Senator. [Laughter.]

Ambassador INDYK. The—Dbecause, look, again, I will go back to
the experience of the Clinton administration. There were—we had
real concerns about what Saddam Hussein was doing to his people,
and we were constantly looking at what we needed to do to prevent
that. But, we were always constrained by the concern that we had
that, if we took him out, we would open the gateway to the influ-
ence of Iran in Iraq. That was a major concern during that time.

Now, that is what happened as a result of taking Saddam Hus-
sein out. Now, I was in favor of that war, but I was also in favor,
similarly today, of doing a whole lot of things that would have pre-
vented that from happening. But, that is what happened. Once the
gates of Babylon were opened to Iran, that opened the way for
them to exert their influence across the region. They were already
in Lebanon via the Shia community there, and Hezbollah. But, Iraq
was a big prize for them. And it was done, courtesy of the U.S.
Army and the U.S. taxpayer.

Senator UDALL. Ambassador Jeffrey, do you have the same view?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Certainly going into Iraq was a benefit to
Iran, but it did not have to be as bad as it turned out to be. I mean,
there were steps that we could have taken over the last——

Senator UDALL. But—so, what should we have done?

Ambassador JEFFREY. We could have made it clear that, in other
ways, we would have stayed there longer, and that Iraq’s security
was in our interests, and that we were there for the long haul, not
trying to get out. That is the first thing. But, second——

Senator UDALL. But, staying there for the long haul would have
meant changing the Shia government in such a way that they were
going to be inclusive. You actually think we could have made them
do that?

I mean, it looks to me like the—that there was just a real desire,
in terms of dominance and not being inclusive, and I do not know,
really, how the United States—can you tell me how that they, the
United States, can make the government do that?

Ambassador JEFFREY. The answer is, we cannot, Senator—and it
is a very important point—even at the point of a gun. What we can
do is have influence. These are rational people, in all of the polit-
ical parties in Iraq. Some of them are pro-Iranian, some of them
are not, some of them are opportunistic. In the period from roughly
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2008, when the Shia militias were put down by the Maliki govern-
ment, to roughly 2012-13, the country was able to live in relative
peace and relative rapprochement between the various groups. Two
things happened. One is, slowly, in part because we did not have
the influence that we should have, other forces, including Iran
leading the charge, pushed toward a more Shia-dominated system.
Secondly, and far more seriously—and I think this is the point
where we have most contributed to Iran’s spread in the region—
Syria happened. Nothing in the last 15 years has had the same ef-
fect on the region as what happened in Syria and the fact that we
did not react to it. It has delivered repeatedly in bad ways: the rise
of ISIS, one of the biggest humanitarian and

Senator UDALL. Could you not also make the argument that the
rise of ISIS came as a result of what was done in Iraq? I think
there is a significant connection there to what is going on.

But, let me ask—Ambassador Indyk—he has mentioned Syria
and there should be a no-fly zone. Do you think that should be
done unilaterally by the United States, or should it be done collec-
tively through the U.N. or other multinational organizations?

Ambassador INDYK. Well, I do not think that U.N. collective ac-
tion is an option here, because the Russians will veto it.

Senator UDALL. Is there any reason to push it anyway to show
what their position is?

Ambassador INDYK. We are operating a kind of de facto no-fly
zone in parts of Syria already, just because the Syrian Air Force
will not fly where our Air Force flies. And we can—there are plenty
of ways in which we can affect the calculus of the Syrian Assad re-
gime. You know, I do not know why we cannot take out helicopters
that are dropping barrel bombs on Syrian civilians. We would only
need for us to take out one or two, I believe, and the Syrian regime
would get the message. So, there are certainly things that we could
do that I think would stop short of a formal declaration of a no-
fly zone but would give relief to the Syrian people and would send
a very important signal to not just our Arab allies, but so many
across the Arab and Muslim world that are deeply affected by the
fact that we are not doing anything. We are flying there against
ISIS, but we are not doing anything against the Syrian regime.

Senator UDALL. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Flake.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you for the testimony.

I have been supportive of these negotiations with Iran, partly be-
cause I sense that it would be tough to hold the coalition that we
have put together, together for much longer. And I agree with your
assessment that it was the international nature—the multilateral
nature of the sanctions that really bit, particularly the financial
sanctions, and the success came because it was Iran versus the
West rather than Iran versus the United States. And so, I think
going through these negotiations was probably the only way to
really keep this coalition together. If Iran does not comply now, and
we can come back, and it will not be that simply nothing will be
good enough for the United States, but there is a material breach
that is demonstrated that Iran simply will not live to the agree-
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ments that were set out, if that is the case. So, I have been sup-
portive of the negotiations.

I agree with the formulation that Senator Kaine put forward,
that Iran—that the sanctions were effective, certainly in debili-
tating their economy, but it did not do much to slow their drive to-
ward a nuclear weapon. And I do not know how the same level of
sanctions, you know, over another period of time—why we would
expect that to have any different result. So—but, now, given where
we are—and I agree with the formulation that an agreement that
really, truly does limit their ability to move forward to a nuclear
weapon, if only for 10 or 15 years, is better than not having an
agreement, and then we can focus on the other issues. But, that
is what I want to ask you a bit about.

Ambassador Jeffrey, in your remarks, you state that, “The region
needs a strong commitment from the United States to push back
Iran’s actions in Iraq, in Syria, and elsewhere.” What would that
look like in Iraq? What would a stronger commitment from the
United States look like right now in Iraq?

Ambassador JEFFREY. The Camp David meeting actually had a
final statement that had some pretty good language. It said that
the parties believe that Iran should be required to agree—engage
on the principles of good neighborly relations, strict noninterference
in the affairs of other countries, and respect for territorial integrity
throughout the region. These are, of course, exactly the things it
is not doing. And in Iraq, one reason Iran is gaining influence—
and we saw this in the balance between Tikrit and Ramadi—is
that we are not as present as we should be. And therefore, the
Iraqi people, including even many of the Sunnis I know in Ramadi,
are having to turn to the Shia militias, some of—not all of them,
but some of whom are under the thumb of Iran, the Khatib
Hezbollah, Asa al-Haq, and, to a considerable degree, the Badr
Corps—those are the three major ones—because there is not an ef-
fective Iraqi military. One of the reasons there is not an effective
Iraqi military is that we have not put our troops, as we have done
in every other conflict I have been involved in, on the ground with
these units, technically to advise them, to call in air support, but,
frankly, in many respects, to strengthen their spine and to reas-
sure them that, as long as our troops are there, they will get air
support, they will get medevac, they will get resupply, and they
will not be overrun, because we will not let it happen. I cannot de-
scribe what a difference that makes. I saw it in Vietnam in 1972,
I saw it in Iraq in 2010. Having Americans out there would in-
crease the capabilities of the Iraqi forces tremendously. It would
also show America cares, we are willing to put skin in the game.
If we take casualties, we are willing to do this because Iraq’s im-
portant to us. Iran is willing to put people out there.

Senator FLAKE. Ambassador Indyk, do you have any thoughts on
that? What would a more robust

Ambassador INDYK. Yes, I think that it starts at the political
level. Abadi is definitely the—the Prime Minister is definitely bet-
ter than Maliki. But, his commitment to inclusiveness is somewhat
constrained; in particular, by pressure from Iran. And we need to
be equally assertive, in terms of pressing him to go through with
the commitments he has made to inclusion, when it comes, on the
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political level, to the Sunnis. They feel excluded, and that is—as
long as that continues, it is going to affect the morale of the mili-
tary, the willingness of Sunni soldiers to fight. And so, that is point
number one: inclusion is critically important, and we need to be ac-
tively engaged in that.

Point number two is, we should be building more actively the ca-
pabilities of the Sunni militias and the Kurdish peshmerga. Again,
because of our respect for the sovereignty of Iraq, we are going
through the Iraqi Government. And the Iraqi Government, under
the pressure from Iran, is restraining what we can do there. And
we need to—I think we have made some kind of breakthrough on
that front now, that I heard just this morning, with the Sunni mili-
tias, that arms will be going to the Sunni militias. I think that is
critically important. We need to be arming the Kurdish forces, as
well, in a more robust way.

So, it is on the military level—I endorse what Ambassador Jef-
frey said, in terms of embedding our special forces—but, it is also
political and arming of the militias.

Senator FLAKE. Let me return to the nuclear negotiations for a
minute. If we concede that Iran—what our goal is, is to try to keep
them from a 1-year breakout period. If we assume they are that
close now, what is their motivation—their real motivation now to
come to the negotiating table? Would they not have more leverage
if they were to complete that march toward a weapon and then ne-
gotiate after that? Why do you suppose they are coming to the
table now? Do they fear a strike or perhaps are they not as close
as we think they are?

Ambassador JEFFREY. My view, Senator, is, they were very close
to that point. Remember, when Prime Minister Netanyahu went to
the U.N., I think, in 2013, and he drew the redline on the 20-per-
cent enriched uranium. They were close to 200 kilograms. When
you get a little bit above 200 kilograms, you will have enough for
what is called a significant amount, SA, of—you have had the brief-
ings—25 to 27 kilos of 90-percent enriched for at least one nuclear
device. So, they were right up to that point. But, that was also
when the international community was really hitting them hard
with sanctions, they were having a huge impact on their economy.
Also, both Israel and the United States were at least making noises
about a military strike. That not only had an effect on Iran, it had
a frightening effect on many of our friends, including the Euro-
peans, who have never seen a war they do not want to run away
from. So—that may be a bit unfair, but, you know, they were very
nervous about either us or the Israelis striking, so they were will-
ing to do these very, very dramatic sanctions, ending all oil imports
and doing other things against Iran. So, you had a combination of
events that put Iran under pressure, and then it decided, “Maybe
we will back off a little bit.”

But, the important thing is, they are giving up nothing. And this
is on the express decision of the Supreme Leader. They are not
closing anything down, they are not blowing up a reactor, like the
North Koreans did, they are not admitting guilt on the possible
military dimensions. They are basically just putting things in stor-
age for a while, or converting things. But, they are not admitting
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guilt, and they are not really changing their entire program to get
to this 1 year.

Ambassador INDYK. Could I just add to that one point that I
think is worth noting about the agreement?

They are giving up something very significant when it comes to
their Arak heavy water reactor, which is the most dangerous and
expeditious way that they could get plutonium for a nuclear weap-
on. And they have agreed, there, to reconfigure the core, to ship out
the spent fuel, and not to have any kind of reprocessing facility.
That is a very robust measure, and it is designed specifically that
way because that is precisely the way that the Koreans broke out.

And so, while it is true that they have not blown up anything,
as Ambassador Jeffrey suggests, they have accepted the kinds of
curbs that we need to be sure that they have blocked—that we
have blocked their pathway. We have to be concerned about cheat-
ing. We have to be concerned about what happens at the end of the
road. But, I think that, in terms of what our negotiators have gen-
erated here within the confines of the Iranians having to be able
to say, you know, “We did not blow up anything,” essentially is not
a bad deal. In that regard, it is a good deal.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Ambassador Jeffrey, in your testimony, you call for an advanced
authorization for use of military force against Iran to prepare for
the possibility that they will violate an agreement that has not yet
been reached. So, this is the committee would have to pass an ad-
vanced authorization for the use of military force against Iran. We
already have two such authorizations that are open-ended, not lim-
ited by geography, and we have a third one that is pending before
this committee with regard to what the limitations should be for
the authorization.

Could you talk a little bit about what you think should be in that
resolution, what type of military force we should be explicitly put-
ting into that resolution, and what should be the conditions under
which this committee passes an authorization, given the fact that
we do not know what the conditions will be that could possibly
then trigger the use of that use of military force in the resolution
that you would recommend.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Thank you, Senator.

To be specific, this is something that would be part of a package
if, in fact, the Senate did not take—if we do get to an agreement—
the first step, then, under the Iran Nuclear Review Act, you looked
at the act, and you did not take action to stop the lifting of sanc-
tions; thus, the agreement would go forward. This would be a
measure to ensure that, if we do have this agreement, it is clear
to all, including the Iranians and—but also including—to our
friends in the region that this is not a watershed event in our rela-
tions with Iran, it is simply a deal to get them to stop moving to-
wards nuclear weapons capability. So, therefore, if they were to try
to break out—and they still could do this within a year under the
agreement, as we understand it—that current U.S. policy laid out
by the President repeatedly is that we will use military force to
stop Iran from getting a nuclear weapon. Given recent events, in-
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cluding the Syrian debacle, it would be helpful if we knew that the
U.S. people, through the U.S. Congress, supported that action——

Senator MARKEY. Can I—may I just ask, just so I understand—
you want us—you want this committee to authorize the use of mili-
tary force against Iran explicitly in the event that they violate the
agreement, or in the event that there is no agreement?

Ambassador JEFFREY. In the event, with or without an agree-
ment, that Iran is on the verge of getting a nuclear weapon, and
the—this administration nor no other administration has ever said
what that red line would be; that is another issue—but, certainly
it is U.S. policy that we would use all means at our disposal—it
is euphemisms, but it is clear it means military force—to stop Iran
from actually achieving a military capability. As that is our policy,
but as there is some question to our willingness, given the Syrian
experience, to carry out that redline policy, it would be helpful if
the U.S. Congress were to do that. In particular——

Senator MARKEY. Well, again, it was not necessary—it was not
necessary to carry out the redline policy, because Assad acceded to
what it was that, in fact, the goal of the administration was, which
was to put their chemical weapons under—so, in fact, we did not
have to go beyond the redline, because Assad accepted the condi-
tions. So, I guess—again, and I am trying to just zero in, here, on—
in terms of what you are asking for. It—is it that we should be
having this debate now, or should we have this debate after the ad-
ministration concludes the deal with the Iranians?

Ambassador JEFFREY. After it concludes the deal with the Ira-
nians. The other thing with the Syrian thing is——

Senator MARKEY. And if the—let me just understand—and if the
deal is one that is acceptable to the United States and to Iran,
should we still pass an Advanced Authorization for the Use of Mili-
tary Force Against Iran?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Yes, I think so, because there are many
people who think that, even with a deal, you are——

Senator MARKEY. Really?

Ambassador JEFFREY [continuing]. Going to have an Iran that ei-
ther will cheat or will try to get around it.

Senator MARKEY. What do you think of that idea, Ambassador
Indyk, that, even after we reach an agreement, then this body
would pass an authorization?

Ambassador INDYK. It strikes me as a kind of a belt-and-sus-
penders approach. We do not need it.

I am wary about it, partly because it, in a sense, puts the Ira-
nian finger on our trigger. And I am not sure that that is a wise
path to go down. I think the President’s statement that he is will-
ing to use all means necessary to prevent Iran from getting a nu-
clear weapon is clear. We have deployed significant forces in the
gulf, and taken measures with our gulf allies to ensure that the
Iranians understand that there is a real capability. So, if we are
trying to get at the question of will to actually use that, I think
that there are other ways that it can be done without, in effect,
producing a kind of automaticity to how we would respond.

Senator MARKEY. Well, I tend to agree with you. I think that ob-
viously the goal of an agreement with Iran is to move toward a nor-
malization of relations with Iran. Now, is that possible? We do not
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know that, at this point. But, if there is going to be some attempt
that is made towards a rapprochement between the Arab and Ira-
nian Governments, then surely it is based upon an agreement that
does not then lead to an automaticity of action that is already pre-
approved by this committee, in terms of use of military against
Iran if there are some questionable activities, questions that are
raised with regard to compliance with the agreement.

So, I just disagree with you, Ambassador Jeffrey. I just think
that that would be a dangerous statement for us to be making at
a point at which we have reached an agreement that is acceptable
to the P5+1 and that is going to, I think, actually lead to a sigh
of relief across the planet, and that this would be an unnecessary
escalation, in terms of the dynamic that would have—potentially
have been created between our country and Iran.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, one word on this. I understand
your point. Nonetheless, it is the policy of the U.S. Government
that we would do this. That is announced repeatedly by the Presi-
dent at almost every opportunity when he does talk about the Ira-
nian situation.

Secondly, the deal with Syria, the willingness of the Russians to
try to negotiate a deal, I believe happened only after this com-
mittee passed a resolution authorizing the use of force by the U.S.
Government against Syria.

Senator MARKEY. I would say, again, sir, that, while it is the
kind of the sotto voce policy of our country that Iran would not be
allowed to have a nuclear weapon, the premise of the treaty will
be that they are not going to get a weapon, because there will be
full-scope safeguards that are in place that will give us the tripwire
that we need to know. To then have us act as though they are not
in compliance or that they will not be in compliance, and that we
are authorizing military force, I think, would complicate, dramati-
cally, our ability to, in fact, gain the full benefits of the treaty that
we are hoping can be negotiated.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Ambassador Indyk, we fudged by 10 minutes. Usually, Secretary
Kerry comes in and tells us he has a hard stop, but stays hours
later. I did want to give you an opportunity to stay and make sure
this is fair and balanced, until we end, or, if you need to leave and
go to your board meeting, you are certainly welcome to do that, too.

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you very much, Senator. I apologize
to all of you that I have to chair a meeting that I convened with
30 people, and I could not change that. And I really apologize that
I have to leave.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, listen, thank you very much for your serv-
ice, for being here today. And the record is going to remain open
for some period of time. If you would answer questions, we would
greatly——

Ambassador INDYK. With pleasure.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. Appreciate it. And, with great ap-
preciation, you are dismissed.

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. With that, Senator Risch.

Senator RiscH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Jeffrey, I guess I would like your thoughts on this. My prob-
lem with all of this is, I have a threshold question that I have trou-
ble getting beyond and that we have made reference to it here
today. And that is the fact that when we started these negotiations,
I said, “This is great. We are going to sit down with the Iranians,
we are going to get them to the point where they say, 'Well, we are
going to—we want to be a normal country. We are going to give
up meddling in other people’s affairs. We are going to give up being
sponsors of terrorism. We are going to actually quit doing acts of
terrorism.”” And then I find out they say, “No, that is off the table.
We are not going to talk about that at all.”

And so, here is the problem I have got. If the—the negotiations
are regarding what they are going to do over the next 10 years in
developing a nuclear weapon, but, in so doing, if I vote for that, I
am voting for a condition by which we, and everyone here who
votes for it, is going to boost the Iranian economy by taking off
these sanctions; and, secondly, we are going to release a whole lot
more cash in oil. And we know for a fact—we know for an absolute
fact that a portion of that money is going to go to sponsor terrorist
activities, and are going to kill—releasing that money is going to
kill fellow human beings. I do not know who they are, I do not
know where they are, I do not know how many they are, but I
know for a fact that my vote, in releasing the sanctions and releas-
ing the cash, is going to result in the death of innocent human
beings somewhere in the world.

On the other side, they say, “Oh, no, we need to vote for this be-
cause this is so wonderful. We are going to get them to stop build-
ing the nuclear weapon,” et cetera, et cetera. Well, as they build
a nuclear weapon, we do not know what is going to happen there.
Israel, or we, may even get the spine to stop them from doing that,
militarily. But, I know for a fact what is going to happen if I vote
for this. How do you morally justify that kind of a vote?

Ambassador JEFFREY. That is a tough question, Senator. I think
that if I would make the case for an agreement, it would be, first
of all, it is separate from all of its other nefarious activities. As you
have pointed out, and as we have discussed here today:

Senator RISCH. But, it is not separate.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Exactly. Because of the money.

Senator RISCH. It is tied closely and directly to that.

Ambassador JEFFREY. But, if the agreement is not only linked
with very clear American willingness, with our friends and allies,
to use force against Iran either on the nuclear account—what we
just had this discussion a moment ago on—or to block their actions
in the region to kill more people, and if that agreement gives us
more international support to do just that, that would be a case for
doing it. That is, in the end, we might be able to be more effective
in stopping these guys if it is very clear to everybody that we are
really in the business of stopping these guys. And I think what you
have heard today, from at least me, is that it is not clear that we
are in the business of stopping them. That is the thing I focus on.

Senator RiSCH. I appreciate that. And I hope you can appreciate
the dilemma that this puts us in.

But, the second dilemma that I have, when this whole thing
started and I started drilling down into what we were actually
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doing here, is that, you know, we are—two parties are sitting down
at the table and wanting to get to a different point. I am yet to be
convinced that the Iranians are negotiating to agree to get to a
point where they will never have a nuclear weapon. Indeed, as I
have analyzed this, it seems to me they are negotiating for a path
and a timeframe on which they can count on being able to have a
nuclear weapon.

Now, this is a 10-year deal. We are dealing with a culture that
is 5,000 years old. I mean, 10 years to these people is absolutely—
it is nothing in the overall scheme of things, even if you stretch it
to 15, which people are—some people refer to. One of the things
that concerns us, and I think it concerns the chairman, is, we are
not getting the answers we want about what happens at the end
of this 10-year period. Even in classified settings, they are not tell-
ing us things that we need to know, people who are going to—who
are going to have to sign off on this thing.

So, if I were the Iranians, I would say, “Look, all right, let us
cut the best deal we can. We will get the sanctions off, our economy
grows, our people are happy, we are able to use the money to do
the research that we need to do to get where we want to get at the
end of this 10-year period.” At the end of this 10-year period, they
say, “Okay, world, we made an agreement, we kept our part of the
agreement. Now you keep yours and leave us alone, because we are
going to build a nuclear weapon.”

Now, so far, no one has been able to assure me that this agree-
ment is going to be such that the Iranians are going to say, “Okay,
we are going to give up—we are never going to build a nuclear
weapon.” Everyone is saying, “Well, that probably is not what we
are going to see.” Well, if that is not what we are going to see, then
they have effectively negotiated a path and a timetable towards
which they can have a nuclear weapon. And so, you know, just put-
ting this off for this period of time seems to me to be not a good
bargain at all.

Your thoughts.

Ambassador JEFFREY. First of all, this agreement does not stop
anything. It is an agreement all about a period of time. If every-
thing that the administration, on the 2nd of April, said happens ac-
tually happens, you get approximately 1 year of notification, as-
suming that you have inspectors on the scene, during which you
can react if they start violating the agreement. At the end of that
year, they will be at a point where they can get a nuclear device.

At the end of 10 years, Senator, that time period shrinks, be-
cause two things happen. First of all, the restriction on 5,000 func-
tioning centrifuges goes away. They can increase that to almost
any number. Secondly, the limitation on the kind of centrifuges—
there are far more efficient ones, the IR—4s, -6s, and -8s—that re-
striction goes away, too. I

Senator RISCH. Along with even more efficient ones that will be
developed over the next 10 years.

Ambassador JEFFREY. That, too, although there is a restriction in
this—assuming, once again—the rules of my hypothetical case is
that they adhere to all the rules. And there are rules that they can-
not do any research on centrifuges during that period of time. In
fact, that is a 15-year rule.
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So, at the end of the 10 years, with unlimited centrifuges, be-
cause they are going to have 18,000 plus some of these new ones,
I have seen indications that, within just a couple of months, almost
as fast as where they are now, they could probably return to a nu-
clear weapons capability, a significant amount, for one nuclear de-
vice. So, you shrink very much at the end of that time. It does not
mean they are going to do it. Once again, whether we have 1 year
or 1 week, the question is, If they are moving to a nuclear weapon,
what are we going to do about it? And, more importantly, what do
they think we are going to do about it? Which is why I get to the
importance of not just the President, any President, saying that he
or she will use military force, but the importance of the U.S. people
and the U.S. Congress saying that. That is, in the end, the only
thing that is going to stop them from getting a nuclear weapon.

Senator RISCH. And I think that is well put. And the comment
that was made, by either you or Mr. Indyk, that all this is doing
is putting things in storage for 10 years, I think the American peo-
ple need to understand that, they need to understand what we are
taking on, here.

My time is up.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ambassador JEFFREY. But, Mr. Indyk was right about—and I
am—Ilet the record show that they do change the core of the pluto-
nium heavy—well, the heavy water plant, and that is the one con-
crete thing that goes away in this entire agreement, as it is laid
out.

ffSenator RiscH. For the period of time that the agreement is in
effect.

Ambassador JEFFREY. For that period of time, exactly. For 15
years.

Senator RiscH. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Murphy.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Ambassador Jeffrey, for sticking with us.

Just one quick followup. So, we were never going to get a perma-
nent agreement here, so it does not matter, when you are talking
about, What is 10 years? What is 15 years? What is 20 years? Be-
cause we were always going to be talking about a certain period
of time, and then the world being different after that period of
time.

It is important to know that one of the 15-year restrictions is on
the stored enriched content. That is a 15-year restriction. And so,
you would agree that, even though they will begin to spin more
centrifuges after the 10-year period, the fact that, should they
abide by their continued restriction on how much capacity they
have, is a significant limitation on their breakout capacity.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Absolutely, because then most of their
feedstock would be pure uranium, and that does take longer. But,
again, the 1-year period would drop to somewhere between one-half
and one-third of that, I believe, in that period between 10 and 15
years. At the end of the 15 years, then almost all restrictions are
off, because they can enrich up to 20, or any, percent from that pe-
riod on, and the amount of stocks they can have is unlimited. But,
I think, as Chairman Corker said, the President, himself, on NPR



39

some time ago, said it is 10 years. He has changed his mind since
then, but I think the 10-year is basically—if you are going to make
an argument for this agreement, you should hang your hat, I think,
on 10 years, sir.

Senator MURPHY. And, of course, important to note that the in-
spections last well beyond the 10- to 15-year timeframe, which is
gvh)i many of us would make the argument that it is not a 10-year

eal.

But, I want to come back to this question of this comprehensive
strategy to try to push back on Iran’s growing influence in the re-
gion. I do think it is a rewrite of history to suggest that this set
of sanctions on Iran to try to change their disposition on a nuclear
weapons program was about all of their other behavior in the re-
gion. I certainly believed, when I was voting for those sanctions,
that, should Iran choose a different path when it comes to a nu-
clear weapons future, that we would engage in a conversation
about withdrawing some of those sanctions. And, in part, that is
why we have a separate set of sanctions in place for some of their
other behavior in the region, and we reserve the right to increase
those sanctions, should they not change that behavior.

So, I understand the moral question Senator Risch is getting at,
in that we do have to accept that part of this money may be used
to support a group like Hezbollah or the Houthis. But, I think we
are just not accepting the premise of the sanctions in the first place
if we extrapolate and expand it to all sorts of other behavior in the
region.

And so, let us talk about this more comprehensive approach that
both you and Ambassador Indyk reference. And I guess part of my
confusion is that it often seems to begin and end with a question
of increased military capacity that we are going to give to our
Sunni partners in the region to try to control the bloodshed once
it starts happening, rather than talking about all of the ways in
which we can try to tamp down on the reasons that groups like
Hezbollah and ISIS and the Houthis have influence in the first
place, which is deteriorating conditions of government, of rule of
law. That does not seem to factor into a lot of our conversations
about what we should be doing, in terms of growing a comprehen-
sive strategy. And even, I think, your testimony is limited to a
handful of military tools that you are recommending.

As we sort of grow this comprehensive strategy next to a nuclear
agreement, is it not more important to be putting in place a set of
nonmilitary tools so that the conditions are not so ripe for both
Sunni and Shia insurgencies in these regions, instead of simply
having conversations about what our military toolkit is?

Ambassador JEFFREY. You are absolutely right, Senator. The rea-
son I focused on the military is that it is often the long pole in the
tent in any administration, I would argue, parenthetically, particu-
larly in this one; but, frankly, I have seen every administration,
fRepublican and Democratic, have hesitations about using military
orce.

Military force is a necessary, but not sufficient, part of the pack-
age to deal with the Iranian threats to the region, which, again, are
not mainly about direct military aggression on the gulf states or
our other allies, which F-15s and F-16s and air defense missiles
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might help, but infiltration in subtle actions. But, these subtle ac-
tions, be it in Ukraine or the South China Sea or in Iraq or Yemen,
have a military component, and people are nervous about getting
involved militarily if we are not backing them. And that requires
some use of military force.

But, many other things are necessary. One of the concerns I have
is, if we do not get engaged, our allies will go off on our own, and
they will conduct policies and operations that will be too military,
too one-sided, will simply lead to escalation. We tend to bring a cer-
tain amount of moderation. I am a diplomat by profession, not a
soldier. And that is what people like me go out and do. We try to
leverage our military, our sanctions, our energy and other policies
to get people to sit down and resolve disputes, be it in Syria, be
it in Yemen. And we are capable of doing that. Those are all part
of the package.

But, the earnest money on the table, particularly now, but basi-
cally always, has to be a willingness, if necessary, to use military
force. That has to be part of the package. And people do not think
it is.

Senator MURPHY. Yes, I worry that you may misread where the
reluctance lies in Congress today. There does not seem to be as
much reluctance here to fund the military. The reluctance seems
to funding all of the nonkinetic tools that are part of this com-
prehensive strategy.

What about our other sets of sanctions? So, we have the ability
to increase—maintain or increase sanctions against Iran for the
continued development of a ballistic missile program, for their sup-
port of terrorist groups in the region. What do you make of the po-
tential for a separate set of sanctions and their potential expansion
to be part of this comprehensive strategy that we are talking
about?

Ambassador JEFFREY. To send a signal, it is always helpful when
the U.S. Congress speaks with one voice and does something that
is—that will get a lot of attention, such as impose sanctions. But,
on Iran, the really effective sanctions are international ones. Those
are the ones that brought it to the table. And those sanctions are,
at this point, narrowly focused on the nuclear account. It would be
hard to get U.N., or even EU, sanctions, and certainly global sanc-
tions, on Iran for its activities. In Syria, of course, one of its allies
is Russia. That is the problem right there.

Senator MURPHY. Well, and I think part of the reason that it has
been hard to grow international support for those other activities
is that the priority has been stopping Iran’s nuclear ambition. And
so, to the extent that you take that issue off of the table, at least
for a short period of time, back to how Ambassador Indyk described
it, it gives you the room in which to build a comprehensive set of
international sanctions, with or without a country like Russia to in-
fluence their other behaviors.

Thank you. I am over time, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Ambassador Jeffrey.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And thank you, Ambassador Jeffrey, both for being here and for
staying for people like me who had another hearing and so I am
late coming to this.

There has been a lot of speculation about if Iran gets a nuclear
weapon, what that does to nuclear proliferation in there region,
that the Saudis then follow, then other countries will feel like they
need to do that. So, is there some reason to think that, if there is
success in the final negotiations, that that could have the opposite
effect for the region, that it would help to address some of the con-
cerns that we have heard from other countries?

Ambassador JEFFREY. We have heard nonofficial gulf-state per-
sonalities openly, and more official ones behind the scenes, say,
“This is an option if we are not happy with the result.” I think it
is a possibility. Ambassador Indyk, in his written testimony, took
a somewhat different view that I urge you to take a look at, as
well. What I think is, our friends in the region are going to look
at everything we are doing. It is definitely not the policy of this ad-
ministration, or any conceivable American administration, to have
anybody in the region developing a breakout nuclear capacity, let
alone actual nuclear weapons, so we are not going to be in favor
of that.

The more we are doing things that they need for their security
that are hard for us to do—and that gets to the long pole, the mili-
tary, again—the more influence we are going to have to persuade
them not to go down that road. The more they are feeling lonely,
ignored by us, threatened by Iran—and there is a certain pride
here, “Well, if Iran can have it, why can I not?”—then they are
going to be more interested.

Again, Ambassador Indyk, in his testimony, talked about a pos-
sible nuclear guarantee over the region. That is another idea, that
these kinds of things that involve American commitments, particu-
larly military commitments, will give us more leverage to try to
persuade these people not go down that route. But, it remains open
to them. If they do not like what they are hearing, and particularly
seeing, out of Washington and in our actions in the field, there is
a real possibility that some of them might go in this direction, sure.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, so talk a little bit more, if you would—
I know it is Ambassador Indyk’s idea, about the extension of the
U.S. nuclear deterrent umbrella for some of the countries in the re-
gion, but do you see that as making a real difference? And how will
countries like Iran react if we do that, post-negotiation?

Ambassador JEFFREY. I think, rather like my suggestion for an
Advanced Authorization for the Use of Military Force, which Am-
bassador Indyk was a little bit equivocal about, I would be a little
bit a equivocal about that. But, both of us are trying to do the same
thing. We are looking desperately for ways for the United States
to show symbolically that we are in the game for these people, be
it by decisions by Congress, be it by nuclear commitments. There
are other ways. One or the other should be tried to, among other
things, deter these people from trying to get their own nuclear ca-
pabilities. People are not—I am talking to the—preaching to the
choir, here—people in the region are not happy with this agree-
ment.
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Senator SHAHEEN. Well, to go back to Senator Murphy’s line of
questioning, you have suggested a range of other security supports
for countries in the region. But, as we are looking at other poten-
tial ways to shore up the direction in which we would like them
to go, what other options do you think are most important for us
to be looking at? So, let us put the security situation on one side.
But, what about on the economic, the other supports that we can
provide? What is most important there?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, I would say—Ambassador Indyk
indicated this, and some members of your committee have—pre-
serving the nation-states, preserving the stability of those states in
the region against both local forces and these pan-Islamic forces, be
it Shia or be it Sunni, that is the threat we are all facing. That
has a military component. But, you rightly said, What are the
other components? For starters, we should not pick fights with
these people. We should be careful about talking about their inter-
nal situations, because, right now, in a crisis situation, we are not
going to be able to do too much about it. And there are ways you
can do this quietly, there are ways you can do it in an open and
crude fashion. We should not do the latter. That is one thing.

Then, targeted economic assistance for refugees, for groups that
are potential generators of instability, is another. Yemen leaps to
mind. Syria leaps to mind. And more willingness to tie our mili-
tary, which I have to keep coming back to, to a negotiated solution.
There are ways to resolve Syria, but they require both sides being
ready to start fighting. Right now, one is not.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, I hear what you are saying, but it ap-
pears to me that this is what we have tried to do in a number of
countries in the region. Yemen certainly is in that category. Egypt
is in that category. I think Syria, early on, was in that category.
And yet, it has not led to success. And so, what is the missing in-
gredient? Not enough military might? I think there has been—
there is a lot of concern, that I hear from people in this country,
about engaging in troops in the same way that we have done in
Iraq and Afghanistan over the last 13 years. So, how do we get—
what are the missing ingredients that need to be included in order
to get to success?

Ambassador JEFFREY. In a somewhat happier period of my life,
before I was totally involved in Near Eastern affairs, I was in-
volved in the Balkans. And we had two conflicts there. And you re-
member, at one point Bosnia seemed to be more intractable than
Syria, and almost as many people died there in a country one-tenth
the size, right in the middle of Europe. When we went in, a lot of
the attention was on our military, our bombing campaign—and
again, later, in Kosovo, 4 years later—but, it was actually a whole
series of international diplomatic efforts to mobilize the inter-
national community, parsing the claims of all of the sides so that
everybody would get something out of this, offering for governance,
economic support, caring for refugees. It was an entire package
that was put together and led by the United States that had a—
obviously, a flashy military element, but had many other elements,
as well. And it worked in Bosnia. And when the Milosevic regime
did not get it and tried the same thing again 4 years later, we did
it again in Kosovo. And this time, the Serbian people decided they
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had enough of him. But, these were limited conflicts. Our military
use was restrained. And it was backed by diplomacy, by inter-
national legitimacy, through the U.N. in the first case, NATO in
the second, and by economic and development programs that are
continuing to this day. So, that is what I would point to.

Senator SHAHEEN. And again, you know, I do not—it appears to
me that that is what we are—we have been trying to do in many
of these countries. And yet, we have not seen the same level of suc-
cess.

Ambassador JEFFREY. I said “happier days” because the Balkans,
while they seemed intractable, are a lot more difficult than the
Middle East. Any of us who are out there, who have spent a lot
of time there, know there are no easy answers to the underlying
problems. We point to the underlying problems as why you have
these accelerants of violence, of instability, of social breakdown, but
neither we nor the people of the region have figured out how to
deal with them. And there is not going to be any final and complete
solution without dealing with those. But, for the moment, we are
in a crisis situation, and we have to put out the flames.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Ambassador, thank you for your testimony and your service
to the country.

And, without objection, the record will remain open until the end
of the day Friday. Hopefully, you and Ambassador Indyk will re-
spond to questions that are asked.

We thank you, again. And the meeting is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB CORKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee will come to order.

We certainly thank our witnesses for being here.

Today’s hearing is the fifth in a series of six events [The total
includes Closed Briefings held by the committee.] we are holding
this month to prepare members of the committee to evaluate a pos-
sible nuclear agreement with Iran. The focus of this hearing is to
examine the circumstances and outcomes of previous negotiations
with countries engaged in weapons of mass destruction programs.

Our witnesses will help us look at what lessons have been
learned by the international community about these programs, as
well as understand what parallels can be drawn with the current
negotiations underway with Iran.

Further, this hearing may help us more fully understand the im-
portance of including critical elements such as full disclosure of
possible military dimensions or anywhere/anytime access of any
final deal with Iran.

While some may reject comparisons between negotiations with
Iran and previous negotiations with North Korea, Libya, or Iraq,
there are important lessons that can be drawn from reviewing
those experiences, including the reasons for the country to engage
in WMD research and development, the factors that brought the
international community to the negotiating table, negotiating pos-
tures or pressures that worked and did not work, why an agree-
ment was successful or not, and lessons learned from monitoring
and the inspection of agreements.

Throughout the negotiations with Iran, I have been concerned
that this administration has not learned from history and may re-
peat many of the same mistakes made during the North Korea ne-
gotiations. I fear that the administration may again provide the
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green light for a slow and measured nuclear development program
that does little to deter Iran from laying the foundation for a weap-
ons program after it reaps the benefits of sanctions relief.

I hope our witnesses can provide us with some insight on the fol-
lowing questions.

What were the key circumstances that led to the collapse of
agreements and negotiations with North Korea on its nuclear
weapons program? Do you see any similar warning signs from
Iran?

Did the United States enter negotiations on WMD programs with
Libya, North Korea, and Iraq from a position of strength? Or did
the desire to achieve an agreement overshadow key considerations
that should have been taken into account?

Are there similarities that can be drawn between the negotia-
tions that occurred with Libya, North Korea, and Iraq and the cur-
rent negotiations with Iran? What specific similarities or glaring
contrasts should Congress evaluate closest?

What political considerations led South Africa to fully dismantle
their nuclear weapons program voluntarily? Is there anything
about Iran’s political calculus that should lead us to believe that
they may take the same path?

Perhaps most importantly, I hope our witnesses will apply their
personal experiences with past negotiations and assess the current
state of play in the Iran negotiations. Do you believe the deal being
negotiated will go far enough to assure the international commu-
nity that Iran will never get a nuclear weapon? What components
would be necessary in a deal for that to be the case?

As I have stated many times before, I want to see—and I think
all of us here want to see—a strong agreement with Iran that will
prevent them from obtaining a nuclear weapon and hold them ac-
countable. Over the past month, this committee has been educating
itself as much as possible so we can fairly evaluate any deal the
administration may reach.

And as we have met with nuclear scientists, regional experts,
and former administration personnel, I have become more and
more concerned with the direction of these negotiations and the po-
tential redlines that may be crossed. It is our responsibility to ex-
amine this issue and any final deal that may be reached with a
skeptic’s eye so that we can determine whether it will be in the
best interest of our country and the world. I hope you will be able
to provide some historical perspective on that.

And we thank you again for appearing before the committee, and
I look forward to your testimony.

And now I will turn it over to our distinguished ranking member,
Senator Cardin.

STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Well, Chairman Corker, first thank you very
much for arranging this hearing.

June is a busy month for Members of the United States Senate
under any scenario. And we all serve on numerous committees. But
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has been particularly ac-
tive in the month of June, and I want to thank you for the manner
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in which we have prepared ourselves for whatever may happen in
the negotiations taking place between the P5+1 and Iran.

And I think it is important to point out we have had incredible
participation by all the members of our committee during this
month. There is a real desire for us to be as prepared as we can
to play the appropriate role for Congress if an agreement is
reached.

So today we continue that. Tomorrow we have another oppor-
tunity for getting information, which I think can be helpful.

Today’s hearing explores what lessons can be drawn from pre-
vious negotiations with other countries concerning weapons of mass
destruction. Similar debates about the value of arms control oc-
curred during the cold war. Between 1972 and 1991, the United
States and the Soviet Union signed four treaties and one Executive
agreement that limited offensive nuclear weapons and ballistic mis-
sile defenses. Arms control negotiations were often one of the few
channels for formal communication between the two nations. The
talks provided the United States and the Soviet Union with a
forum to air their security concerns and raise questions about their
plans and programs.

As the volume of shared information grew over the years, each
side could replace suspicion about intentions of the other with con-
fidence in its understanding of the capabilities of the other’s nu-
clear forces. The limits also helped each side predict and plan for
the future size and shape of the other’s forces. To most observers,
this process reduced the risk of nuclear war and strengthened U.S.
security. It helped both sides avoid worst-case assumptions about
the future that could fuel an arms race or undermine stability.

In spite of the predictions to the contrary, there was little evi-
dence that the Soviet Union sought to evade the limits in the trea-
ties in a systemic way. Instead, many of the concerns derived from
ambiguities in the terms of the treaties were resolved and discus-
sions held in compliance review commissions established by the
treaties.

Arms control agreements do not mean that all disputes between
the United States and the Soviet Union disappeared. Quite the con-
trary. The United States continued its efforts to reduce Soviet in-
fluence in Europe, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East. The
United States also continued its effort to highlight the wide range
of human rights abuses occurring inside the Soviet Union.

One of the lessons I draw from the previous weapons of mass de-
struction negotiations such as the cold war interactions with the
Soviet Union is that meaningful diplomacy, combined with pres-
sures under the right conditions, can yield positive results for U.S.
national security.

Our experience with North Korea further demonstrates why an
agreement must include full disclosure of a country’s activities and
be combined with an ironclad inspection and verification regime.
That is what we are now seeking with Iran. We need an agreement
with Iran that requires the resolution of the possible military di-
mensions, transparency. An agreement must allow for intrusive in-
spections and sanctions that will snap back forcefully should Iran
breach its obligations. I have said many times the agreement will
be evaluated based on having ample time to discover through in-
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spection if Iran is not complying with the agreement so that we can
take effective action to prevent them from becoming a nuclear
weapons state. That is how we will evaluate the agreement.

And I look forward to hearing from our witnesses as we further
our own ability to evaluate any potential agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

And we will now turn to our witnesses. Our first witness is Mr.
William Tobey, currently senior fellow at the Belfer Center for
Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Mr. Tobey
previously served as Deputy Administrator for Defense Nuclear
Proliferation at the National Nuclear Security Administration. I do
not know how you ever introduced yourself. [Laughter.]

And on the National Security Council staff in three administra-
tions in defense policy, arms control, and counterproliferation posi-
tions. We thank you for being here.

Our second witness today is Dr. Graham Allison, director of the
Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Douglas
Dillon Professor of Government at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy
School of Government. Even though I will note they are from the
same institution, they have very differing views, which is helpful
to us. Dr. Allison has also served as Special Advisor to the Sec-
retary of Defense under President Reagan, as Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Policy and Plans under President Clinton, and as a
member of the Defense Policy Board for six Secretaries of Defense.

So both are obviously very experienced. I know their testimony
is going to be very helpful.

If you could summarize, your written testimony will be entered
into the record, without objection. And if you would go ahead and
take about 5 minutes to give your opening comments, we look for-
ward to your questions. Again, thank you for being here. And we
will start with Mr. Tobey.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. TOBEY, SENIOR FELLOW, BELFER
CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, JOHN
F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVER-
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Mr. ToBEY. Thank you, Senator Corker and Ranking Member
Cardin and distinguished members of the committee. It is a real
honor to be here to discuss a matter of surpassing importance to
U.S. national security. And I appreciate that opportunity.

Applying the lessons of history to our present situation is a mat-
ter that is best approached with some humility, and I do. In re-
viewing the Iran, North Korea, Libya, Syria and Iraq cases, five
lessons were suggested to me.

First, decisions to disarm or to comply with international obliga-
tions are often incremental and incomplete. Even in the case of
Muammar al-Qaddafi, who initiated the discussions, Libya’s path
icoward disarmament was full of fits and starts and was not a direct
ine.

Second, temporizing or deception can appear to be progress. The
best example of this that I know of actually comes from the Iran
talks themselves. In 2004, Iran entered into an agreement with the
European nations that froze their activities. And 2 years later,
Hassan Rouhani, then the negotiator, now the President of Iran,
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was defending his decision, and he explained that Iran had created
a, “calm environment it needed to complete the Isfahan uranium
conversion facility.” So those negotiations served the purpose, in
that case anyway, of allowing Iran to advance its nuclear program.

Third, intensive verification combined with effective intelligence
can deter cheating, while lax verification will in fact foster it. Libya
again provides a useful example where the initial declaration of
chemical bombs, unfilled chemical bombs, was in the range of 750
to 800 such systems. But Tripoli was confronted with an aggressive
verification scheme and ultimately was forced to disclose some
3,000 such munitions.

The fourth lesson I would point to is that effective verification is
not built on dramatic challenge inspections but rather on a declara-
tion supported by documentary evidence, checked for inconsist-
encies, missing elements, and false information to verify its correct-
ness and completeness. The process is exhaustive and painstaking,
not dramatic and quick. And I think in some cases there has been
a misunderstanding about the importance of anytime/anywhere in-
spections. That is the last step in the process. Far more important
is a comprehensive understanding by international inspectors of
the full dimensions of a particular program. And that is why I
agree with the statements that the possible military dimensions of
Iran’s nuclear program are of great importance.

The fifth and last lesson I would draw is that inspections and
verification are only as effective as their political support. The
International Atomic Energy Agency depends on support in the
United Nations Security Council. If the Council is divided, the
TAEA will be handicapped. And we saw in previous instances their
ability to get to the bottom of some of these issues was limited by
lack of support from Council members.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tobey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. TOBEY

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin, distinguished members of the com-
mittee, it is an honor to speak with you on a matter of surpassing importance to
U.S. national security.

Attempting to gain knowledge from experience in nonproliferation negotiations is
a laudable goal, but one that is best approached with humility. Alan Simpson, a late
and distinguished historian—not your wise former colleague from Wyoming—cau-
tioned regarding historical analogy that, “our present state of knowledge is one of
mitigated ignorance. In such situations, the honest enquirer always has one consola-
tion—his blunders may be as instructive as his successes.” 1

Bearing this warning in mind, the history of negotiations to prevent nuclear pro-
liferation suggests interrelated five lessons.

1. Decisions to disarm or to comply with international obligations are often incre-
mental and incomplete.

After Operation Desert Storm in 1991, Iraq faced a unified United Nations Secu-
rity Council that imposed the most rigorous inspection regime yet devised to dis-
band nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons programs, backed by comprehensive
and devastating sanctions. In response, Saddam Hussein temporized. Recalled
Charles Duelfer, who worked longer than anyone in the world to uncover Iraq’s
secrets, “Saddam’s top goal was to get out of sanctions. He gave up as little as pos-
sible to satisfy the Security Council. And it was the Council, not just the inspectors,
he was dealing with.”2 Key elements of the Iraqi program were divulged to inspec-
tors only after Hussein Kamel, Saddam’s son-in-law, defected to Jordan in 1995, and
even then, the disclosure was grudging and incomplete.
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A second example is provided by the case of Libya’s disarmament. In March 2003,
Muammar el-Qaddafi sent emissaries to Britain indicating a desire to “clear the air”
on WMD issues. Despite having initiated the talks himself, Qaddafi repeatedly
balked at full disclosure. It was only after the interdiction of the BBC China—and
with it an illicit shipment of centrifuge parts to Libya—and having been confronted
with incontrovertible evidence of detailed U.S. knowledge of the Libyan nuclear
weapons program, that Qaddafi reluctantly made a final decision to come clean and
abandon his nuclear and chemical weapons programs.3

2. Temporizing or deception by the proliferator may appear to be progress.

The case of Iran itself provides a salient example. In 2004, Iran agreed with Brit-
ain, France, and Germany to freeze its enrichment activities while the two sides
negotiated a more permanent arrangement. In defending the deal in 2006, Iran’s
negotiator and now its President, Hassan Rouhani, made a stunning admission. He
said in a speech not intended for Western ears: “At that time, the United States
was at the height of its arrogance, and our country was not yet ready to go to the
U.N. Security Council. While we were talking with the Europeans in Tehran, we
were installing equipment in parts of the facility in Isfahan, but we still had a long
way to go to complete the project. In fact, by creating a calm environment, we were
able to complete the work on Isfahan.”4

Thus, the negotiations with the Europeans bought time for Tehran to finish its
uranium conversion facility.

A second example of temporizing and deception is North Korea’s use of the 1994
Agreed Framework. To its credit, the Agreed Framework suspended Pyongyang’s
plutonium production program for about 8 years. Unfortunately, however, while
halting the plutonium program, the DPRK went ahead with its uranium enrichment
program while the Clinton administration was still in office. According to Ambassa-
dor Robert Gallucci, the U.S. negotiator: “[T]he Clinton administration concluded—
at least I understand it did—that North Korea cheated on the agreed framework—
that getting gas centrifuge components from Pakistan was inconsistent with the
framework. The North Koreans did it. That’s why they did it secretly. They cheated.
And,”tshe Clinton administration’s response to that was to plan a new negotiation

. 'Aithough halting Pyongyang’s plutonium production program was useful, the
United States was far from halting the North’s nuclear weapons program. The
DPRK uranium enrichment capability was dramatically revealed to visiting Ameri-
cans in 2010.

3. Intrusive verification, combined with effective intelligence collection can deter
cheating—while lax verification and ineffective intelligence collection will foster it.

In Libya, U.S. and British teams insisted on complete access to all relevant facili-
ties. Toward the end of their first visit, a Libyan scientist pulled aside the American
team leader, Ambassador Donald Mahley, and explained that he knew of an addi-
tional 750 unfilled 500-kilogram chemical bombs that had not been declared. Pre-
viously, Libya had claimed possession of 750-800 of these weapons. Mahley told the
Libyan that if that was the case, he should go back and review all the records and
make a complete declaration, because inspections would reveal the truth. Libya
eventually declared and destroyed nearly 3,000 such weapons—four times the origi-
nal declaration.® Thus, fear of detection by intrusive inspections, backed by demon-
strably effective intelligence induced more accurate declarations.

In North Korea, conditions were just the opposite. North Korea controlled where
inspections would take place. With but a single exception, they were limited to just
one declared site, Yongbyon. U.S. personnel resided there from the autumn of 2007
to the spring of 2009. By November 20, 2010, Dr. Siegfried Hecker, a former director
of Los Alamos National Laboratory, reported on a “modern, small industrial-scale
uranium enrichment facility with 2,000 centrifuges that was recently completed and
said to be producing low enriched uranium.” It is virtually impossible that North
Korea could have built a successful centrifuge enrichment plant in the space of
about 20 months, if had not first built a pilot or even full-scale facility elsewhere
and moved the fruits of that experience to Yongbyon. Thus, immunity from intrusive
inspections likely gave the DPRK the freedom to construct a pilot enrichment facil-
ity before the plant at Yongbyon.

4. Effective verification is not built on dramatic challenge inspections, but rather on
a declaration, supported by documentary evidence, and checked for inconsistencies,
missing elements, and false information to verify its completeness and correctness.
The process is exhaustive and painstaking rather than dramatic and quick.

In 1991, Saddam Hussein was required to declare his programs, document the
declaration, and then destroy the materials and equipment. Except in one case,
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early in the process,” there were no significant discoveries of prohibited equipment
or activities identified through challenge inspections. Rather, interviews, document
reviews, material balance analyses, and intelligence data gradually forced more and
more disclosures. Iraq’s nuclear, chemical, and biological programs unraveled not
because of any single dramatic discovery, but because of patient analytical work cre-
ating a mosaic of Iraqi activity.

As has been noted, conditions in North Korea are very different. The DPRK has
effectively limited inspection activities to the area surrounding Yongbyon.

5. Inspections are only as effective as their political support.

One success and several failures offer evidence in support of this point. When Iraq
was expelled from Kuwait and the Security Council was united, international weap-
ons inspectors were backed by sweeping authorities and very strong sanctions. As
support in the Council for those measures ebbed, inspectors found it more and more
difficult to complete their mission. Finally, 1998, President Clinton was forced to
order military strikes in Operation Desert Fox to induce Iraqi compliance. In prepa-
ration for that action, inspectors were withdrawn, not to return until there was
renewed Security Council interest and action in November 2002. When a united
Security Council backed inspectors, they had greater success; when the Council frag-
mented, Iraqi cooperation lagged.

In the North Korea case in 1993 and 1994, the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) wanted to inspect a waste storage facility as part of a determination
of how much plutonium the North had separated. Pyongyang resisted. In the judg-
ment of the Clinton administration, this required a choice between a full, but prob-
ably not much more detailed understanding of the past and an agreement that
would suspend the DPRK’s plutonium production in the future. The United States
chose the Agreed Framework, in effect undercutting the IAEA, which never was
able to complete the work it sought to conduct.

To conclude, I would offer three observations about how these lessons apply to the
Iran case:

e First, a complete and correct declaration including all nuclear activities is
imperative.

The established and effective process for international inspections is declara-
tion supported by documentary evidence, review by inspectors for completeness
and accuracy, and pursuit of any missing information, inconsistencies, or inac-
curacies until the matters are resolved. In the Iran case, Tehran has never pro-
vided a complete and correct declaration of all its nuclear-related activities. So
called anytime, anywhere inspections will be as ineffective as an Easter egg
hunt if they are not backed by an orderly declaration and verification process.

e Second, unwillingness on the part of Iran to provide such a declaration is evi-
dence (albeit not conclusive) of Iran’s willingness to comply with an agreement.

If experience is a guide, we are at the high water mark of international pres-
sure on the issue. It will ebb after an agreement is completed and as time
passes. If Tehran is not willing to disclose now the full extent of what the JAEA
calls the “possible military dimensions” of its nuclear program, Iran will be even
more unlikely to do so at a later date. Those activities would remain protected.
Sacrificing knowledge of past and possibly present actions for a future agree-
ment would signal to Tehran at the outset that verification and compliance will
not be serious priorities.

e Third, a successful agreement requires vigilance over an extended period of
time; it is not a matter that can be “solved” and forgotten.

e By the TAEA’s reckoning, the Iranian nuclear program is about three decades
old. Tehran has shown great patience and persistence in pursuing that pro-
gram. It has made sacrifices in terms of moratoria or temporary restrictions, so
long as it could continue its actions at a later date. The negotiators appear to
be headed toward an agreement in which the central restrictions will last less
time than the period it took to negotiate them. If an agreement is completed
under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, a future president and congress
will likely face the very same dilemmas regarding the Iranian nuclear program,
but without benefit of a sanctions regime, because Tehran will plausibly argue
that was the deal it struck. As President Obama warned, “What is a more rel-
evant fear would be that in year 13, 14, 15, they have advanced centrifuges that
enrich uranium fairly rapidly, and at that point the breakout times would have
shrunk almost down to zero.”8



52

Notes

1Alan Simpson, “The Wealth of the Gentry, 1540-1660” (Chicago 1961), p. 21, quoted by
David Hackett Fischer, Historians’ Fallacies, (New York 1970), p. xviii.

2Charles Duelfer, “What Saddam Hussein tells us about the Iran nuclear deal,” Fox News
Opinion, April 6, 2015.

3 William Tobey, “A message from Tripoli: How Libya gave up its WMD,” Bulletin of the Atom-
ic Scientists, December 3, 2014.

4Elaine Sciolino, “Showdown at U.N.? Iran Seems Calm,” The New York Times, March 14,

06.

5Robert L. Gallucci, “The Status of North Korea’s Nuclear Issues,” Institute for Corean-Amer-
ican Studies Spring Symposium, May 22, 2006.

6Tobey, 2014.

7The one exception is the 1991 discovery of calutrons, which the Iraqis attempted to prevent
by firing warning shots over the heads of U.S. inspector David Kay’s team and nearly running
them off the road. Kay attributes this to a mistake by a local commander. David Kay, “Spying
on Saddam,” PBS Frontline, 1995-2014.

8“Transcript: President Obama’s Full NPR Interview on the Iran Nuclear Deal,” NPR, April
7, 2015.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Allison.

STATEMENT OF DR. GRAHAM ALLISON, DIRECTOR, BELFER
CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS,
DOUGLAS DILLON PROFESSOR OF GOVERNMENT, JOHN F.
KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVER-
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Dr. ALLISON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and it is a
great honor for me to participate in this discussion. And I am
happy to be here with my colleague, Will Tobey, with whom I agree
almost entirely with his comments here, but we will also have some
differences as we usually do when we have lively conversations at
Harvard.

In any case, let me applaud the committee for its seriousness in
trying to drill down on the most urgent, important issue on the
agenda currently—namely, stopping Iran from getting a nuclear
bomb—and also for the way in which you have been pursuing this
as a bipartisan undertaking, as I think is exemplified so well in the
Corker-Cardin legislation. I also commend you for stepping back
from the news chatter of the day to ask about historical lessons
that may be relevant for illuminating the challenge that you face.

So I took your assignment seriously and spent a few days review-
ing essentially 50 years of history in efforts to negotiate and reach
agreements to constrain arms, starting back at the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty of 1968.

I think the big takeaway from this was summarized best by
Mark Twain who said, “History never repeats itself, but it does
sometimes rhyme.” So as you listen to the rhetoric about the cur-
rent Iran discussion, you will hear many echoes from previous de-
bates. And in my written testimony that I submitted, I gave you
a number of examples.

But to take just one, a leading “Washington Post” columnist
warned about a threat to the republic, he said, declaring that the
President had “accelerated moral disarmament of the West” and
predicting that actual disarmament will follow. So the columnist
was George Will. But who was the President and what was the
agreement? And it was Ronald Reagan and the INF agreement of
1987. As Reagan, for whom I worked enthusiastically, observed
about this, he said, “some of my conservative supporters protested
that in negotiating with the Russians I was plotting to trade away
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our country’s future security. I assured them that wasn’t the case,
but I got a lot of flak from them anyhow.”

Secretary of State Shultz, who was Reagan’s Secretary of State,
put the point more vividly. He said, quote, “critics of the INF Trea-
ty “felt that President Reagan and I were naive, that the Soviet
Union was not changing as we thought it was, and that we should
not go forward with the treaty. They were absolutely wrong, deeply
wrong. And if they had had their way, it would have been a trag-
edy. President Reagan was right. Anyway, we stuck to our guns,
the treaty was ratified, and the Soviet Union changed,” and note
it is not there anymore.” That is George Shultz.

So what? My big takeaway is this, that if in the foreseeable fu-
ture, Secretary Kerry and his team bring back a legally binding
agreement for stopping Iran’s nuclear aspirations and program,
verifiably short of a bomb, there will be many good reasons to sup-
port it and many good reasons to oppose it, I can imagine. But they
should not include these categorical claims that are made so fre-
quently that simply do not wash, if you look at the record.

So in fulfilling your responsibility under the Corker-Cardin bill,
it is going to be necessary to drill down on the details. And I, as
I say, applaud the committee for trying to do that.

In the prepared statement, I offer four arguments that I do not
think are worthy.

One argument claims that the United States cannot reach mutu-
ally advantageous agreements with regimes that are evil. And I
cite Churchill who pointed out he was happy to ally with Stalin
against Hitler, and Ronald Reagan who said he was perfectly able
to deal with an empire he named and believed was the Evil Em-
pire.

Secondly, claims that we cannot reach advantageous agreements
with regimes that inherently lie and cheat and seek to violate the
agreement sounds right but is wrong. Decades of experience with
a lying, cheating Soviet Union showed that good-enough compli-
ance was good enough to achieve our objectives.

Third, claims that we cannot reach advantageous agreements
with regimes that are actively engaged in terrorism against us and
even Kkilling Americans have a ring of plausibility but turn out to
be wrong on the historical record. Look at the fact during Vietnam
when we were negotiating SALT I under President Nixon, Soviet-
manned surface-to-air missiles were shooting down American pilots
over Vietnam.

And finally the claim that we cannot reach advantageous agree-
ments to constrain arms with regimes who you are secretly or seri-
ously trying to contain, subvert, or overthrow again sounds right
but turns out to be wrong. I attached to the submission the Execu-
tive summary of Reagan’s strategy for dealing with the Soviet
Union, which was deeply classified at the time but now declas-
sified. Again, as he points out, we resist imperialism. We exert in-
ternal pressure to weaken the sources of Soviet imperialism, and
we engage with the Soviet Union in negotiations to reach agree-
ments where they can advance our interests.

So just to conclude, I would say, as we think about the debate
in Iran, I think there are many lessons to be learnt from, among
others, Ronald Reagan.
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[The prepared statement of Dr. Allison follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. GRAHAM T. ALLISON

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Cardin, and members, it is my honor to address
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee today on the question of lessons we can
learn from earlier nuclear arms control negotiations and agreements to meet the
current challenge posed by Iran’s nuclear progress. Let me begin by applauding the
leadership and members of the committee for your determination to assure that the
U.S.-led campaign to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons is the most effec-
tive it can be, and for insisting that Congress plays its essential role in this process.

One of my favorite quotations comes from the German philosopher, Nietzsche,
who observed that: “The most common form of human stupidity is forgetting what
one is trying to do.” I have a framed version of that quotation in my office and try
to think about it every day.

In the case of Iran’s nuclear challenge, what are we trying to do? In one line: to
prevent a nuclear weapon exploding on the territory of the United States or our
allies. When asked, “What was the single largest threat to American national secu-
rity?” Presidents Obama and George W. Bush agreed 100 percent. As both have said
repeatedly: The single largest threat to American national security is nuclear
terrorism.

Most people cannot imagine terrorists successfully exploding a bomb in an Amer-
ican city. But few could imagine the 9/11 attack by al-Qaeda on the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon—before it happened.

I have written a book about nuclear terrorism and am happy to provide copies
to any members or their staff who would be interested. While it has one chapter
on Iran, the book attempts to address the danger of nuclear terrorism as a whole.
I applaud the committee’s role in drilling down on the Iranian challenge. But I hope
that when you complete that work, you will turn with equal determination to equiv-
alent or even larger potential sources of nuclear weapons that terrorists could use
to destroy New York or Washington or even Boston.

For perspective, it is worth pausing to consider: if in the next decade terrorists
successfully explode a nuclear bomb devastating the heart of a great city in the
world, where will the bomb have come from? Iran? Or: North Korea? Pakistan? Rus-
sia? Iran poses the most urgent nuclear threat today, but not, I believe, the most
significant. If terrorists conduct a successful nuclear attack in the next decade,
North Korea and Pakistan rank well ahead of Iran on my list of probable sources
for the weapon or its components.

The purpose of today’s hearing, however, is to explore lessons from past nuclear
negotiations and agreements as you prepare to assess an agreement with Iran to
ensure that Iran does not acquire a nuclear bomb. At your request, I have reviewed
the history of negotiations and agreements over the past seven decades since the
end of World War II. These include: the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968; strategic
arms limitation talks and agreements from SALT to New Start; the North Korean
accord of 1994; the agreements that helped eliminate nuclear weapons in Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, and Belarus in the early 1990s; and the agreement that eliminated the
Libyan nuclear weapons program in 2003, in which my colleague Ambassador
Joseph played a significant role. For members who are interested in reading further,
Appendix A provides a short reading list. Recognizing the realities of your sched-
ules, let me summarize my top-ten takeaways from this review.

1. Negotiated agreements to constrain the spread and use of nuclear weapons
have been an essential weapon in the arsenal of American national security strat-
egy.

e Agreements contributed significantly to the fact that we survived and won the

cold war without Armageddon.

2. Negotiated agreements to constrain nuclear weapons are not an alternative to
military, economic, political, and covert instruments in geopolitical competition.
Instead, they are one strand of a coherent, comprehensive strategy for protecting
and advancing American national interests.

e “Peace through strength” means first and foremost military strength. But mili-
tary strength rests on the foundation of economic strength. And military
strength is most effective when used as a complement to diplomatic, economic,
political, and covert tools—the entire arsenal of American power.

3. Because negotiated agreements are by definition negotiated—not imposed—
they require give and take: compromise. As any parent or legislator knows well, the
results of any negotiation invites a standard litany of criticism: from buyers’/sellers’
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remorse about the possibility of a better deal, to more extreme charges of “appease-
ment” or “conspiring with the enemy.”

4. The claim that the U.S. cannot reach advantageous agreements with a regime

or government that is Evil has certain plausibility—but is false.

e No 20th century leader demonstrated greater strategic clarity in identifying the
evil of Hitler’'s Nazism than Winston Churchill. No 20th century leader dem-
onstrated a clearer-eyed view of Stalin’s Communist Soviet Union than Winston
Churchill. But Churchill eagerly allied with Stalin to defeat Hitler. When critics
accused him of having made a deal with the Devil, Churchill replied: “If Hitler
invaded hell I would make at least a favorable reference to the devil in the
House of Commons.”

e No American President was more determined to bury communism than Ronald
Reagan. No American President was more eager to negotiate and reach agree-
ments with what he rightly called the Evil Empire than Ronald Reagan. As he
noted, “I didn’t have much faith in Communists or put much stock in their
word. Still, it was dangerous to continue the East-West nuclear standoff forever,
and I decided that if the Russians wouldn’t take the first step, I should.”

5. Claims that the U.S. cannot reach advantageous agreements to constrain
nuclear arms with governments that cannot be trusted, that inherently lie and
cheat, and who will undoubtedly seek to deceive the U.S. and violate the agreement
sound right—but are wrong.

e No regime was more inherently devious than the Soviet Union. According to
Lenin’s operational codes, it was the Soviet leader’s duty to deceive capitalists
and out-maneuver them. True to character, the Soviet Union cheated, for exam-
ple, in placing radars in locations excluded by the ABM Treaty. But reviewing
the history, it is hard to escape the conclusion that the cheating was marginal
rather than material. The U.S. discovered the cheating, called the Soviets out
for it, and engaged in a process that produced compliance good enough to
achieve our objectives.

e To minimize cheating, agreements focused on parameters that could be verified
by U.S. intelligence. Thus SALT and START limited not nuclear warheads,
which we could not monitor, but launchers, which we could. While other na-
tions’ intelligence committees and international organizations like the IAEA
have been important supplements, the U.S. has wisely not subcontracted
verification to others.

6. Claims that the U.S. cannot reach agreements to constrain nuclear arms in
ways that advance our interests in dealing with states that are actively engaged in
terrorism against us or our allies, or even actively killing Americans in ongoing mili-
tary conflict, have a ring of plausibility—but on the historical record are incorrect.

e During the Vietnam war, Soviet-manned surface-to-air missiles shot down
American pilots over Vietnam, and Americans bombed Soviet air defense units.
Despite these realities, President Nixon negotiated and concluded SALT I,
imposing quantitative limits on the U.S.—Soviet missile buildup, and creating,
as Henry Kissinger described it, “a platform of coexistence.”

7. Claims that the U.S. cannot reach advantageous agreements to constrain
nuclear arms with states we are seeking to contain, or subvert, or even overthrow,
again sound right—but are, on the historical record, wrong.

e Again, see President Ronald Reagan. His administration’s core national security
strategy for competition with the Soviet Union has been declassified and is
attached in Appendix C. It states that “U.S. policy towards the Soviet Union
will consist of three elements: external resistance to Soviet imperialism; inter-
nal pressure on the USSR to weaken the sources of Soviet imperialism;” and
“engaging the Soviet Union in negotiations to attempt to reach agreements
which protect and enhance U.S. interests and which are consistent with the
principle of strict reciprocity and mutual interest.” At the same time his admin-
istration was negotiating and signing agreements, on the one hand, it redoubled
efforts to undermine the Soviet regime, on the other. And in 1991 the Soviet
Union disappeared.

e As President Reagan’s Secretary of State, George Shultz noted, “Reagan
believed in being strong enough to defend one’s interests, but he viewed that
strength as a means, not an end in itself. He was ready to negotiate with his
adversaries. In that readiness, he was sharply different from most of his con-
servative supporters, who advocated strength for America but who did not want
to use that strength as a basis for the inevitable give-and-take of the negoti-
ating process.”
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e Washington Post columnist George Will accused Reagan of “accelerating moral
disarmament—actual disarmament will follow.” William Buckley’s National
Review called Reagan’s INF Agreement a “suicide pact.” About such criticism,
President Reagan observed: “Some of my more radical conservative supporters
protested that in negotiating with the Russians I was plotting to trade away
our country’s future security. I assured them we wouldn’t sign any agreements
that placed us at a disadvantage, but still got lots of flak from them—many of
whom, I was convinced, thought we had to prepare for nuclear war because it
was ‘inevitable.”” Shultz put the point more vividly: Critics of the INF Treaty
“felt that President Reagan and I were naive, that the Soviet Union was not
changing as we thought it was, and we should not go forward with the treaty.
They were absolutely wrong, deeply wrong. And if they had had their way, it
would have been a tragedy. President Reagan was right. Anyway, we stuck to
our guns, the treaty was ratified, and the Soviet Union changed. It is not there
anymore.”

8. From the record of arms control negotiations and agreements by both Repub-
lican and Democrat Presidents—from Nixon and Reagan and both Bushes, to Ken-
nedy, Johnson, Clinton and Obama—one brute take-away is hard to deny: agree-
ments have reduced risks of war, reduced the numbers of nuclear weapons, reduced
uncertainties in estimating threats, and enhanced predictability.

e As Henry Kissinger said to this committee 5 years ago, “A number of objectives
characterize arms control negotiations: to reduce or eliminate the danger of war
by miscalculation, which requires transparency of design and deployment; to
bring about the maximum stability in the balance of forces to reduce incentives
for nuclear war by design, especially by reducing incentives for surprise attack;
to overcome the danger of accidents fostered by the automaticity of the new
technology.”

e To see graphically what impact agreements (together with other strands of
determined strategies) have had, see charts 1-4 in Appendix B. It is no exag-
geration to say that the NPT bent the arc of history.

9. The case of North Korea is more complicated and is unquestionably a non-
proliferation failure. The historical facts of the case, however, have been so
swamped by narratives that they are now legend. I have a chapter in Nuclear Ter-
rorism on North Korea. As you consider where policy failed, I suggested that you
keep in mind four bottom lines:

e During the 8 years in which North Korea was constrained by the nuclear agree-
ment of 1994, how many additional weapons or weapons equivalent of fissile
material did North Korea add to its arsenal (according to the best estimates of
the U.S. Intelligence community)?

e During the period of 2003-2008 when the U.S. confronted North Korea for
cheating, abrogated the agreement, and sought to isolate and sanction it, how
many additional nuclear weapons or weapons equivalent did North Korea add
to its arsenal (according to the best estimates of the U.S. Intelligence commu-
nity)?

e Under which treatment—agreements or confrontation—did North Korea con-
duct a nuclear weapons test?

e Under which treatment—negotiations or confrontation—both in the Clinton-
Bush period and the Obama period did North Korea build its nuclear arsenal
of the more than a dozen weapons that it has today (according to estimates of
the U.S. Intelligence community)?

10. Negotiated agreements to constrain nuclear weapons are not good or bad per
se. Assessments of a specific agreement—including in particular the agreement with
Iran, if there is one—depend first on the specific details of the agreement and sec-
ond on the feasible alternatives.

In sum, if Secretary Kerry and his team bring back an agreement that success-
fully translates key parameters of the Framework Accord reached by the P5+1 and
Iran into legally binding constraints, including intrusive procedures for inspection,
verification, and challenges, I believe it will be difficult to responsibly reject that
agreement. The burden will be on those who propose to do so to describe a feasible
alternative that will better protect and defend American national security.
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Appendix A: Recommended Readings

Graham Allison and Albert Carnesale, “Can the West Accept Da for an An-
swer?” (Daedalus, Vol. 116, No. 3, Summer 1987.)
O Offers 10 propositions and principles as navigational aids in assessing arms
control agreements.
Avis Bohlen, William Burns, Steven Pifer, and John Woodworth, “The Treaty
on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces: History and Lessons Learned” (Brook-
ings Institution, Arms Control Series Paper 9, December 2012).
O Focuses on 1987 INF treaty and provides several good insights in separate
“lessons” section.
George Bunn, “Arms Control by Committee: Managing negotiations with the
Russians” (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992).
O Historical overview of past arms control agreements, arguing that contin-
ued attention to arms control still necessary in post-cold-war era.
Robert G. Joseph, “Countering WMD: The Libyan Experience” (Washington,
DC: National Institute Press, 2009).
O First-hand account of Gaddafi’s decision to eliminate its chemical and
nuclear weapons programs.
National Security Decision Directive 75, “U.S. Relations with the USSR”(White
House, January 17, 1983) [full document attached below].
O Declassified memo shows how Reagan sought to simultaneously undermine
Soviets and engage them in arms control negotiations.
Gary Samore, ed., “North Korea’s Weapons Programmes: A Net Assessment,”
IISS)Strategic Dossier (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies,
2004).
O Provides assessment of North Korea’s nuclear, chemical, biological, and
missile programs.
Joel Wit, Daniel Poneman, and Robert Gallucci, “Going Critical: The First
North Korean Nuclear Crisis” (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2004).
O Proposes recommendations for resolving current North Korea crisis. Many
recommendations are applicable beyond DPRK case.
Amy Woolf, “Next steps in nuclear arms control with Russia: Issues for Con-
gress” (Congressional Research Service, January 6, 2014).
O Discusses cold war arms control precedent and includes section on role of
Congress in arms control.
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National Secunity Decision
Directive Number 75

U.S. RELATIONS WITH THE USSR 8

U.S. policy toward the Soviet Union will consist of three
elements: external resistance to Soviet imperialism; internal
pressure on the USSR to weaken the sources of Soviet imperialism;
and negotiations to eliminate, on the basis of strict reciprocity,
outstanding disagreements. Specifically, U.S. tasks are:

1. To contain and over time reverse Soviet expansionism by
competing effectively on a sustained basis with the Soviet
Union in all international arenas -- particularly in the
overall military balance and in geographical regions of
priority concern to the United States. This will remain
the primary focus of U.S. policy toward the USSR.

2. To promote, within the narrow limits available to us, the
process of change in the Soviet Union toward a more plura-
listic political and economic system in which the power of
the privileged ruling elite is gradually reduced. The U.S.
recognizes that Soviet aggressiveness has deep roots in the
internal system, and that relations with the USSR should
therefore take into account whether or not they help to
strengthen this system and its capacity to engage in
aggression.

3. To engage the Soviet Union in negotiations to attempt to
reach agreements which protect and enhance U.S. interests
and which are consistent with the principle of strict
reciprocity and mutual interest. This is important when
the Soviet Union is in the midst of a process of political
succession. 89

In order to implement this threefcld strategy, the U.S. must convey
clearly to Moscow that unacceptable behavior will incur costs that
would outweigh any gains. At the same time, the U.S. must make
clear-to the Soviets that genuine restraint in their behavior
would create ‘the possibility of an East-West-relationship that
might bring important benefits for the Soviet Union. It is
~particularly important that this message be conveyed clearly during
the succession period, since this may be a particularly opportune
time for external forces to affect the policies of Brezhnev's
SUCCEessSors.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you both for your testimony.

I assume what you are saying, Dr. Allison, is what matters then
is the details of the deal, and that is obviously what we need to
focus on. I guess Mark Twain had no idea he was going to be a part
of nuclear negotiations at some point, but we thank you for point-
ing that out.

Mr. Tobey, in relation to concerns that the administration may
not require Iran to adequately address possible military dimensions
PMD, last week Secretary Kerry stated—this is a quote—“we know
what they did. We have no doubt. We have absolute knowledge
with respect to certain military activities they were engaged in,”
which to me is an incredible statement to be made when I know
that we do not know those things.

But I would just ask you, without requiring Iran to adequately
address the issue of PMD, can we be assured that we do, in fact,
have absolute knowledge of their past military activities. Should
the international community rely on intelligence that may be
flawed? In what other circumstance has the United States and the
broader international community relied on intelligence to inform us
of its understanding of the nuclear program and that turned out
to be flawed? I think you can point to a very specific example. But
why is PMD so important to a final deal?

Mr. TOBEY. Senator, those are very important questions that cut
to the core of the issue. Can we be assured that we have absolute
knowledge of Iran’s nuclear program without full disclosure of their
so-called possible military dimensions? No. The answer is no. And
the reason for that—and it gets to your second question about rely-
ing on potentially flawed intelligence—is that in order to have con-
fidence in our ability to verify agreements, we need to be able to
use both intelligence information and verification information.
They work together and they can check each other.

One of the reasons why, in fact, the intelligence on Iraq was so
flawed, I believe, was that after 1998 and Operation Desert Fox,
inspectors were not allowed to be in Iraq. And in my opinion, the
intelligence community largely just straight-lined the projections
where they were headed from before. So without the benefit of the
verification activities, they did not understand what was going on
in Iraq.

Similarly, though, intelligence can help to inform inspection ac-
tivities, and there are many instances in which that has happened.

But to your third question, are there instances in which intel-
ligence has been flawed with respect to evaluating the nuclear pro-
grams of other countries, history is replete with them. And the first
one that I know of were the projections of when the Soviet Union
would get a nuclear weapon.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Allison, do you want to add to that?

Dr. ALLISON. Sure, thank you. It is a very good question.

As you could probably gather from my introductory comments,
categorical claims I am usually suspicious of. So the fact that,
quote, we know everything, I do not know any subject on which
that is true, including Iran’s nuclear program and activity.

But where Will and I differ slightly, because I think the PMD
issue is an extremely important question—if I tried to think about:
Do I have any doubt in the world that Iran has seriously pursued
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a nuclear weapon? No. One hundred percent. One hundred percent.
Do I have any doubt that some people in Iran continue to have that
aspiration? No. I would put that down close to 100 percent. So if
I am trying to understand how Iran can be constrained and kept
from doing something that it very plausibly wants to do and would
want to do, I think absent the danger of being bombed or perhaps
even having its regime changed, if Iran could be assured that
would never happen, it would have a bomb. And actually if you try
to think about their perspective, there are quite plausible reasons
for wanting a bomb. But the fact that they want something does
not mean they should have it.

Our objective is to prevent them doing something that they
might plausibly want to do, that they have been trying to do, that
they will continue to try to do. That is just the definition of the
problem.

And for that, for me, our national intelligence is 80 percent of the
picture, and what they say and do for the IAEA is 20 percent. So
I am interested in everything I can find because often when they
provide a confession of some sort or some information or answer
some questions, that gives you a speck of evidence that you can
connect.

But I think if I look back at dealing with the Soviet Union, we
knew a lot about them, but not very much. They tried to lie and
steal when they could. We usually found them. There was a proce-
dure for

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to sort of short circuit this because
I want to respect my other members’ time. But what I think you
are saying is the military dimensions piece is a very important ele-
ment, and what we have found in other agreements is when those
declarations take place, those little snippets of information that we
get from scientists have actually helped us find and uncover pro-
grams. And for the United States to enter into an agreement with
Iran that does not fully cause them to come clean on PMD on the
front end would be a flawed agreement.

Dr. ALLISON. Almost. Okay? In my view, with respect. In the case
of the Soviet Union, we did not have any equivalent of PMD. They
did not give us any track of what the stuff they were doing. We
were having to figure that out for ourselves.

In the case even of Iraq, after we defeated them in a war—so we
defeated Iraq in 1991 in a very decisive war. We imposed on this
country essentially semi-sovereignty, areas where they could not
operate. They told us what they were going to tell us. Only when
a brother-in-law defected, went to a different country, and told us
more information, did we end up finding a treasure trove.

So I think it is a combination of the intelligence and every other
?‘ource we can get, but the intelligence is the tall pole in the tent
or me.

The CHAIRMAN. I will semi-filibuster beyond other questions. I
will get those later. But thank you both for your fulsome answers.

And Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for arranging
this hearing.

I think everyone here agrees that our first priority is to resolve
international conflicts through diplomacy and use our military as
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the last resort. So, Dr. Allison, your comment about entering into
agreements by necessity even if it is going to be with bad actors
because that is how we avoid the need for our military—I think
your observations are very much in keeping with the historic use
of diplomacy to avoid military actions.

First, all of us, I hope, are remaining objective until we see an
agreement. I mean, we are trying to get prepared. And as you point
out, we are drilling down, and that is exactly what we are doing.
We are trying to drill down to understand because we are going to
be under, not only time restraints, but just the comprehensive as-
pects of any agreement.

Could you just share with us briefly, please, what you think the
most vulnerable aspects of the framework agreement are that we
should concentrate on, in order to make sure that this agreement
will be the most effective in preventing Iran from becoming a nu-
clear weapons state? We could concentrate on all of the good things
that are likely in the framework that will be accomplished, and I
understand that. But where do you see the most challenging as-
pects of the framework agreement from the point of view of achiev-
ing our objective of preventing Iran from becoming a nuclear weap-
ons state?

Dr. ALLISON. Thank you. So, again, to try to be brief, there are
a half dozen, but I will just focus on one. I think the most impor-
tant is the cluster of things that we call verification, inspection,
and challenge. And as I say, I think this is only 20 percent of the
information that I want. I want to work hard on the intelligence
side too, and I think actually as you think about it, looking at that
whole picture.

But if Iran gets a bomb in the next 10 or 15 or 20 years, what
is the likelihood that it happens at the facilities that we are con-
straining at Natanz and Isfahan? I would say less than 1 percent.
So they are going to get a bomb either by building a bomb covertly
somewhere or buying a bomb or material for a bomb. So I worry
about those way more than I worry about what happens at Natanz,
and it is why I do not care so much whether there are 5,000 or
6,000 or 7,000 centrifuges.

But with respect to the inspection and verification regime—what
we learned that can complement the intelligence picture that we al-
ready have—that is the place where I would look for the beef.

Senator CARDIN. That is very helpful.

Dr. ALLISON. So, for example, if the procedures call for contin-
uous inspection and surveillance of every place where they make
centrifuges and centrifuge parts, that excites me a lot because if
they do not have centrifuges, they are not going to enrich uranium.

So the eyes on the whole set of steps from mining and milling
right through are the pieces that I would push on.

Senator CARDIN. And, Mr. Tobey, the same question. What do
you see as the most vulnerable part of the framework that we
should be concentrating on?

Mr. ToBEY. I think there are two things that are vulnerabilities.
First is the duration of the agreement, and some of the central lim-
itations expire after 10 years, some of them last a bit longer. But
as President Obama said, by year 13, the so-called breakout time
may be back to zero. And at that point, of course, all sanctions will
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be off and Iran will justifiably argue that they have fulfilled their
obligations under the agreement and there should be no further
sanctions imposed upon them.

The second issue—and it gets to what Graham alluded to—is the
covert path. The main focus of the joint plan of action, as I under-
stand it, has been on the overt path, the declared facilities. The
covert path is a far more likely one for Iran to use in pursuit of
a weapon. And that is one of the reasons why, again, I return to
the importance, as you both have alluded to, of the so-called pos-
sible military dimensions because unless we understand who did
what, where, when, we will not be able to keep track of those peo-
ple, places, equipment, and sites and know that they are not being
used in the future.

Senator CARDIN. That is very helpful.

And so looking from the historic perspective in previous negotia-
tions to today, one thing that has changed is technology. We have
greater capacity today to understand what is taking place in a
country through the technologies that have been developed. Could
you just briefly comment as to whether technology today can be
used in a way to alleviate some of our concerns on the inspection
and verification issues as compared to the previous negotiation
agreements that we have entered into? Either one. Dr. Allison,
briefly please.

Dr. ALLISON. Thank you.

Since the center that we both come from is called the Center for
Science and International Affairs, we love that question, but I will
try to be brief.

The answer is “Yes.” The technologies have changed unbelievably
and continue changing. And one of the reasons why the Iran case
is easier than North Korea, for example, is that it is a fairly porous
society and that in particular in the period after the false alarm
about Iraq, the American intelligence community has devoted a lot
of effort to it. I am sure you all have gotten private hearings about
this. But I think the amount of information about what is going on
inside Iran now is just not even—I mean, just a thousand times
when I used to try to figure out what was going on in the Soviet
Union, and mainly because of technology.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Tobey.

Mr. ToBEY. I would say that technology helps, but it is not a per-
fect solution. And I would also note that it is a cat and mouse
game. Iran has been caught with covert facilities now at their origi-
nal enrichment facility at Natanz and then in Qom, and they are
learning from these mistakes. An enrichment facility that would be
capable of producing a weapon’s worth of material in a year would
fit into an average size supermarket and draw about the same
amount of power. Iran is a big country. It is pretty easy to hide
such a thing.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Flake.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hold-
ing this hearing, and I appreciate the testimony.
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Mr. Tobey, you talk about five lessons learned looking at other
negotiations. To what extent do you think our negotiators are tak-
ing this experience and applying these principles?

Mr. ToBEY. I know it i1s an experienced team, and I know they
are backed by professionals at the State Department who have
been through a lot of these same negotiations. But I do not have
any detailed insight into what the negotiators are thinking.

Senator FLAKE. Are there any red flags out there right now?
Wha$ do you consider the biggest inconsistencies with past experi-
ence?

Mr. ToBEY. Well, again—and I hate to harp on this, but I do be-
lieve it is of central importance—it would be whether or not we do
get through this issue of the possible military dimensions.

I would note that we had a similar instance in the North Korea
negotiations. When the agreed framework was negotiated, the
TAEA wanted to inspect a waste facility that they believe could
have given them insight into the total amount of plutonium North
Korea had produced. North Korea refused absolutely, said, no, we
are not going to do that, similar to what Iran has said about pos-
sible military dimensions.

Ultimately the United States made the decision that in order to
get an agreement, they had to drop insistence on that point, and
the TAEA was undercut. So the decision in the 1990s was not to
sacrifice the future for an issue of the past.

Senator FLAKE. Dr. Allison, I have sensed from your comments
a bit of a caveat. You noted there is one with regard to PMD. I
mean, there are important aspects of it, but you say we can make
certain assumptions about their past program and about their de-
sire for a future program. Beyond that, what is the most important
part of PMD? Is it simply to provide a benchmark for the TAEA to
go forward? Is it possible to move on without a full accounting?
Could you elaborate a little more on that? I sense that you wanted
to before.

Dr. ALLISON. So thank you very much.

So I think Will and I have a difference that you picked up on
over how important what level of disclosure with respect to PMD
will be, because I will assume that the Iranians—there are two
things that are in the agreement, as I understand it now, that are
demanded. One is interviewing the scientists. I would be very in-
terested in that. And two is visiting some sites that have been off
limits, and I would be interested in that.

But if you ask me what am I expecting to learn from them that
really matters—not very much. Am I expecting them to confess
that they have been beating their wife? No, I do not think they
will. There is no doubt that they were. There is no doubt that they
will in the future. But I do not think they will confess to this.

So what I am doing, though, is looking for, as Will said, any little
pieces or specks of information that may add to the picture, and
the more I get, the better. Now, similarly, every time there is a de-
fector, this is a spectacular event.

So it is not different than the rest of the intelligence collection,
and I think for the committee, if the negotiators bring back an
agreement, you may want to drill down with folks from the intel-
ligence community asking how many additional peepholes does this
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provide for us with the system that is set up, and what are the
other things that you believe you could learn if it were even more
fulsome?

Senator FLAKE. Thank you.

There was a lot of discussion on whether or not—as we judge
whether this is a good deal or not, what the alternative is. If we
went ahead with current sanctions, the interim agreement went
away, we were not able to reach a final agreement, breakout time
we estimate is somewhere—2 months or so. Is that consistent with
what you think? Some say, well, Iran would not go there because
they know that we would strike and why try that when they can
wait and legally do it in 10 or 12 years? Do you see it in that sim-
ple of terms, Dr. Allison? What in terms of Iran’s motivation here—
why would kicking the can down the road, a worst-case scenario,
HOtl‘]?oe better than allowing them within 2 months to close the

eal?

Dr. ALLISON. It is a difficult question, and it is a good one. Basi-
cally what happened over the last 10 years is that Iran went from
being 10 years away from a bomb to 2 months away from a bomb.
And they proceeded steadily whenever they had a chance. From
time to time, there was a pause. When they felt threatened, you
could see some little inflections in the line, but basically creeping,
creeping, creeping. And whether this is for establishing the knowl-
edge of how to do something in my covert site, if I were the Iranian
planner, so this is mainly my overt facility, but it is my learning
lab, and I have my more advanced centrifuges that I am going to
operate somewhere, that would be possible. Or it would be possible
they stay where they are.

I think the hardest part for us will be if there turns out to be
an agreement and for whatever reason the U.S. decides we are not
in favor of it in the end; what is going to happen to the sanctions
regime? Because the sanctions regime we should not take for grant-
ed. It has been a pretty extraordinary thing to get the various par-
ties to agree to the amount of constraints that they have, but you
can already see it fraying at the edges. And I think in particular
it will be a problem to imagine what will happen to the sanctions
regime. We cannot simply hit the pause button and keep every-
thing in place. Other dynamics will probably be at work under-
mining what we now think of as a sanctions regime.

Senator FLAKE. But even with the current sanctions regime, they
have moved from, as you say, 10 years to within a couple of
months.

Dr. ALLISON. Well, except that they moved at different paces.
And the regime, if you look back at it, was kind of a nibbling re-
gime or even, I would say, symbolic sanctions, for quite a long time.
Not until the Senate actually put in the biting sanctions with the
defense appropriation bill in 2012 did you see a sharp drop in their
oil exports. So that was the place where it had the biggest impact.
And then we had the good fortune of oil prices falling in half, which
has therefore also impacted their income.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Thank you both for your testimony.

You know, the agreed framework agreement with North Korea in
my view failed in large part over something that was not explicitly
covered, which was Pyongyang’s covert development of a uranium
enrichment program. While we assess it was against the spirit of
the agreement and that they were obligated to reveal all details of
its nuclear activities, it was not laid out as covered in the fine
print.

So how likely is it that the P5+1 are making the same mistake
in the proposed new agreement—permitting nonspecificity about
Iran’s nuclear activities—in order to get an agreement concluded?
What sort of noncovered activities by Iran could undermine the
basic purpose of an agreement? I would invite either one of you.

Mr. ToBEY. Well, that is an excellent question.

Senator MENENDEZ. Those are the only questions we ask here.
[Laughter.]

I am just kidding. A little humor.

Mr. ToBEY. In the case of North Korea, the North-South
Denuclearization Agreement and the Non-Proliferation Treaty did
prohibit the actions that North Korea took.

I guess what I would say, though, is that there were essentially
no verification features of the agreed framework that would have
applied to the uranium path, uranium enrichment path, and of
course, the North Koreans drove a truck through that loophole.

The question really is what will Iran have to declare and what
will it not have to declare under the new agreement. And I do not
yet know what that looks like.

I do know that Iran has not yet and has never submitted a com-
plete and correct declaration of all its nuclear activities.

Dr. ALLISON. Again, the question is long and complicated, but
just trying to do the brief of it, I think there is no doubt that the
constraints constrain what we can see but do not constrain and do
not erase an overall set of impulses or competition that is going on
otherwise. That is what arms control was about with the Soviet
Union. We would constrain an area very dangerous for us but con-
tinue competing with them on everything else, including under-
minilng the regime. And that is what we were doing, I thought,
wisely.

So in the case of North Korea, there was an agreement to shut
down Yongbyon. It shut down. There was no additional plutonium
produced in North Korea from 1994 to 2002. And that is a good
thing because otherwise once it turned back on, there would have
been six more bombs’ worth of plutonium. They then proceeded in
another path that neither the inspection regime nor, more impor-
tantly in my view, our American intelligence community, could dis-
cover. Eventually we discovered a piece of it and then we tried to
deal with them. They are a particularly recalcitrant party to try to
deal with. But I would say shame on our intelligence as much as
on whatever

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, here is part of the problem. First, you
yourself said, Mr. Tobey, that we do not know the full verification
of all of the sites, number one. We would have to depend upon our
intelligence to know about undeclared sites. In the past that has
not always worked in a timely fashion.
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Thirdly, we have a set of circumstances under which—this is not
about Iran just pleading guilty to their intent to pursue nuclear
weapons. I think the world has come to that conclusion notwith-
standing what they say. It is about understanding how far along
they got in terms of their weaponization efforts. And even though
I see the Secretary of State make rather definitive statements that
we know how far they got, General Hayden, who was the CIA Di-
rector and had all of the access to all of the intelligence, including
on this element of the portfolio, said that we have estimates, but
we have no conclusive evidence of how far they got.

So the purpose of coming forth with and being clean on the pos-
sible military weaponization elements of it is not about admitting
guilt. I am really not interested in that. But it is about how far
they got along. And when I read that we have no definitive under-
standing of that, we have estimates, well, that is a dangerous con-
clusion because that all adds to your complicated equation of
breakout time and other elements. So I think that is incredibly im-
portant.

The other thing is one of the prevailing presumptions behind the
negotiation of an agreed framework agreement with North Korea
was that the United States and South Korea would never have to
deliver the civilian nuclear reactors called for under it because the
North Korea regime was on its last legs and that there would soon
be presumably a more peaceful regime in place. Now, that was un-
fortunately extremely wrong.

Are we not making the same mistake regarding Iran and the
proposed new agreement? To what extent is there an assumption
here that in 10 years or so the Iranian regime will either be signifi-
cantly different in its quest for nuclear weapons capability or that
it will have changed its mind-set, of which everything indicates to
us that its mind-set is about regime preservation at any cost, it is
about preserving the elements of the revolution, and it is about
achieving nuclear weapons as a way of preserving the regime, in
addition to supporting its hegemonic interests? That is a dramatic
change that we are looking to see in 10 years. It seems to me very
aspirational but not rooted in reality.

Can you comment on that?

Mr. ToBEY. Absolutely. I agree wholeheartedly with your point,
Senator.

Secretary Kerry has understandably said that it is unacceptable
that Iran be 2 months away from a nuclear weapon. I do not un-
derstand, if that is the case, why then it would be acceptable in 10,
12, or 15 years for Iran to be 2 months away or less from a nuclear
weapon.

And to return briefly to one of your points about the so-called—
they are often called past activities, but it is not at all clear they
are past activities, the possible military dimensions. The adminis-
tration itself sanctioned a number of Iranian individuals and enti-
ties on August 29, 2014. One of them went by an acronym SPND.
It is headed by Mossen Fakrizideh, and the administration has al-
leged that he has been in charge of the Iranian nuclear weapons
program. He has been sanctioned by the United Nations Security
Council. The sanctions notice that went out on August 29, 2014,
said that SPND was engaged in nuclear weapons development
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work, current work. So there seems to be an understanding by the
administration that that work is not something of the past, and
until we understand exactly its extent, I do not understand how we
can have a successful agreement.

Dr. ALLISON. So, again, you raised three different questions. Let
me briefly.

First, are we going to have any confidence that Iran is not pur-
suing a nuclear weapon? No. And I would say we should take it to
the bank. They are pursuing a nuclear weapon. We are trying to
constrain some element of that.

For example, we do not know today that Iran has not bought a
nuclear weapon or material for a bomb from North Korea. They are
not going to confess that to us. We would have to discover that our-
selves. I mean, if I were running the Iranian program, I might
have had all this going on like a conjurer’s act to keep you focused
over here while I am doing my business over here. They are not
going to confess that to the IAEA. The IAEA is not going to find
it. We are going to have to find it from our intelligence. What
would prevent them from doing that is their fear that we will dis-
cover them. And I am in favor of every conceivable source we can
have.

But I think we should take it as a—I mean, the chairman started
with the question, can we be assured that Iran never gets a nu-
clear weapon? The answer is absolutely not. This is a forever chal-
lenge for us. You cannot have this agreement, put a bow around
it, and say, boy, this one is solved or this thing is in the box. Not
in the box. I would say this is a continuing, long-term struggle.
That is the first thing.

Secondly, on 1994 and Korea, yes, there was a belief from the
U.S. Government—CIA said—John Deutch, our colleague and
friend—the North Korean regime is going to collapse because, hav-
ing not predicted the collapse of the Soviet Union 3 years before,
the CIA in its usual form makes a countervailing error. Okay. So
predict somebody else is going to collapse. It was not an incredible
idea at the time, but it turned out not to be right. But we did not
predict when regimes collapsed. 1991, the Soviet Union, that was
not predicted by CIA. We did not predict correctly that North
Korea was going to have the staying power that it does. So I would
not make my judgment about the Iranian agreement on the basis
of my forecast of whether the regime is going to collapse or not.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

If T might just add before going to Senator Perdue, with North
Korea we provided sanctions relief without causing them to comply
on the front end, and it led to them getting a nuclear weapon. And
I think there is a lot of concern at present about the type of sanc-
tions relief we may allow here on the front end prior to many of
the things we are raising being completed.

Senator Perdue.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you
and the ranking member for the bipartisan nature of this effort
over the last few months. I think we all agree the goal here is that
we do whatever we can for as long as we can to make sure Iran
does not have a nuclear weapon, not now, not in 10 years, not ever.
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And, Dr. Allison, I could not agree more. I think this is an ongo-
ing effort. There is no one document that is going to protect that.

Mr. Tobey, you mentioned the vulnerabilities and I agree with
you.

The two things that worry me is if the agreement stands, as we
understand it today, that in 10 years, as the President says, that
the breakout time goes to zero for Iran to become a nuclear weap-
ons state, let us assume for the moment that does not happen.

So then we move to your second concern of the covert nature.
And I think, Dr. Allison, that is the area that long term is more
concerning to me. I am not too concerned about what they declare
they are doing in their overt effort. It is what they can do in their
covert. Fordow is a good example. Natanz. I mean, the combination
of our own inspection and our own intelligence failed us over the
last 6, 7, 8, 10 years in that regard.

I want to go, though—before I ask more about Fordow and intel-
ligence, I want to ask about Libya and North Korea. Can both of
you give us your experiences of, one, being a reasonable success in
Libya where we control weapons control—weapons development,
and then in North Korea where it was a catastrophic failure? Mr.
Tobey?

Mr. ToOBEY. Sure. In Libya, I think the case was—one of the im-
portant differences with what seems to be going on in Iran was an
insistence that Libya make a strategic decision not to pursue nu-
clear weapons. That was why there was an insistence that there
be a statement by Qaddafi, and it was part of the negotiations that
we wanted evidence that this was not merely temporizing on their
part, but a watershed event that represented a real change in Liby-
an policy.

One of the things that disturbs me about the Iran agreement, if
we get one, is that no one seems to believe that this would be a
fundamental change in Iranian policy. It would delay some of their
aspirations, but it would not end them.

With respect to North Korea, I think the opposite was the case.
We were never able to get any assurance from the North that they
had halted their nuclear weapons aspirations. And in fact, the ne-
gotiator of the agreed framework, Ambassador Gallucci, said that
they understood—that the Clinton administration understood, even
while it was still in office, that the North was cheating and pur-
suing a uranium path.

Senator PERDUE. Dr. Allison.

Dr. ALLISON. So they are both very interesting cases, and both
% think quite different from the Iran case but worth looking at the
essons.

In North Korea, one needs to notice structurally, to start with,
how different North Korea is from almost anything else. That is
the hardest case. Structurally, first, there is no credible military
threat against North Korea. Secondly, North Korea has a great
power guardian who will not let it get squeezed too much. And
thirdly, North Korea has an autarchic economy that is almost sepa-
rated from the world. Let me go through the pieces very quickly.

So there is no credible military threat against North Korea. We
have a treaty-bound alliance with South Korea who is deterred by
North Korea. So whenever it comes to a choice between yielding
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and threatening a war that would destroy Seoul, South Korea
blinks. That is a problem. That is not the case with Iran. Actually
the neighbors were encouraging us to act.

Secondly, North Korea has a great power guardian, China. So
when one tries to squeeze them economically, China does not allow
it to threaten the regime. That is not the case with Iran, unless
Russia were come to be a really bad actor, which is one reason to
keep your eye on Russia.

And thirdly, an autarchic economy. So I would say that situation
is entirely different.

In the case of Libya, which is also interestingly different, Libya
was a pipsqueak country to start with. It was isolated. It has got
around 6 million people, was just basically pumping oil. And you
had in Qaddafi a thug that was running the regime. After the Bush
administration toppled Saddam, he was terrified, and there was
talk around town, including by some of my friends who said, hey,
we can just do Libya on the way home. It was not a big operation.
So being terrified by a credible military threat, he was moved to
act. I would say if we could imagine an equivalent situation for
Iran, that would be a big motivator. I think it is hard to imagine
after we seem exhausted from a couple wars we have already had.

Senator PERDUE. Dr. Allison, you said that inspection and
verification, challenge—that is part of our inspection regime. You
know, I am not too worried about what they are telling us and
what we see in the inspection. What I am really worried about is
longer term past this agreement over the next decade or so our
ability to manage and watch and pick up through our intelligence
efforts what they are doing covertly.

I have two questions. One is do you guys, both of you, believe
that we have a third option here if this negotiation fails besides
war, that doubling down on sanctions could in fact help us long
term keep Iran from becoming a nuclear weapons state? And sec-
ondly, behind that, what is your experience and what is your con-
fidence that our intelligence network today can help us maintain
confidence that we know what is going on covertly within Iran? Mr.
Tobey, quickly. I am about out of time. Sorry.

Mr. TOBEY. I do believe there is a third option. Of course, there
are measures between capitulation and war. There are plenty of
things that we could do.

With respect to intelligence, Iran is a hard target, and we have
had some intelligence successes, but I do not think we can bet all
that would be bet on whether or not Iran gets a nuclear weapon
on our intelligence successes.

Dr. ALLISON. I agree with Will.

On the intelligence piece, I think that we will never know for
sure, and that it will be very important, if there is an agreement
reached, that we do not lose interest in Iran. So I think from the
bigger perspective of the committee, making sure that the intel-
ligence community keeps this as a top priority, assuming that this
is a country that will get a nuclear weapon whenever it can.

With respect to the sanctions, I think it would be good to double
down on sanctions, though I cannot imagine the political strategy
that would keep the rest of the parties together for doing so unless
Iran should walk away from the table.
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Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the
witnesses for your interesting and provocative testimony.

A number of folks in this country and with our allies who are
fairly harsh critics of starting the negotiation with Iran have, at
least to me, grudgingly said that they think actually the activity
since November 2013 and particularly under the JPOA has been
better than the status quo ante, that the concerns that Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu was raising before the U.N. about the 20-percent
enriched uranium stockpile, et cetera, that there has been an im-
provement in the status quo as a result of the JPOA.

Before we get to a final deal, do you share the view that the
JPOA period was an improvement over what was existing before?

Mr. ToBEY. My view is that it was neither a historic agreement
nor an historic mistake. It was a standstill agreement that allowed
talks to continue, and the value of that standstill agreement is best
assessed when we find out what the final agreement is.

Senator KAINE. And the standstill compared to an earlier period
where there was not standing still, where there was forward
progress on the nuclear program. Correct?

Mr. ToBEY. Correct, yes. And certainly there were some elements
like the reduction in 20 percent uranium that were quite construc-
tive.

Dr. ALLISON. I agree. In fact, there is a little brochure that the
Belfer Center put out on the facts about the agreement. And if you
look at it, there is a curve that is going steadily up from 10 years
ago until 2 months, and then it freezes. So the agreement actually
succeeded in freezing and also rolling back with respect to the 20
percent activity that you would otherwise think would have just
continued along the trend line.

Senator KAINE. I agree with what both of you said in earlier
questions that there is not two options here of an acceptable diplo-
matic agreement or war. There is also some middle grounds, and
middle grounds may include doubling down on sanctions. Middle
grounds may include continuing under a JPOA framework with a
standstill and modest relief of escrowed funds. So there are other
options. I do believe that.

You both talked about the inspections. The thing that I am most
interested in that I am going to jump right to when there is a deal
is looking at the intrusive nature of the inspections and particu-
larly with respect to giving us any confidence about the covert na-
ture of the program.

But I want to talk about inspections in the context of having a
credible military threat. A credible military threat in my view to-
ward stopping Iran from getting a nuclear weapon is composed of
sort of capacity, backbone, but also the degree of information you
have. Would you agree with me that we have a more credible mili-
tary threat the more information we have about the scope of an
Iranian nuclear program? So that seems easy enough, kind of al-
most a truism.

And in terms of information, we have intel right now. We have
used intel. It has been widely reported that we have taken steps
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with others that have slowed down the Iranian nuclear program
based on intel. But would you agree with me that intel plus what
you get from an intrusive inspections regime is better than just
intel?

Mr. TOBEY. Yes.

Senator KAINE. And so to the extent that an agreement that is
put on the table has an inspections regime that is a significant one
and to the extent we do what Dr. Allison said, which is maintain
and maybe even grow our intel capacities, intel plus the informa-
tion we get out of intrusive inspections will help have us have a
more credible military threat because we would be able to more
precisely target military activity—God forbid—should we ever need
to to stop Iran from getting a nuclear weapon.

Dr. ALLISON. Absolutely, and I think the way you put it is very
logical. So we are working an intelligence problem all the time, and
intelligence is essential for having a credible military threat.

A question to ask about the agreement, if it comes to you, is:
what does the inspection and verification regime add to our current
intelligence? What else are we getting that we do not already have?
It is good for the IAEA to get it even if we already have it because
that adds to the international legitimacy? But for us, because we
have to take care, in the first instance, of this as our own problem,
what else would we have in terms of a picture of what is going on
in Iran, particularly in the covert arena, if we get a deal that has
the parameters as described for verification and inspection? And
I—having listened to a briefing on what people think they are
going to bring back, that would be a big plus, if I were sitting back
in the intelligence community, for my picture of what is going on.
But I think the devil will be in those details, and if we listened to
the Supreme Leader yesterday, a lot of those details do not seem
to be settled.

Senator KAINE. The inspection regime laid out in the April 2
framework included some components that were 10, 15, 20, and 25
years. But one of the items in the framework was the acceptance
of the TAEA additional protocol, which was listed to be a perma-
nent accession to that additional protocol. And so these are the
kinds of things that I know I am going to be looking at to see what
kind of information are we going to get through this inspections re-
gime that will add to the intel that we can already develop.

And Mr. Tobey, your testimony—one of your five lessons is the
better the inspection regime, the more we can deter cheating to-
gether with existing intel, and I would say a caveat to that or
maybe a corollary, the better the inspections regime plus our intel,
the more we can have a credible military threat, or at least that
is an element of a credible military threat.

What lessons do you draw from the kind of earlier WMD negotia-
tion experiences in terms of the nature of the regime you are deal-
ing with? You know, you talked about Libya as a pipsqueak regime.
Iran has more of an imperial—I think Iran is on kind of a historic
rejuvenation project where they are trying to reclaim an element
of social greatness that they have had in the past. And that is kind
of part of what motivates the regime right now. And becoming part
of the nuclear club in the modern parlance is one of the ways you
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show you are at the cutting edge of science and technology in a
leading society.

But talk about earlier WMD negotiations and the nature of the
regime itself and how that makes you view this particular negotia-
tion.

Mr. ToBEY. I think you are exactly right. At the strategic level,
Iran is looking for regional resurgence. At a more tactical level, in
terms of the insight into the regime, I think that there is important
insight, maybe not determinative insight, offered into Iran’s will-
ingness to comply by how they treat this disclosure issue. So if in
fact they continue to stiff the IAEA, I think we gain insight into
whether or not they are likely to comply with a future agreement.

Dr. ALLISON. So I agree that the regime issue matters a lot. I
think in the case of the Soviet Union, people who saw it clearly had
no illusions about the regime because it was a regime that was de-
termined to bury us. So the agreements were agreements to con-
strain the competition simply in one arena in order to intensify the
competition in other areas. If you were betting in the long run that
we were going to be stronger because we have a free society, we
have a market economy, we have a dynamic society—that was Ron-
ald Reagan’s bet—lo and behold, in the end this is going to turn
out badly for them. So I would say, again if I try to think about
it, the fact that the regime is inherently evil is perfectly fine to
deal with; that is international relations.

With respect to your first question, which I think is an extremely
good one, how does the intelligence relate to credible military
threats? And it is very interesting. I should have put it in my testi-
mony, but I will send it to you. So the person who was a colleague
of ours, an Israeli, Amos Yadlin, who led the attack on Osirak, who
planned the attack on Syria, and who was Bibi’s head of military
intelligence planning for Iran—here is what he says about the
agreement. He says, military action against the Iranian program in
2025—that is, if the agreement in 2025—would in all probability
not be much more complicated or difficult than in 2015.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Can you just talk a little bit about Iran and how they view their
need to have a nuclear weapon, given what happened in Libya and
what happened in Iraq and the lesson drawn that we do not attack
North Korea, we do not attack countries that have nuclear weap-
ons, but we do attack those that we are sure do not because we ab-
solutely verified that they do not? So what lesson did they draw
from that in terms of the confidence that we can have that any in-
spections regime can be successful?

Dr. ALLISON. I do not think we are allowed to talk about this in
public. I am teasing.

Eric Edelman, who is a friend and who was President George W.
Bush’s Under Secretary for Policy in the planning for the attack on
Iraq, has said the following, and I am quoting. He said, in terms
of what lessons we have taught, if you are like Iraq and you do not
have nuclear weapons, you get invaded. But if you are like Libya
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and you give up your nuclear weapons, we will only bomb you.
Again, it is hard for Americans to say.

Here is what the Supreme Leader said—he was doing the lessons
after Libya—he said Qaddafi wrapped up all his nuclear facilities,
packed them on a ship, and delivered them to the West, and said,
take them. Look what position he is in now. So I think we have
to take it as a fact that regimes that fear being attacked by us, on
the basis of the record, would therefore be motivated to have nu-
clear weapons. That makes the problem harder for us. It does not
mean they should succeed.

Senator MARKEY. So can you talk about that, Mr. Tobey? Essen-
tially Qaddafi and Saddam wound up in the same situation, pretty
much in the same ditch after they gave up their nuclear weapons
programs.

Mr. ToBeY. Well, I think you have made the important point—
you and Graham and Eric Edelman. I think it is something to be
regretted that what had been a nonproliferation success in Libya
may be tarnished because it taught lessons to others around the
world that it will be painful for us.

Senator MARKEY. So then if I can go back to you, Dr. Allison. You
draw an important distinction between material cheating and mar-
ginal cheating in your testimony. And there is no question that on
this committee if there is, in fact, material cheating which is found,
that this committee will act quickly if there is no action which is
taken by our Government or the world. We will move quickly to re-
impose sanctions.

How do we deal with marginal violations? That is going to be the
gray area, and what do you recommend to us if we cannot find the
material but there is enough suspicion of a marginal violation?
What should the American response be?

Dr. ALLISON. An extremely hard question. So I think in the nego-
tiations, folks have been trying to figure out what are the proce-
dures for dealing with cases of known or suspected violations, both
marginal and material. And in the case of dealing with the Soviet
Union—or now, Russia—this continues to be an issue.

So we have to, I think, first depend on our own intelligence, but
we are happy for any other help we get from anybody else for dis-
covering such cases. For example, in the case of the Soviet Union,
they were building radars at Kresnyarsk, you will remember, back
in the cold war. And we called it out. There came to be an issue
of what our recourse would be, because if we could not impose some
equivalent pain or punishment, it would be very hard even if a per-
son has cheated or violated the agreement to get them to come
back into compliance. In that case in the end, they had to give up
the radars, and they did.

So I would say in this case, it would be worth it, as you see the
final details of the agreement, to see what process they have for
doing this because I know they have attempted to address it. I do
not know whether they will do so successfully.

Senator MARKEY. So just following on the issue of Iran and how
they perceive us. How does a perception that the United States still
supports regime change inside of Iran complicate the P5+1 negotia-
tions knowing that we still harbor our—some in America still har-
bor this ambition that the entire government be toppled? What
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does that do to the negotiations and our ability to get intrusive in-
spections successfully completed?

Dr. ALLISON. Well, again, my take on it is that as another col-
league—Bob Kagan wrote a book. He said the dangerous nation—
I mean, the train that you are on. You know, we are a dangerous
nation in that we do believe that these are bad regimes, and we
do believe that they should change. This is a problem in dealing
with Mr. Putin. It is a problem in dealing with President Xi. And
we cannot say that we do not think that they are bad regimes or
we do not think that there are violations of human rights. And I
think as he looks at us, when we talk verification, he thinks we are
doing target acquisition. So I think that produces an extreme
struggle.

But I am saying in the case of the Soviet Union, it was a strug-
gle. We should not assume anything other than the worst, and we
should try to deal with the worst. That is the task.

Senator MARKEY. But do you think, given what happened in
Iraq, given what happened in Libya, that the toppling actually led
to a worse case scenario unfolding rather than a best case. Do you
think we should be more humble in terms of our public pronounce-
ments of the goal to topple the Iranian Government and just be
happy if we can get an intrusive nuclear weapons regime and then
to isolate it in its regional ambitions, its terrorist activities, or
should we allow this kind of cloud to still be over the discussions
at the back of our minds? And they are looking at Libya, obviously,
and the Ayatollah has talked about that. Iraq. That we make it
more difficult for ourselves to get true compliance with an inspec-
tions regime.

Dr. ALLISON. Again, I would say two things quickly.

The first, that even if we said that we were not trying to topple
the regime, they would not believe it, and it might not be true.

And secondly, I think that the idea of being more humble about
our aspirations to change regimes by use of force is a lesson that
we are trying to learn and that we should learn because if we are
betting, Reagan’s argument was a very interesting argument. He
said we are on the right side of history. If we have our society per-
form effectively, lo and behold, most of these other societies will not
perform because of all their inherent contradictions. And in the
end, it is going to turn out okay. So I would go back to a bet more
of that sort than trying by force to change the regimes.

And I think actually in the case of Libya, I agree with Will. We
have debated this at Harvard a lot. Yes, Qaddafi was a horrible,
horrible person. Yes, he was doing horrible, horrible things. But if
you look at Libya today, it is hard to say it is better.

Senator MARKEY. Iraq, the same way. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome. So nice to have both of you here today and always nice
to see you, Dr. Allison.

And I apologize for having missed your testimony because I had
another commitment. So if you have addressed some of these
issues, I hope you do not mind doing it again.
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I wonder, Dr. Allison, if you could talk about how the Iranian ne-
gotiations differ from the North Korean negotiations because I
know there are often comparisons to the two and the fact that we
negotiated with North Korea and we were not successful and now
they are on a path to producing more weapons.

Dr. ALLISON. We discussed it a little earlier. I said I think in
thinking about North Korea and Iran, one needs to start with three
big structural factors in the case of North Korea. First, against
North Korea, we did not have a credible military threat. Secondly,
North Korea has a great power guardian. And third, North Korea
has an autarchic economy that basically struggles and survives by
a little bit of dealing with China but mainly on its own.

We do not have a credible military threat because we have a de-
fensive alliance with South Korea and South Korea has been effec-
tively deterred by North Korea’s ability to destroy Seoul.

China is not prepared to see North Korea squeezed to the point
that it collapses. So whenever the sanctions begin to bite, China
violates them.

And thirdly, the North Korean economy barely survives anyhow.

Fortunately, in the case of Iran, these structural conditions are
not the same. With respect to Iran, there is a credible military
threat not only from us but from Israel. So the reason why I saw
this line that was producing 20 percent enriched uranium in Iran—
it went flat when Bibi put out a redline that said 250 kilos and we
are going to act. And it approached 200 and then it went flat. Now,
actually by the agreement, it has been reduced and is going to be
eliminated, which is a good thing.

Secondly, in the case of—there is no great power that is pro-
viding guardianship for Iran.

And thirdly, its economy actually is connected to the rest of the
economy.

So I think those situations are, fortunately, different, which is
good news for the Iranian case.

Senator SHAHEEN. Do you agree, Mr. Tobey?

Mr. ToBEY. I do. I think the most salient point is that Iran dif-
fers from North Korea in that North Korea is a weak state sur-
rounded by strong states, the largest economies, the largest popu-
lations, the largest land masses in the world, whereas Iran is a re-
gionally strong power surrounded by relatively weak states.

Senator SHAHEEN. So that would argue in my mind for—well, no,
I guess not. I was going to say for why they would be more inter-
ested in holding onto weapons than in giving them up.

I am also interested, Graham. In your testimony—and you re-
ferred to it a little while ago that the claims that we cannot reach
advantageous agreements with governments that cannot be trusted
is just not correct. And I wonder if you could talk about that a little
bit more because that is one of the biggest concerns I hear from
people who look at the negotiations with Iran and they say, well,
how can we negotiate with them. We just cannot trust them.

Dr. ALLISON. So I may be too much of an old cold warrior, but
I think of Iran more or less like the Soviet Union as a first approxi-
mation. There are many, many differences, and I am sure many
Iranians will take offense. But basically a society—not the Iranian
society; in the same way, not the Russian people, but the regime,
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which is a regime that makes no sense and which is pursuing ob-
jectives inimical to the U.S. and to most of its neighbors. So that
is just I take as a fact.

So when I then look at the situation, I say that is where I start.
So will such a regime lie, steal, and cheat when it can? Yes. I think
even Ronald Reagan said this is in their character for the Soviet
Union, and Lenin explained that it was the nation’s duty. So when
you were tricking somebody, that was when you were a good Len-
inist. So I would say as a first approximation assume that the
party is not trying to be forthcoming, is not trying to be—is trying
to trick you, trying to deceive you, trying to cheat.

So then the obligation for us is not to be deceived and not to be
naive, but to expect behavior—the agreements need to be about
items that we can see visibly and verify through the inspection re-
gime with the expectation that for everything else that we cannot
see, we are way back to ourselves and to intelligence independent
of this constraint. So the reason why in the old cold war we con-
strained launchers, not warheads, even though warheads were the
things that would kill us, was because we could only see launchers,
and we could not get any inspection or any regime that would con-
strain the warheads.

So that is why, again, if I look at the Iranian case, closing down
Arak so that it is not going to produce plutonium—that is one of
two ways for Iran to get a bomb. Great. I would say that is a good
one. And similarly with respect to the enrichment, I have got that
constrained enough, though I did not think that was where they
were going to be acting before. So that drives me, as we were dis-
cussing earlier, to the covert route. And so it is what this agree-
ment adds to our current national intelligence and that of our al-
lies that will be, for me, the beef in the agreement.

Senator SHAHEEN. So as we think about the covert route, because
that is the other concern that I hear, that it is fine to address what
we already know about what they are doing to build a weapon, but
we are not going to know what we do not know. And so how do
you build into these kinds of negotiations ways to address the po-
tential to build other covert operations that we would not be aware
of until too late?

Dr. ALLISON. Well, in the fact sheet that was passed out, it was
suggested—and now we will have to look to see what finally they
bring home—that there would be continuous surveillance of Iran’s
uranium mills for 25 years. If that is the case, then they cannot
be producing additional uranium, that there would be continuous
surveillance of production of centrifuges and their storage facilities.
Again, if they cannot produce centrifuges, they cannot enrich ura-
nium. That there would be a dedicated procurement channel where
all the things they bought that were dual-use would have to be re-
ported. That is a very interesting one because they will go off buy-
ing some other stuff to be helpful to their program, and so that is
an easy one to find them violating, if they do, that there would be
a mechanism for challenge inspection. So there are a half dozen
things of that sort. And if those were added, those seem to me to
be likely to be big pluses to where we would be in the absence of
an agreement.

Senator SHAHEEN. But if I could just ask one final question.
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But opponents of the negotiations would say, well, there are not
going to be any guarantees on all of those things because the IAEA
is not going to get access to all of Iran at any time to be able to
determine whether there are other efforts going on, whether there
are other centrifuges being built, whether there are other—whether
things are being smuggled in that could have an impact. So how
do you address those kinds of concerns, or should we not be wor-
ried about that?

Dr. ALLISON. Well, I think we should certainly be worried about
it. And Will has something to say about that because, I mean, he
has been thinking about what you would learn from the PMD
might contribute to this.

For myself, I would say, first, it is a requirement for American
intelligence. Either we are successful—not only American. Israeli,
French, others that are looking and who are looking intensely
about the other activities that are not reported. And if it is an ille-
gal activity, if they are buying material for a bomb from North
Korea, they are not going to report that. They will proceed. So I
would say the first is looking at it for ourselves.

Secondly, the challenge mechanism will be very relevant for this.
So if, as the Supreme Leader said yesterday, military facilities are
off limits, and if something is going on in a military facility, JAEA
cannot go inspect it, I would say that is a show stopper. No. The
terms of the agreement is that it cannot be just fishing expeditions,
but with the challenge inspection mechanism, one has got to be
able to go to a place where there is probable cause. And we have
to remember Fordow was built in a military facility. So if military
facilities were off limits, this would be a loser’s game. So I would
say that is the way I would go with it.

Senator SHAHEEN. Will, did you want to add to that?

Mr. TOBEY. Sure. With respect to—I would say that it is impor-
tant to remember the process of verification is like constructing a
mosaic. There are some tiles that are going to be missing and the
inspectors need to go pursue those. There are some tiles that may
be inaccurate. You may have a red tile that appears in the
seascape that should all be blue and green, and they have to figure
out why that has appeared.

I believe if there is a complete and correct declaration, it is dif-
ficult to actually hide a covert program. Now, you could say, well,
they will just lie in their declaration. But if there is access to docu-
ments and people and other things, which are actually less impor-
tant than the anytime/anywhere inspection—it is really a much
more mundane process that involves detective work—then you
identify inconsistencies. Now, you may not identify the exact site
that you are dealing with, but those inconsistencies lead you to
other things. And if they are forced to answer those inconsistencies,
it becomes difficult for them to actually maintain this lie. It also
helps to deter them from pursuing that program because they
know eventually they will either have to answer those questions or
be caught stonewalling.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Sorry to run over.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Listen, we appreciate very much your testimony. I have just a
few closing questions.
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Would it be fair to say that—back to PMD and I want to be fairly
brief here—would it be fair to say that our insistence on the PMD
piece would be indicative to Iran as to how thorough we are going
to be as we move along with adherence to the agreement and just
the inspections process in general? From the standpoint of us fore-
ing that on the front end, they will take that, will they not, as an
indication of how seriously we are going to try to enforce any agree-
ment that takes place? Is that a fair statement?

Mr. ToBEY. Yes, absolutely. If we allow them to flout IAEA re-
quests for data now, they have every reason to believe they will get
away with that in the future.

The CHAIRMAN. And do you agree with that, Dr. Allison?

Dr. ALLISON. I am less clear. I would say that all of these things
are being haggled about, and I think we have insisted that there
be interviews with identified individuals and there be visits to
sites. But if I were running the Iranian program, can I find a way
to do that that still does not, quote, “full disclosure?” I do not think
you will ever have, quote, “full disclosure.” So I think it will be a
back and forth.

The CHAIRMAN. Would it be fair to say that had we had anytime/
anywhere inspections with North Korea, there is no way they
would have advanced as far as they did unbeknownst to us?

Mr. ToBEY. I am actually not sure that is the case. If we had
anytime/anywhere inspections but did not have the cooperation in
terms of a declaration and access to people and documents, I am
not sure that would have worked. And there is an historical exam-
ple. The Clinton administration became suspicious of a facility
called Kumchang-ri and actually forced an inspection of that place,
and it turned out basically to be an empty underground facility.
And that shows the weakness of relying too much on the anytime/
anywhere concept as opposed to this building of a mosaic concept.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Allison.

Dr. ALLISON. I would go back: to the tall pole in the tent is Amer-
ican intelligence. So if we have good intelligence, we are going to
find the things. If we do not, shame on us.

The CHAIRMAN. Would it be fair to say that large amounts of
sanctions relief without Iran being in full compliance could lead to
the—that is exactly what we did, I guess, in North Korea—could
lead to a similar outcome?

Mr. TOBEY. Yes, I believe so.

Dr. ALLISON. I agree, but I would say that the sanctions relief
needs to come as they implement the particular terms of the agree-
ment. That is what the administration said they were going to in-
sist on, and I think that is what they should do.

The CHAIRMAN. And then this is somewhat controversial. I am
going to phrase it. We have had, as you know, five briefings, three
of which were private. And in those briefings, by the way, we had
almost full attendance and a lot of debate.

One of the more controversial statements that was made in those
meetings by witnesses—Dr. Allison, you alluded to the fact that
Iran believes there is a military threat today. Our intelligence says
that is not the case. They do not believe there is a military threat
by the United States. And so some of the witnesses have responded
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by saying there are multiple things we need to be looking at, much
of which was asked about today.

But another component, a fourth component, would be Congress
weighing in now relative to our intentions militarily if they did not
adhere to an agreement. And of course, you get into some quali-
tative issues as to whether it is marginal or whether something is
in great violation. I can say it a little bit more strongly, but I do
not want my question to be misinterpreted by people onlooking.

But how important is it with an agreement in place for Iran to
believe that if they do not comply, there will be military con-
sequences?

Dr. ALLISON. I believe there is a credible military threat. I be-
lieve that our Israeli friends provide an even more credible military
threat. And I believe the fear of a military threat, if Iran should
try to go the last mile, is a huge factor in their calculations about
not going the last mile. About the current intelligence on whether
today they fear a threat, given that we are negotiating with them,
I would say that is on the side.

The CHAIRMAN. But would you feel that Congress should some-
how weigh in on that fact on the front end relative to an agreement
being reached, that during the entirety of this agreement, that the
Congress feels strongly that if it is violated, there should be a mili-
tary threat? Is that something that you consider to be important?

Dr. ALLISON. I would have to think hard about that, but I would
myself think that if we had—not for some minor violation, but if
we received evidence today that Iran was trying to dash the last
2 months to a bomb, would I be urging us to bomb them to prevent
that happening? And I personally would.

The CHAIRMAN. Will.

Mr. ToBEY. I think that expressions of unity by the U.S. Govern-
ment always get the attention of foreign powers. And if the Con-
gress were going to take such an action, it would likely attract at-
tention in Tehran.

The CHAIRMAN. I see Senator Coons has arrived. I am going to
step out. I have such great trust for the ranking member I am
going to leave it in his hands.

I do want to say on the front end that the record will remain
open, without any objection, until Friday, and if you all would an-
swer questions up until that time, I would appreciate that very
quickly.

We thank you for being here today. We thank you for your testi-
mony.

And with that, I am going to defer to Senator Coons.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Corker and Ranking
Member Cardin, for holding not just this hearing but a whole se-
ries of very valuable hearings as we consider whether or not there
will be a deal between the P5+1 and Iran about their illicit nuclear
weapons program.

And thank you to Mr. Tobey and Dr. Allison. It is a great honor
to be with you today and get your insights on previous experiences
and attempts at nonproliferation.

Let me first just talk a little bit about what Iran is doing and
their tactics and how you appraise their current tactics.
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There was, as you well know, an effort by some of our European
allies in 2004 to negotiate a halt to Iran’s enrichment activities.
And since then, Rouhani has publicly remarked that they were ne-
gotiating with our European allies on a halt to their enrichment ac-
tivities at the same time that they were completing the installation
of some key components of their illicit nuclear program.

In your view—and I would be interested in both your answers—
is that essentially what they are doing now? They are negotiating
for a 10-or-15-year pause or restructuring of their nuclear program
fully intending that they will either continue the research and de-
velopment vital to the next stage of their nuclear weapons acquisi-
tion during that 10-or-15-year period or intending to find other
paths towards a sneak-out or breakout, or do you assess that they
actually seriously are willing to give up on a nuclear weapons pro-
gram?

Mr. ToBEY. I think all of their past activities and statements
point to the former of your possibilities.

Senator COONsS. Dr. Allison.

Dr. ALLISON. I believe that Iran has had serious ambitions to
have nuclear weapons, does have serious ambitions to have nuclear
weapons, will have serious ambitions to have nuclear weapons. So
we should assume that as a constant. And the question in this is
not can we convert them, but it is rather we can constrain them
in ways that advantage us.

Senator CooNs. Exactly. So what we have heard, I think, from
Senators on both sides of the aisle in these hearings is that dis-
trust but verify is probably a better watchword for our negotiations
with them.

Dr. Allison, you are in many ways best known for a model of
analysis of the actions of nations that presumes that they act as
rational actors. Let us assume—and I know this is a big assump-
tion—that the regime in Tehran within their own framework and
their own ideology is behaving rationally in their negotiations.
What piece of the proposed architecture of this agreement do you
think they would be most likely to exploit in a determined, per-
sistent effort to break out or sneak out? I agree with you that I am
convinced they have nuclear weapons ambitions, and they are only
engaging in these negotiations with us for tactical purposes for a
temporary cessation. So let us imagine they are a rational actor.
How would you assume they might try to break out, given the
structure of the likely agreement as known to date?

Dr. ALLISON. Again, a very good question. So an Iran that had
serious nuclear ambitions would think of all the ways to get a
bomb. So one way is to make them at an overt site, but of course,
there are people watching. And the second way is to get them at
a covert site, build them in a covert site. And the third way is to
buy a bomb or material for a bomb from North Korea.

So as I say in my written testimony that I submitted, I worry
more about North Korea and Pakistan when I think about a bomb
going off in the United States in the next 15 years than I do about
Iran, though I think Iran is a worthy challenge and is the most ur-
gent of them.

So a rational Iranian could conceivably be engaged in this whole
set of activities as a conjurer’s act. It could easily be the case that
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this is what is going on with this hand while the other hand is ac-
tually doing the work. How will we know that? Only if American
intelligence discovers it, not likely from IAEA—or one of our friend-
ly intelligence colleagues. So do we need to be alert, looking, taking
every possible source, assuming that something may be happening?
Yes. I would say that would be reasonable.

The buy option, again, is not much discussed, but would be a
very interesting option. So what does North Korea need? Money.
What does it have? Fissile material and bombs. What does it do?
As Bob Gates testified here once before to Armed Services, what we
know about North Korea is they sell anything they have to anyone
who will pay. So why dismiss that possibility? I would not dismiss
it for a second. So I would look at that as another possible route
to be worried about. And the agreement will not solve all of those
problems, though some aspects of the agreement, including the in-
spection and challenge mechanism, may again provide a few more
peepholes.

Senator COONS. So let us turn to that, if I could, for my last
question, Dr. Allison. And I agree with you that the prospect of
North Korea being willing to share, trade, sell both its proliferation
knowledge and its actual weapons is a very sobering possibility.

But to the inspection regime, one of the things that is held up
as the most possibly beneficial-to-us component of an agreement,
P5+1 with Iran, is actual inspections. So as you mentioned, if Iran
continues its nuclear ambitions, it is most likely to do so at a covert
site and our ability to get inspections anytime/anywhere of sites of
any type is an absolutely critical piece of this. Previous inspection
efforts with other regimes have faltered when the Security Council
was no longer united in insisting on inspections.

The proposed structure that is rumored in the press to be on the
table would be a commission where, as long as our European allies
stayed with us, the Iranians and even the Russians and Chinese,
if they happened to come together in opposing an inspection, could
not block an inspection. Do you think this sort of a commission
structure could function, could function well, and could allow us
some confidence that we would have the opportunity for meaning-
ful inspections even of military sites, even of suspected sites? And
what is your view on a possible 30-day timeline? Again, I am just
working off of suggestions in the public sources about what might
be on the table.

Dr. ALLISON. Well, I can make a short comment and then Will
actually addresses the question of anytime/anywhere and has been
trying to drill down on that.

I would say that from what I can understand about the negotia-
tions that are now going on, they have recognized the problem that
you point to, which is—one of Will’s lessons is that the inspection
regime is only as strong as the political support for it. So if the po-
litical support in the Security Council gets split, lo and behold, the
inspection regime becomes weakened. So what they have tried to
do is design around that risk. And if they design around it success-
fully, that would be a big plus. That would be a new step forward.
Whether they will actually have that and how it will work in the
agreement, I am not sure.
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Mr. ToBEY. With respect to the unity of the political support for
inspections, we had a rare moment in 1991 when Saddam was the
undeniable aggressor against Kuwait. The Soviet Union was fal-
tering at that point. And we really did enjoy an international con-
sensus that was mustered against him. And even in those cir-
cumstances and even in circumstances in which there was undeni-
able evidence of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons work, the
consensus eventually faded. And so I think that it will be very dif-
ficult to maintain such a consensus.

Senator COONS. And is the structure that I described that may
or may not be on the table one that you think might be sufficient
to sustain that inspection regime or would you be very concerned
about it?

Mr. ToBEY. I think it is a good idea. And a structural answer to
that problem is helpful. But ultimately, you know, nations are
independent actors, and Russia can make its own choices.

With respect to paths that Iran might take, your previous ques-
tion, as I noted earlier, if it is a problem that Iran is 2 months
away from a nuclear weapon today, I do not know how we can be
comfortable with an agreement that allows them to be in that posi-
tion in 10, 12, or 15 years.

Senator COONS. Agreed.

Thank you very much for your testimony. I appreciate the in-
sights.

Thank you, Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN [presiding]. Well, let me thank both of you for
your testimonies.

What we do know is what is in the framework agreement. What
we have been informed about through hearings are some of the
challenges in the negotiations. We have been briefed in a classified
setting as to the status of intelligence information and the status
of our negotiators, all of which goes into the equations of us being
prepared to deal with the challenges that we will confront later
this month or early next month, assuming an agreement is
reached, or what we need to do if an agreement is not reached.

But we also can learn from our past experiences, and I think
both of you have been very helpful to us in sharing your insight
as to previous circumstances and how it can be relevant to our
analysis of an effective agreement with Iran to prevent it from be-
coming a nuclear weapons state.

So on behalf of the committee, we thank you for your candor and
for your testimony here today and advancing our ability to review
a potential agreement.

And with that, the committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Today’s hearing is the final in a series of six
events we are holding to prepare members of the committee to
evaluate a possible nuclear agreement with Iran.

This month, we have heard from Secretary Moniz, from nuclear
lab directors on technical aspects of Iran’s nuclear program, and
from retired diplomats on the regional implications of concluding
an agreement with Iran. We held closed briefings on sanctions re-
lief and the ability to verify an agreement.

Yesterday, we held a hearing to examine lessons learned from
past WMD negotiations.

Today, our witnesses can cover a range of topics, from technical
aspects of the Iranian program, to the interior politics of Iran.

One common theme from these events is that Senators have left
the events—I believe this to be true—with more questions and con-
cerns about the agreement than answers.

In the last few days prior to an agreement being reached, I think
it is important for Senators to voice the concerns they have in
hopes that those concerns will improve the deal. I think it is clear
that the negotiators pay attention to what we say, so it is impor-
tant that we say that now.

I wish to call the committee’s attention to the importance of PMD
disclosure requiring the Iranians to address all of the IAEA PMD
concerns prior to relieving sanctions. It is not just an issue about
Iranian national pride. It is essential to properly verifying an
agreement.

I would appreciate it if the witnesses would comment on why
PMD disclosure is important and, more specifically, why it is nec-
essary to properly verify an agreement.

(87)
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The second issue I would like to highlight is the need for any-
time, anywhere inspections. This issue goes hand in hand with
PMD disclosures. If we do not know what Iran is capable of, and
we do not have complete access to any and all suspect sites, I do
not see how we can reasonably claim to know what Iran is doing.

I would also appreciate your comments on the importance of in-
spector access and what level of access we should require in an
agreement. I fear the administration may again provide the green
light for a slow and measured nuclear development program that
does little to deter Iran from laying the foundation for a weapons
program after it reaps the benefits of sanctions relief. As I have
stated many times before, I want to see, and I think all of us here
want to see, a strong agreement with Iran that will prevent them
from obtaining a nuclear weapon and hold them accountable.

As we have met with nuclear scientists, regional experts, and
former administration personnel, I become more and more con-
cerned with the direction of these negotiations and potential red
lines that may be crossed. It is our responsibility to examine this
issue and any final deal that may be reached with a skeptic’s eye
so that we can determine whether it will be in the best interest of
our country and the world.

Thank you again for appearing before the committee. I look for-
ward to your testimony.

And with that, I will turn to our ranking member, Senator
Cardin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

This hearing concludes a month of committee engagement on the
nuclear talks and various elements of a possible deal, as well as
Iran’s role in the region and necessary considerations on United
States foreign policy. I thank you very much for the manner in
which I think our committee has prepared for the outcomes of the
negotiations between the P5+1 and Iran. We, certainly, value the
time.

When we reconvene after this recess, we should know the status
of those talks.

President Obama and his administration deserve praise for bold-
ly pursuing the diplomatic path. One of the consensuses that I
think we have determined is that all of us agree that the right dip-
lomatic path, the right agreement, would be the best course for us
to pursue to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapons state.

The other area that I think has been broadly agreed to not only
by the Congress and the American people, but by all of the sur-
rounding states in the region, is that this world will be much safer
if we can prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon power,
that that would be a game changer in the region.

I want to underscore a couple important points, and that is that
I will not reach a decision as to whether we should support or not
support a potential agreement until I have seen that agreement,
have seen the exhibits and have had a chance, in both an open and
closed setting, to understand all of the information so that we know
exactly what the agreement is and what the commitments will be



89

and what the consequences will be, if those terms are not agreed
to.

I will evaluate the agreement on whether it achieves its objec-
tives. Will this deal sufficiently extend the breakout time it would
take for Iran to produce a nuclear weapon? Does the deal cut off
all Iranian pathways, including a covert one to nuclear weapons?
We know that they will try to do things in a covert setting. Will
the inspection and verification regime be sufficiently robust to en-
sure that all possible pathways are cut off? Will this agreement re-
quire that Iran respond to all of the allegations that the IAEA has
made about the possible military dimensions of a nuclear program?
Does the agreement provide a path for the international commu-
nity to respond to Iran’s violations of an agreement?

In other words, will we have adequate time in order to take the
appropriate steps, if Iran does not comply with a potential agree-
ment‘,? to make sure that they do not become a nuclear weapons
state?

We have an important role to play, but we are not in the negoti-
ating room, and we should not prejudge the outcome of the talks.
What is clear to me is that we need an agreement with Iran that
requires the resolution of possible military dimensions; demands
verifiable, transparent, intrusive inspections; and ensures that the
sanctions will snap back forcefully, should Iran breach its obliga-
tions.

I look forward to the witnesses’ testimony, and just as impor-
tantly, our ability to interact in questioning in order to further our
capacity to appropriately review any potential agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

We will now turn to our witnesses. Our first witness is Mr.
David Albright, certainly no stranger to this committee, the presi-
dent of the Institute for Science and International Security.

We thank you for being here.

Our second witness is Dr. Ray Takeyh, senior fellow at the Coun-
cil of Foreign Relations, also no stranger to this committee. We ap-
preciate him being here.

Our third witness is Dr. Jim Walsh, research associate for the
Sei:urity Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute for Tech-
nology.

We want to thank you all for being here. This is our sixth brief-
ing and/or hearing. We hope that you all are going to cap this off
in a very appropriate way. We look forward to your testimony. If
you would, I think you all know this, summarize your comments
in about 5 minutes. Without objection, your written testimony will
be entered into the record. And we look forward to our questions.

Again, thank you very much for waiting through a business
meeting, for being here today, and concluding our session on this
prior to a potential agreement. Thank you very much.

I will start with you, David.

STATEMENT OF DAVID ALBRIGHT, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE
FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, WASHING-
TON, DC

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Cardin, and other Senators.
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I particularly thank you for inviting me to testify today. It is a
very technical agreement. It is very difficult to understand. And I
think it does require a considerable amount of attention.

It also is a very momentous agreement, if it comes to pass. And
I think as Senators think about how to evaluate a nuclear deal, I
would recommend that one model to follow is the procedure used
when the President submits a treaty to the Senate for ratification.

Now clearly, this is not a treaty and an Executive agreement, but
because of the significant impact on U.S. national security, this
agreement warrants special and extraordinary congressional scru-
tiny. And this scrutiny should not only lead to an up or down vote,
but it should also result in legislation that enshrines and elabo-
rates on its provisions and its implementation over time, makes
key interpretations of its provisions, and establishes robust admin-
istration reporting requirements.

More specifically, in evaluating a deal, Senators should use a set
of criteria. And in my testimony, I have listed 11. I will not cover
this now. I am sure other witnesses would add to that, but I would
like to emphasize several.

One is, I think it is clear that a breakout time has been a very
important criteria in driving the negotiations. I think it has turned
out to be extremely useful in establishing limitations on the Ira-
nian program and has been used very effectively in the negotia-
tions to, in a sense, corner the Iranians and get them to agree to
the kinds of reductions in their centrifuge program that have been
necessary.

The administration has chosen to have a 12-month breakout
time, and I think that on the basic deal of numbers of centrifuges
that would remain, the amount of 3.5 percent low-enriched ura-
nium, at my institute we agree with their assessment that a 12-
month breakout time has been satisfied.

There are concerns, however, that there is other low-enriched
uranium that will probably stay in Iran under the current negoti-
ating trajectory, namely the near 20 percent. We think that, if that
material stays, that can lower the breakout times below 12 months
and that the 20 percent material needs to leave Iran. I hope the
administration would work to do that in the time remaining.

There is also concern that Iran not be able to reconstitute its dis-
mantled centrifuges. There will be over 10,000 declared excess, and
under the Lausanne interim agreement, they would be dismantled
and stored. The question is how quickly could they be brought back
into play. I have no idea, but I think that is another area that
needs scrutiny.

Now, it has been brought up about the inspectors needing access,
and I cannot emphasize that enough. And under the additional pro-
tocol, access to military sites would be guaranteed. And Iran’s in-
transigence on this point is very disturbing, because it understands
how the TAEA does its business. It does not distinguish between ci-
vilian and military sites. It needs to go to the sites it needs to go
to. So I think if this issue is not resolved in a favorable light, then
I do not see how there can be a deal, without access to sites that
are suspicious anywhere and promptly.
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We use “anytime” as the term. In practice, it means promptly.
Again, I do not see how you can verify this agreement. And Iran’s
recent statements about this have to worry everybody.

As to Iran’s recent comments and ongoing comments about the
possible military dimensions of the PMD, the IAEA needs to know
what Iran knows. How much progress did it make on nuclear
weapons? Has it put that capability on the shelf to pull out? The
TIAEA learned in a very hard way that if they do not pay attention
to the past, they cannot know what is going on now, and particu-
larly they cannot determine that the program is peaceful.

They learned this the very hard way in Iraq in the early 1990s.
They could not verify South Africa’s denuclearization, and South
Africa was put under tremendous pressure to reveal its past work
on nuclear weapons, which it eventually did, and the IAEA was
able to wrap up its investigation and declare that South Africa had
given up all its nuclear weapons and was not hiding anything.

So I think that without knowing the past, the IAEA cannot verify
that Iran’s program is peaceful.

Again, the fact that Iran is becoming more and more intransigent
on this point, it has to make one pessimistic about this deal.

Another issue, and this will be the last one I cover, I see my time
is up, is a very hard one to deal with. And I think Congress has
a special role to play on this. This deal was set up, in essence, to
limit Iran’s program for a certain period of time. And I think I was
disappointed that 10 years was really the baseline, not 15 to 20,
as when you would have a very harsh limitation on the centrifuge
program.

With that being said, I think Congress needs to wrestle with this
because if you have harsh limitations for 10 years, and they are
good ones, unfortunately, the way this deal works, is that years 10
to 13, Iran is preparing for development and deployment. And after
year 13, it is full-scale deployment. And by year 15, they could be
having the capability that has breakout times far less than what
we have now, and they could have some of that capability in the
very deeply buried Fordow site.

So in a sense, we would be worse off than we are now, and I
think that this deal has to include in it some assurance to the
United States that, if Iran is going to build up its nuclear program
in the future, that it is guaranteed to be economically justified and
consistent with a civil nuclear need.

I think in the legislation that I mentioned, I think there needs
to be some conditions put in on how the United States interprets
this situation. I would argue it is unacceptable unless those kinds
of conditions are met. And in that sense, if Iran does build up, as
people fear, that would be seen as a violation of the intention of
this deal and would allow the United States to act at that time.

So thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Albright follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID ALBRIGHT

The U.S. administration and its partners in the P5+1 are poised to conclude a
momentous agreement with Iran designed to limit its nuclear programs in exchange
for significant sanctions relief. Congress has a special responsibility to evaluate this
agreement and judge its adequacy to protect U.S. national security interests in the
short and long term. As part of this process, it should create legislation to codify
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the agreement, its implementation processes, critical interpretations of the agree-
ment, reporting requirements, clarifications about violations and consequences of
noncompliance, and steps needed to mitigate weaknesses in the agreement.

The legislative branch must determine if the agreement is adequate to achieve the
goal it originally set out to achieve—namely instituting international confidence in
the peaceful nature of Iran’s nuclear programs, not just for the duration of the
accord, but for the foreseeable future. Special attention should be given to an agree-
ment whose nuclear limits sunset after 10-15 years, potentially leaving the world
with an even more insecure and heightened situation in Iran in terms of a greatly
reduced Iranian breakout timeline, and more advanced centrifuges spinning and
capable of creating weapon-grade uranium (WGU) within shorter periods of time.

The United States and its allies cannot be certain about their ability to rely
mainly on intelligence after the extraordinary arrangements in an agreement end,
long after sanctions are removed, and Iran has more freedom to augment its nuclear
program. Iran’s regional neighbors would likely not wait to develop their own
threshold nuclear capability in the face of an Iran that only a decade or two from
now would be on the cusp of rapid breakout, capable of producing many nuclear
weapons and within a shorter time period than it is today. Thus, Congress needs
to proactively consider the implications of this deal for an “enrichment race” in the
Middle East that could lead several countries to nuclear weapons capabilities in the
next 10-15 years.

Congress should evaluate the technical limits and verification measures set out
in the deal to ensure they adequately constrain Iran’s nuclear activities and capa-
bilities and its ability to violate the agreement. In particular, the verification
arrangements should ensure the reaching of an understanding about past and pos-
sibly ongoing Iranian work on nuclear weapons and ensure prompt access to any
Iranian sites, whether military or civilian. Enforcement will require maintaining le-
verage against Iran if it cheats, yet reliance on a snapback of sanctions as the only
leverage in the case of an Iranian breakout appears deeply ineffective to pressure
Iran to reverse course. In addition, the deal needs to be carefully scrutinized in how
it guards against incremental and more ambiguous violations and set out proce-
dures to address this type of cheating.

As Senators think about how to evaluate a nuclear deal, one model is to follow
procedures used when the President submits a treaty to the Senate for ratification.
Although a Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) is clearly an Executive
agreement by nature, it will have a significant impact on U.S. national security and
warrants and deserves extraordinary congressional scrutiny. This scrutiny should
not only lead to an up-or-down vote of the agreement, it should result in legislation
that enshrines and elaborates on its provisions and its implementation over time,
and makes key interpretations of its provisions. While the Iran Nuclear Agreement
Review Act of 2015 satisfies some of the following provisions, Congress should
ensure that any new legislation includes those provisions and additional measures
and supporting reporting requirements that go further, such as:

e A detailed description of the motivation, intent, and scope of the agreement,;

e Key technical and policy interpretations of major provisions;

e Assessments about the adequacy of the agreement’s verification regime;

o Clear statements of what constitutes violations, both material and incremental;

e National and international mechanisms to determine a violation and course of
remediation;

e Consequences in case of Iranian noncompliance, in particular those that go be-
yond or complement the snapback of sanctions; and

e Procedures for addressing Iranian unwillingness to comply with remediation or
cease the disputed activity.

While a full discussion of such legislation is beyond the scope of this testimony,
a few examples would help clarify such an approach. It is important to state that
the need for this agreement results from Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons and
secret nuclear capabilities and to provide details about these efforts. It would be
useful that legislation lay out Iran’s violations of its nonproliferation commitments
and describe its history of noncooperation with the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA).

The legislation could contain key interpretations of the deal. The Obama adminis-
tration has already stated one interpretation, namely that uranium enrichment is
not a right of Iran under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Another it has
articulated is that any production of uranium enriched over 5 percent after the end
of the explicit prohibition on such production in the agreement (at year 15) would
be viewed as a significant threat to U.S. and international security. Likewise, an
interpretation by Congress could be that Iran’s expansion of its nuclear program
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after year 10 of the agreement must be clearly related to the practical need for
nuclear energy and consistent with a legitimate and economic, peaceful nuclear
requirement.

The legislation could include reporting requirements that require more detailed
reports than laid out in the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act. Examples include
requirements for the administration to produce annual unclassified compliance
reports, including review and determination of the ongoing adequacy of the agree-
ment’s verification regime. More frequently, the administration should report on the
adequacy of Iran’s cooperation with the IAEA. Congress should be informed quar-
terly about the size of Iran’s low enriched uranium (LEU) stocks, both less than 5
percent and less than 20 percent enriched, and whether the breakout timelines
remain as they should. The administration should also inform Congress in detail
about the status of Iran’s centrifuge research and development programs.

The legislation could also establish implementation steps. Some have suggested
that there should be a senior administration official responsible for implementation.
The TAEA’s verification efforts in Iran should be supported with additional funding
and other types of U.S. support. In addition, there should be actions to strengthen
U.S. export control and counterproliferation efforts against Iran’s illicit procure-
ments for its missile and military programs and its potential illicit nuclear or
nuclear-related procurements. As part of that effort, it is important to improve U.S.
programs for the timely detection of Iran’s illicit procurement attempts, utilizing
and developing new technologies, and to expand cooperation with allies to improve
timely detection of Iran’s illicit trade.

The remainder of my testimony seeks to address specific questions posed by the
chairman in his invitation letter. Because of the complexity of some of the questions,
a few of the responses are more technical than usually presented in congressional
testimony. Nonetheless, I hope the testimony is useful. If desired, I can provide
additional supporting information or elaborations.

(1) WHAT CRITERIA SHOULD SENATORS USE TO EVALUATE
A PROSPECTIVE NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN?

In particular, criteria weighing the adequacy of an agreement should include:

e The blockage of the four main pathways to the bomb: the Arak/plutonium pro-
duction pathway, Natanz/enrichment and Fordow/enrichment pathways, and
covert pathways.

e Achievement of a 12-month breakout timeline during the first 10 years of the
agreement and a 6-month breakout timeline remaining at year 13.

e The size of the near 20-percent LEU stock is consistent with a 12-month break-

out timeline. In particular, is the administration making assumptions to unrea-

sonably exclude portions of a remaining stock of near 20 percent LEU?

The methods, and their effectiveness or timeliness, in reducing Iran’s 3.5 per-

cent LEU stockpile from its current level of about 10,000 kg to the 300 kg cap

agreed in the April 2015 interim agreement. How will this cap be maintained
during the agreement?

e Adequate verification, including the adequacy of Additional Protocol Plus
arrangements.

e Inspector access to Iranian sites where suspicious activity may be occurring,
including military sites, anywhere and promptly, or “anytime,” and certainly
within 24 hours. In particular, if the agreement creates a P5+1 deliberative
body that has the authority to decide upon IAEA access in case of an Iranian
refusal, the length of the proceedings should not increase access time signifi-
cantly or create a process that Iran can exploit to buy time to hide or destroy
evidence at suspect sites.

e An Iranian commitment not to conduct illicit nuclear and nuclear-related trade.

e A procurement channel under a United Nations Security Council resolution that
controls a sufficient number and type of goods and includes adequate moni-
toring. As part of verifying Iran’s compliance with this condition, the TAEA
should ensure that Iran’s procurement of nuclear and nuclear-related goods is
within this channel and be mandated to investigate violations. The IAEA should
be able to have access to the actual end users of goods imported by Iran through
this channel and those who have illicitly procured outside this channel.

e The deal can survive stress tests, namely assessments of the durability and ade-
quacy of the agreement against a variety of scenarios that project the status
and behavior of the Iranian regime in the future, such as 10 and 15 years after
the agreement is signed. It is critical to evaluate the agreement’s projected
goals and endpoints against an Iranian regime that acts more responsibly than
today as well as less responsibly. The durability, strength, and value of any deal
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is truly measured against an Iranian regime that remains as it is today or wors-
ens in terms of impact on U.S. interests regionally and internationally.

e Understandings that at year 13 after implementation of the deal, and in par-
ticular at year 15, any Iranian nuclear expansion of uranium enrichment efforts
or building of heavy water reactors will be based on legitimate economic ration-
ales and clearly needed for civilian purposes. Any indications, based on Iranian
statements in the negotiations or learned by U.S. intelligence, that Iran intends
to enrich over 3.67 percent after year 15 of the agreement should be weighted
negatively.

e Evaluating the implications of the deal establishing a new norm that legitimizes
uranium enrichment despite the lack of need for the enriched uranium and a
history of noncompliance and noncooperation with the JAEA. Will the deal her-
ald an “enrichment race” that threatens U.S. interests regionally and more
broadly? Congress should evaluate this threat of the spread of dangerous
nuclear technologies and develop remediation steps to mitigate damages.

(2) WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE ABOUT THE INTERIM AGREEMENT
ANNOUNCED ON APRIL 2, 2015?

Overall, the interim agreement achieved many U.S. objectives; however, it also
raised several concerns. In an ISIS report published on April 11, 2015, we outlined
in fuller terms the agreement’s accomplishments, several weaknesses, and a number
of unresolved issues.!

The interim agreement succeeded in limiting the Arak heavy water reactor suffi-
ciently, reducing Iran’s centrifuge program in size, and increasing transparency and
monitoring of a long-term deal. Other important provisions contained in the Fact
Sheet of the interim deal include:

e No new enrichment facilities for 15 years;

e The removal and monitored storage of excess centrifuges and associated equip-
ment and not their disablement in place, as was discussed in the past as a pre-
ferred possibility by the U.S. negotiators;

e In particular, the removal and monitored storage of the roughly 1,000 IR-2m
centrifuges at the Natanz Fuel Enrichment Plant and the removal and storage
of the several hundred IR-2m and IR—4 centrifuges at the Natanz pilot plant;

e The removal from Iran?2 or blending down of most of Iran’s stock of about ten
tonnes of 3.5 percent LEU and a long-term cap of 300 kg of LEU hexafluoride
enriched no more than 3.67 percent (Iran can possess other chemical forms of
this LEU but these amounts must fall within the cap, after calculating their
hexafluoride equivalent);

e Excess centrifuges and associated equipment can be used only as replacements
for operating centrifuges and equipment, removing any need for further opera-
tion of IR-1 and IR-2m centrifuge manufacturing operations and procurements;

. Co(rlltainment and surveillance of centrifuge component manufacturing plants;
an

e A procurement channel for goods needed in authorized nuclear programs.

Concerns:

o There are numerous concerns about whether the deal adequately addresses lim-
its on Iranian enrichment which have implications for maintaining the 12-
month breakout timeline.

—The U.S. Fact Sheet about the interim agreement makes no mention of
Iran’s stock of near 20 percent LEU, in particular its fate. How much near
20 percent LEU will Iran retain? How will the excess be determined? Will
that excess be shipped out of Iran or diluted to natural uranium? Maintaining
a 12-month breakout timeline depends critically on the size of Iran’s remain-
ing stock of near 20 percent LEU and its accessibility in a breakout (see also
question 6). As of June 30, Iran will retain a dangerously large stock of near
20 percent LEU, namely about 230 kilograms (kg) of near 20 percent LEU.
This LEU will be in three principal categories, namely about 45 kg projected
to be in oxide powder form, approximately 135 kg in waste, in scrap, or in-
process and roughly 50 kg in fuel elements for the Teheran Research Reactor
(TRR).3 ISIS has recommended the stocks of oxide powder and in waste/scrap/
process be blended down to natural uranium or shipped out of Iran. The LEU
in fresh or unirradiated TRR fuel should also be made less usable in a break-
out. One method to do that is to irradiate all the TRR fuel, at least partially,
to increase the complication of extracting the LEU from the fuel. On the other
hand, the administration appears willing to allow Iran to keep the bulk of
this near 20 percent LEU, as long as it is mixed with aluminum, a step in
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the manufacturing process of TRR fuel. The JCPOA should be carefully scru-
tinized as to whether, or how, these recommendations are implemented and
in particular it should be assessed as to whether the breakout calculations
should include near 20 percent LEU recovered from LEU/aluminum mixtures.
We believe they should.

—The interim agreement does not provide the mechanisms to reduce Iran’s
3.5 percent LEU stockpile from its current level of about 10,000 kg to the 300
kg cap. Excessive stocks of 3.5 percent LEU also negatively impact the 12-
month breakout timeline. About 4,000 kilograms of this LEU are slated to be
converted into oxide powder, albeit far behind the schedule implied in the
Joint Plan of Action (JPOA). In fact, Iran has not met its commitments at
the end of the first period of the JPOA and its first extension to turn newly
produced 3.5 percent LEU into oxide form. It is doubtful it will do so at the
end of the current extension that ends on June 30, 2015. The administration
has publicly downplayed this condition in the JPOA, focusing on a weaker
condition that Iran feed the newly produced LEU into the uranium conversion
plant, a technically simple step to accomplish. The result is that this 4,000
kg of LEU will likely be in several chemical forms, most not amenable to
blending down to natural uranium without further chemical processing. Some
of the LEU could be in chemical forms that may not be amenable to either
blending down or shipping out of Iran. Congress should carefully scrutinize
the arrangements in a deal to achieve a cap of 300 kg of 3.5 percent LEU
hexafluoride equivalent.

e Of concern is the lack of a “soft landing” or slow return to shorter breakout
timelines after year 10 and up to year 15. Iran will also be able to deploy
advanced centrifuges after year 10. In fact, one senior negotiator described the
arrangement for centrifuges as a reversed program in years 1 to 10, preparation
for full development in years 10 through 13, and full development after year
13. A major concern is that Iran can return to short breakout timelines, likely
far shorter than the 2 months or so projected today.

—Lack of limits on Iran augmenting its enrichment capacity after year 10.
ISIS has recommended that breakout time should decrease no faster than 1
month per year, resulting in a breakout time of 7 months at year 15. During
this 5-year period, no IR-2m, IR-4, or more advanced model centrifuges
should be deployed.

—Lack of a “sunset clause” for the agreement authorizing the path forward
for Iran, or at year 13 the ability for the P5+1, collectively or individually,
using TAEA findings and other, nationally developed information, to deter-
mine if Iran’s nuclear program is consistent with a peaceful program, exclu-
sively for peaceful purposes, and expected to remain so. Such a positive deter-
mination would then free Iran to deploy large numbers of its centrifuges and
thereby lower breakout timelines.

—Lack of a condition that explicitly states that Iran would not enrich beyond
the 3.67 percent indefinitely, rather than the current provision to ban such
enrichment for just 15 years. Iran is unlikely to have a civilian justification
for producing enriched uranium above 3.67 percent after year 15. Iran enrich-
ing at near 20 percent would undoubtedly risk increasing international con-
cerns about its intentions and create precedents for other nations to follow.

e The weakness of provisions limiting centrifuge research and development (R&D)
during the first 10 years of the agreement.

—No bans exist on Iran’s research and development of the IR—6 and IR-8
centrifuges, the latter of which is up to 16 times more powerful than the
IR~1 centrifuge. Failing to achieve such bans, the interim agreement does not
appear to mitigate the risks of Iran being able to deploy these more powerful
centrifuges after year 13, other than some negotiators stating that they
believe that Iran will have trouble actually deploying them in the future.

e Lack of additional conditions on Iran’s allowed work at the Fordow site for the
indefinite future, because of its sensitive nature of being deeply buried and dif-
ficult to access or penetrate in the event of cheating or breakout.

—An existing loophole in the interim agreement allows Iran to operate
advanced centrifuges at Fordow after year 10, albeit not enriching uranium.
ISIS has recommended that a deal should prevent Iran from ever using
Fordow to enrich uranium or only allow it to enrich in IR-1 centrifuges.

—After year 15, Iran could deploy any of its centrifuges at Fordow to enrich
uranium, allowing it to reestablish Fordow as a uranium enrichment cen-
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trifuge plant with a capacity far in excess of its current capacity. Unless addi-
tional limits are included in the agreement, Fordow could reemerge as a
substantial uranium enrichment plant after year 15, housing advanced cen-
trifuges 10 to 16 times more capable than the IR-1 centrifuge. So, instead of
a plant with a current capacity of about 2,500 separative work units (swu)
each year, the plant would have a capacity of 25,000-40,000 swu per year.
Since bans to produce near 20 percent LEU also sunset at year 15, this heav-
ily fortified plant would be capable of producing enough weapon-grade ura-
nium for a nuclear weapon within a few weeks, or enough WGU for two weap-
ons in less than a month.

Unresolved issues:

e The interim deal was largely silent on verification conditions of key importance,
including (described in detail under question 4):

—Anywhere, anytime access to Iranian military sites;

—The need for a broad centrifuge-related declaration;

—A raw uranium import declaration;

—Key import and export declarations of sensitive or dual-use goods; and
—A plutonium related declaration.

Our concerns about the interim deal outlined above should not be construed as
opposition to the deal, particularly since the deal has yet to be finalized. Our judge-
ment about a deal has to await the final details. Our concerns, however, provide
another measuring stick upon which to evaluate a final agreement.

(3) WHAT REDLINES DO YOU BELIEVE SENATORS SHOULD HOLD IN EVALUATING A
PROSPECTIVE NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN?

The U.S. Government’s redlines have been difficult to identify. Iran has been far
clearer about its redlines. Nonetheless, if a redline is defined as a condition that
if unmet would immediately mean that the deal would be rejected, several key ones
that should be considered are:

e Estimated breakout time, or the time to produce one significant quantity of
fissile material for a nuclear weapon, is adequate to allow enough knowledge
and time for action or intervention to stop Iran. In the words of Under Sec-
retary of State Wendy Sherman: “We must be confident that any effort by
Tehran to breakout of its obligations will be so visible and time consuming that
the attempt would have no chance of success.”

e The rollback of Iran’s centrifuge program and Arak reactor modifications are
irreversible during the duration of the agreement, or at least not significantly
reversible within 12 months of Iran’s initiation of a reversal.

e A clear, timely pathway exists whereby the IAEA’s concerns are addressed
about the possible military dimensions of Iran’s nuclear program, both in the
past and those possibly ongoing today. Ambiguity over Iran’s nuclear weaponi-
zation accomplishments and residual capabilities risks rendering an agreement
unverifiable by the IAEA. This pathway cannot simply involve Iran checking
boxes and the IAEA or the United States accepting Iranian explanations. It
must be accompanied by full Iranian cooperation with an IAEA investigation,
including access to sites, people, and documents related to its past or possibly
ongoing efforts.

e Prompt TAEA access is guaranteed to all sites in Iran, whether military or not,
if suspicious activities are reported.

(4) ARE THERE REQUIREMENTS ON INSPECTIONS OR POSSIBLE MILITARY DIMENSIONS
(PMD) THAT YOU BELIEVE ARE ESSENTIAL TO A SUCCESSFUL AGREEMENT? DO YOU
BELIEVE THERE ARE OTHER REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF A SUCCESSFUL AGREEMENT?

A prerequisite for a comprehensive agreement is for the IAEA to know when Iran
sought nuclear weapons, how far it got, what types it sought to develop, and how
and where it did this work. Was this weapons capability just put on the shelf, wait-
ing to be quickly restarted? The IAEA needs a good baseline of Iran’s military nu-
clear activities, including the manufacturing of equipment for the program and any
weaponization related studies, equipment, and locations. The IAEA needs this infor-
mation to design a verification regime and determine if Iran’s nuclear program is
peaceful today.

One important aspect of this issue has been the IAEA gaining access to a site at
the Parchin military complex. This site is the alleged location of high-explosive test-
ing linked to nuclear weapons development prior to 2004. Since the TAEA asked to
visit this site in early 2012, Iran has reconstructed much of it, making IAEA
verification efforts all but impossible. Tehran has undertaken at this site what looks
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to most observers as a blatant effort to defeat IAEA verification. Because of such
extensive modifications, the IAEA, once allowed access, may not be able to resolve
all its concerns. Thus, access to Parchin alone is no longer sufficient to resolve the
issues underlying the IAEA’s original request to access this site. The IAEA will need
to visit related sites. One needs to now think of IAEA access to Parchin as including
a list of actions that would involve the need for access to additional sites and indi-
viduals. More broadly, Iran will need to allow access to a range of sites as part of
addressing the IAEA’s PMD concerns.

For a deal to be verifiable, Iran will also need to agree to IAEA requests to inter-
view key individuals, such as Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, a reputed leader of Iran’s
nuclear weapons efforts, and Sayyed Abbas Shahmoradi-Zavareh, former head of the
Physics Research Center, alleged to be the central location in the 1990s of Iran’s
militarized nuclear research. The IAEA interviewed Shahmoradi years ago about a
limited number of his suspicious procurement activities conducted through Sharif
University of Technology. The TAEA was not fully satisfied with his answers and
its dissatisfaction increased once he refused to discuss his activities for the Physics
Research Center. Since the initial interviews, the IAEA has obtained far more infor-
mation, some supplied by my institute, about Shahmoradi and the Physics Research
Center’s procurement efforts.# The need to interview both individuals, as well as
several others, remains.

There had been an expectation, or at least a hope, that Iran would address the
TAEA’s PMD concerns prior to the June 30 deadline. However Iran has become more
intransigent on this issue over the last several months, eliminating any such hope.
Because this issue is fundamental to resolving the nuclear issue, Iran’s intran-
sigence requires extra assurance early on in any deal that it will comply with its
safeguards obligations and meet the fundamental goal of a long term deal that
Iran’s nuclear program be strictly peaceful.

The administration has reportedly proposed to Iran that it allow access to a list
of many sites and persons that are relevant to the IAEA’s PMD concerns, prior to
the lifting of key financial and economic sanctions. As of late last week, Iran had
not accepted this list. But even if it does, it could mechanistically allow the IAEA
access to these sites and persons while showing no real cooperation. As discussed
above, the risk is too high that Iran would treat the exercise as simply checking
a box, leaving the IAEA no further along in its effort to address its PMD concerns.
If Iran can do this before the removal of sanctions, one can have little confidence
that it will address the IAEA’s concerns afterward.

If Iran successfully stonewalls the IAEA prior to the lifting of sanctions, the
TAEA’s credibility will be undermined. Further, Iran may be able to maintain all
of the knowledge and capabilities related to nuclear weapons that it has acquired
and developed for a future date when it may want to break out of its nonprolifera-
tion obligations. Leaving Iran’s past accomplishments in the shadows would solve
nothing if in the future it can muster nuclear weapons capabilities unknown to the
TAEA and the international community, to make nuclear weapons. As a result, Con-
gress should look for more from the deal, namely prior to the lifting of sanctions,
Iran should resolve in a significant and concrete manner the IAEA’s concerns about
its past and possibly ongoing work on nuclear weapons. Although Iran addressing
all of the IAEA’s PMD concerns would be ideal, that process will likely take years.
The following aims to identify a sufficient set of conditions that are straightforward
and realistic to achieve in the initial implementation period of an agreement. These
conditions, or equivalent ones, should be included in a set of requirements that Iran
must meet before key financial and economic sanctions are lifted:

e Iran accepting a robust list for visits to sites where nuclear weapons-related

activities are alleged to have taken place (such as Parchin but involving at least
a half a dozen sites); and access to key equipment, companies, and individuals
identified by the IAEA as associated with past military nuclear related activi-
ties. Congress should, on a classified basis, compare this list to earlier proposed
ones by the administration and its allies and require the administration to pro-
vide an explanation for which specific items were removed and why. (The list
should not in any way be considered a final list; the JAEA will need to reserve
the right to go to other sites, interview the same or different people, and obtain
other documents as it seeks to finalize its PMD investigation, some of which
will likely have to occur after the lifting of sanctions).

e The TAEA receiving full cooperation from Iran in its efforts to conduct a rig-
orous investigation of PMD issues.

e Prior to the lifting of key sanctions, the IAEA having time to assess the results
of these visits and access and make a preliminary determination over whether
it has made concrete progress. Such a positive IJAEA determination would be
necessary to lift sanctions.
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o If appropriate, the IAEA issuing a provisional determination, and Iran not dis-
agreeing, that it had a nuclear weapons program prior to 2004, parts of which
may have continued after 2004.

e The U.S. intelligence community issuing a detailed unclassified dossier describ-
ing to the best of its knowledge, albeit incomplete, Iran’s past nuclear weapons
program and more recent activities that are useful for the development of
nuclear weapons or that are associated with research in fields of nuclear weap-
ons development, such as those conducted by the Organization of Defensive
Innovation and Research (SPND), headed by Mohsen Fakhrizadeh.5

o After the lifting of sanctions and the implementation of the deal, a lack of Ira-
nian cooperation with the JAEA on the remaining PMD issues would be consid-
ered a material breach of the JCPOA. It should be noted again that the IAEA
investigation of the PMD issues could last well past the date when key sanc-
tions are lifted. This ongoing IAEA investigation will require access to addi-
tional sites, individuals, and documents.

Olli Heinonen, former chief of IAEA safeguards and now at Harvard University’s
Belfer Center, has pointed out that Iran checking off a list is “not sufficient to pro-
vide understanding on how far Iran got in various parts of its weapons related
R&D.”6¢ Such a list could be useful for the IAEA to establish “choke points,” he
added, which can be monitored to ascertain that a nuclear weapons program is not
restored. This would require ongoing, periodic access to these sites and individuals.

In addition, the TAEA investigation into PMD should be iterative, according to
Heinonen. That means that new persons, sites, and documents may arise during the
discussions. Access to those persons, sites, and documents should also be provided.
One also has to keep in mind that some activities could have been moved or will
be moved to other military sites. If any new suspicions arise, the IAEA will need
access to those sites as well.

Heinonen also notes that it is important to dismantle any single use (nuclear
weapon) capability in Iran, if they still exist. The agreement may go further, how-
ever, according to several negotiators, and ban certain nuclear weaponization-
related activities. Examples of such activities include uranium and plutonium met-
allurgy and certain types of neutron generator and high explosive work. Achieving
these bans and their verification conditions in the final deal is challenging but
important to achieve.

A difficult verification area is whether Iran has obtained nuclear weapons assist-
ance from other countries or cooperated with other countries on sensitive nuclear
matters. The Khan network is suspected of having provided Iran with nuclear weap-
ons designs. There are suspicions that Iran and North Korea are cooperating on
nuclear matters. As a result, a challenge is how to verify that Iran is not outsourc-
ing nuclear technology or cooperating with other countries on sensitive nuclear
issues.

Verification conditions of key importance, some of which were outlined above, that
g;\re1 I:lot addressed in the framework agreement or not addressed in much detail
include:

Anytime, Anywhere Access: The IAEA will need anywhere, prompt, or “anytime”
access to all relevant sites, facilities, material, equipment, people, and documents
in Iran.

Centrifuge Related Declarations: In addition to the broader declarations needed
to address the JAEA’s PMD concerns, the verification arrangements will also depend
on Iran declaring how many centrifuges, of all types, that it has made and its inven-
tory of raw materials and equipment for its centrifuge program. This baseline is
necessary if the agreement is to provide assurances about the absence of secret cen-
trifuge activities and facilities now and in the future.

With regard to establishing a baseline on the number of centrifuges made by Iran,
verification of centrifuge manufacturing is necessary, including the declaration and
verification of key raw materials and components. The declaration needs to include
the origin and amounts of key raw materials and the total number of major compo-
nents, including the number held in stock, the number manufactured or procured,
and their fate. A description of the locations used to produce these goods will also
be needed.

Without knowledge of past centrifuge manufacturing activities, centrifuge-related
equipment and raw material inventories, and centrifuge-related procurements,
verification cannot be adequate. Covert stocks of centrifuges and related equipment
and materials could exist and be kept outside the purview of the inspectors. Ensur-
ing a full declaration of the past should be a priority.

Raw Uranium Declarations: Another element is the rigorous verification of ura-
nium obtained from abroad and produced domestically, via any method in the past,
present, and future. The framework deal signed in early April provides for the con-
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tinuous surveillance of uranium mills over a 25 period. A final deal also needs to
ensure that Iran cooperates with the IAEA in making a full, verified accounting of
past uranium purchases and production.

Key Import/Export Declarations: Iran should also provide the IAEA with details
of past and future imports, exports, and uses of key items listed under INFCIRC
254 parts 1 and 2 and other critical goods that are used in Iran’s nuclear programs.
These declarations would go beyond the ones in the Additional Protocol and Iran’s
commitment to make these declarations should be in the comprehensive deal.

Plutonium Related Declarations: As part of broader declarations, the JCPOA
should also include a provision for verification of any past activities related to the
separation of plutonium. These declarations should include information on any
actual or attempted procurements related to acquiring capabilities to separate pluto-
nium from irradiated material.

(5) WHAT EFFECT DO YOU BELIEVE A PROSPECTIVE AGREEMENT WOULD HAVE ON THE
NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT)? ON REGIONAL PROLIFERATION?

The Iran deal may have the unintended consequence of stimulating a uranium
“enrichment race.” In expectation of an Iran deal, Saudi Arabia is already indicating
that it will match Iran’s nuclear capabilities. Prince Turki bin Faisal, the 70-year-
old former Saudi intelligence chief, has toured the world with the same message:
“Whatever the Iranians have, we will have, too,” he said at a conference in Seoul,
South Korea. Other Sunni states apart from Saudi Arabia may accelerate their
drive to develop their own domestic nuclear programs, even programs to enrich ura-
nium, as they too seek to counterbalance Iran. Iran’s other regional rivals such as
Egypt and Turkey may seek to initiate or expand domestic nuclear enrichment pro-
grams in order to preserve their regional influence.

The deal, rather than curbing the spread of dangerous nuclear capabilities, could
as one aftereffect create a new norm that legitimizes uranium enrichment programs
almost anywhere, even when unneeded for a civilian nuclear program and conducted
by a country posing a clear proliferation risk. Instead of a deal that sets conditions
that are so onerous that no one would want to follow that path, the conditions on
Iran may be seen as bearable to other states. Moreover, if they first act by placing
their programs under IAEA safeguards, they may avoid the burdensome sanctions
that Iran has faced, despite being in regions of tension such as the Middle East.

Congress and the administration must critically assess where the agreement will
leave Middle East regional security after year 10 of a deal and ascertain whether
the agreement would leave the region in greater turmoil or actually succeed in
reigning in future proliferation. A sound agreement that introduces unprecedented
transparency for the foreseeable future into Iran’s activities and intentions, while
limiting its ability to expand its program immediately after the agreement sunsets,
may be an agreement that Iran’s neighbors could live with and exercise restraint
over regarding their own nuclear development. However, the net result of this deal
may leave the Middle East facing a greater nuclear proliferation danger from the
spread of sensitive technologies stimulated by a new, dangerous norm legitimizing
enrichment almost anywhere. As part of evaluating an Iran deal, Congress should
evaluate this threat of the spread of dangerous nuclear technologies and develop
remediation steps to mitigate damages.

In terms of impact on the NPT, the agreement’s effects may be that nonnuclear
weapon states (NNWS) more generally will exercise less restraint on developing fuel
cycle capabilities that are of proliferation concern. They may view Iran’s legitimized
nuclear program as a new standard that can be reached by all NNWS. The Nuclear
Suppliers Group and strong U.S. diplomacy will be required to convince additional
states not to pursue the Iran path, which they may attempt through safeguarded
means instead of trying to build covert advanced fuel cycle facilities, but with simi-
lar results for creating insecurity internationally and within their regions.

(6) HOW DO YOU BELIEVE THE ADMINISTRATION IS CALCULATING BREAKOUT TIME? ARE
THEY TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ALL FORMS OF URANIUM THAT COULD BE USED TO
WORK TOWARD A WEAPON?

The administration’s method of calculating breakout is classified and not available
publicly. For many years we have also calculated breakout timelines in collaboration
with centrifuge experts at the University of Virginia. Our understanding from U.S.
officials is that the U.S. methods and ours are similar in approach. In some cases,
we agree with the U.S. breakout estimates, particularly when we start from the
same number and type of centrifuges and the same quantity and enrichment level
of LEU. However, in other cases we have disagreements over the amount of LEU
available for use by Iran in a breakout. In particular, we assess that Iran would
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have available more near 20 percent LEU in a breakout than does the U.S. Govern-
ment. As a result, in that case, our timelines are less than 12 months. We are also
concerned that prior to a breakout Iran would accumulate more 3.5 percent LEU
hexafluoride than allowed, namely 300 kg of LEU hexafluoride, enabling a faster
breakout. The short-term consequences for exceeding this cap appear minimal.

In addition, we have concerns over whether the agreement will sufficiently ensure
that Iran cannot reinstall excess, dismantled IR-1 and IR-2m centrifuges. In par-
ticular, we are worried that Iran will be able to reinstall about 1,000 IR-2m cen-
trifuges and some number of IR-1 centrifuges in several months, a timeframe we
assess as sufficient to allow these centrifuges to significantly reduce the breakout
timeline below 12 months.

After the limitations on centrifuge deployments start to end in year 10 of the
agreement, we believe that breakout timelines will begin to decrease steadily and
too rapidly. In addition, Iran has significant potential to master advanced cen-
trifuges by this time and thus reduce breakout timelines more rapidly than expected
after year 13 of the deal.

Several of these issues are still in play in the negotiations and hopefully will be
resolved to achieve and guarantee a 12-month breakout timeline during the first 10
years of the deal and create a soft landing for breakout timelines afterward. None-
theless, during Congress’ evaluation of an agreement, these issues should be closely
scrutinized and evaluated and, if necessary, mitigation strategies called for and
developed.

Similar Breakout Results as the Administration

Our similarity in result to the U.S. administration’s breakout estimates can be
seen when considering the centrifuge limits Iran has accepted in the interim deal
of April 2015. In the case of about 6,000 IR-1 centrifuges and a stock of 300 kilo-
grams of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride and no available near 20 percent LEU
hexafluoride, our breakout estimate would have a mean of about 12-14 months,
where the minimum breakout time would be 11-12 months.” We have used the
mean as the best indicator of breakout time and interpret the minimum time as a
worst case. Thus, our estimate of breakout would confirm the United States assess-
ment that these limitations satisfy a 12-month breakout criterion.

Iran’s Stock of Near 20 Percent LEU 8

However, breakout estimates depend critically on Iran’s usable stock of near 20
percent LEU. For example, Iran can significantly lower breakout times by inserting
into the cascades a relatively small amount of near 20 percent LEU. If it recovers
only about 50 kilograms of near 20 percent LEU hexafluoride (or 34 kg of LEU (ura-
nium mass), or about 15 percent of its current stock of near 20 percent LEU) within
the first 6 months of breaking out, and we assume the same conditions as above,
the mean breakout time becomes about 10-11 months, with a minimal time of about
9 months. As a result, minimizing or ensuring that the near 20 percent LEU stock
is unusable in a breakout is a necessity. The breakout times would be expected to
be even lower, since if Iran decided to break out, it may have access to more near
20 percent LEU and it could also be expected to have accumulated additional 3.5
percent LEU above the cap of 300 kg (see below).

The accumulation of 34 kg of near 20 percent LEU (uranium mass) represents
only a small fraction of Iran’s inventory of this LEU. Despite the fact that Iran no
longer has a stock of near 20 percent LEU in hexafluoride form (UF6), it continues
to retain a significant portion of this material in the form of oxide (U308) and in
scrap and waste. As discussed earlier, in total, Iran possesses about 228 kg of near
20 percent LEU (uranium mass). Extrapolating to the end of June 2015, which is
the end of the second extension under the JPA and the target date for a comprehen-
sive agreement, Iran is estimated to have about 43 kg remaining in near 20 percent
LEU oxide powder and about 130-134 kg in scrap, in waste, and in-process (all ura-
nium masses). Only about 50 to 54 kg of this LEU are expected to be in Tehran
Research Reactor (TRR) fuel, or only about 22-23 percent of the total near 20 per-
cent LEU. This extrapolation assumes that Iran will fulfill its commitments under
the second extension to use all 35 kg of LEU oxide to make fuel. If it does not,
then the estimate of oxide powder will be slightly greater and the amounts in fuel
slightly less that projected.

Much of this LEU material is in forms where the LEU could be recovered in a
straightforward manner. Iran has stated that it intends to recover near 20 percent
LEU from scrap. According to the May 2015 IAEA safeguards report on Iran, “In
a letter dated 28 December 2014, Iran informed the Agency [IAEA] of the oper-
ational schedule for FPFP [Fuel Plate Fabrication Plant at Esfahan] and indicated
its intention to establish process lines for the recovery of uranium from solid and
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liquid scrap. In its reply dated 19 January 2015, the Agency requested that Iran
provide further clarification. On May 19, 2015, the Agency observed that the process
lines had yet to commence operation and that Iran has continued its R&D activities
related to the recovery of uranium from solid scrap.” It is unknown how much near
20 percent LEU scrap Iran intends to recover. However, Iran moving to institute
a scrap recovery capability poses a challenge to the deal, since the recovered LEU
and the knowledge and experience gained by operating a scrap recovery operation
would potentially allow Iran to speed up breakout.

The Obama administration has been reluctant to discuss publicly the near 20 per-
cent LEU and the media has largely missed this controversy. The April U.S. Fact
Sheet does not discuss its fate at all. It does discuss a cap of 300 kg of LEU
hexafluoride in Iran but this cap refers to LEU enriched under 3.67 percent and not
the near 20 percent LEU.

U.S. officials have stated that the near 20 percent remaining in Iran would need
to be mixed with aluminum, a step in making the fuel, or be in TRR fuel elements.
Once so mixed, U.S. officials have stated that they remove this near 20 percent from
consideration in breakout calculations. However, 1s this condition justified? The U.S.
condition in fact may undermine its claim that the limits on Iran’s centrifuge pro-
gram achieve a 12-month breakout.

The near 20 percent LEU stock, unless largely eliminated or rendered unusable
in a breakout, could be an important reserve in reducing the time to produce the
first significant quantity of weapon-grade uranium and/or rapidly producing a sec-
ond significant quantity of weapon-grade uranium (WGU).

The U.S. assessment is apparently that recovery of the near 20 percent LEU from
aluminum, its subsequent conversion to uranium hexafluoride, and further enrich-
ment would take so long that this LEU could not contribute significantly to a break-
out in 12 months, or at least not to the first significant quantity of weapon-grade
uranium. However, recovery of the near 20 percent LEU can be straightforward and
the U.S. evaluation requires greater scrutiny. In Iraq’s crash program to a nuclear
weapon in 1990-1991, it put in place a capability to recover about 33 kilograms
(uranium mass) of safeguarded unirradiated and slightly irradiated highly enriched
uranium (HEU) from research reactor fuel. Based on Iraqi declarations and TAEA
Action Team evaluations, which we possess, Iraq covertly installed the necessary
equipment at the Tuwaitha nuclear site in 4 months. It would have needed about
a month to test the equipment with dummy fuel and another 5 months to recover
the HEU from the fuel. This effort was stopped at the point of testing dummy fuel
elements by the Gulf War bombing campaign which started in January 1991.
Because of its far greater experience with uranium conversion, Iran is likely able
to recover unirradiated near 20 percent LEU at a similar or faster rate from TRR
fuel elements than Iraq. If Iran were to break out, it would undoubtedly secretly
install and test the recovery equipment prior to breakout. Such activities would be
very difficult for the IAEA or intelligence agencies to detect. Thus, the Iraqi experi-
ence suggests that Iran could be recovering near 20 percent LEU from LEU/
aluminum mixtures, scrap, and fresh TRR fuel soon after starting its breakout and
recover tens of kilograms within several months. This recovered LEU could be con-
verted quickly into hexafluoride form in facilities also prepared in secret prior to
breakout.

Iran may already be gaining experience in separating LEU from aluminum. In
addition to making TRR fuel, Iran notified the IAEA on December 28, 2014, that
it would start manufacturing miniature fuel plates for the Molybdenum, Iodine and
Xenon Radioisotope Production (MIX) Facility, for the production of Molybdenum 99
in the TRR. As of May 13, 2015, the IAEA confirmed that one fuel plate containing
a mixture of U308 enriched up to 20 percent uranium 235 and aluminum were at
the MIX Facility after transfer from the Fuel Plate Fabrication Plant and was being
used for R&D activities for the production of specific isotopes, namely molybdenum
99, xenon 133, and iodine 132. According to the IAEA reports, since July 24, 2014,
Iran has used 0.084 kg of near 20 percent uranium oxide for the purpose of pro-
ducing molybdenum 99. As can be seen, the amounts of LEU used to make targets
so far are very small. However, the processing of such targets after irradiation in
the TRR can also provide experience in developing a capability to recover the LEU.
Although the targets are processed to recover key isotopes, the processing provides
experience in separating LEU from the aluminum.

In summary, the amount of Iran’s near 20 percent LEU, in any form, should be
reduced as much as possible to ensure that breakout periods remain at least 12
months, whether discussing overt or covert routes to a nuclear weapon. It is a mis-
take to leave large inventories of near 20 percent LEU in Iran in the form of scrap
or in-process. The deal should require Iran to remove or blend down to natural ura-
nium most of its near 20 percent LEU outside of TRR fuel. The obvious target is
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the expected 43 kg in oxide powder and the 130-134 kg in the form of scrap, waste,
and in-process. These amounts total to 173-177 kg and represent roughly three
quarters of Iran’s stock of near 20 percent LEU. However, this step should be sup-
plemented by irradiating any fresh TRR fuel. One method to do that is to irradiate
all the TRR fuel, at least partially, to increase the complication of extracting the
LEU from the fuel for use in a breakout.

Effect of 3.5 Percent LEU?

Another consideration is that Iran may accumulate additional up to 3.67 percent
LEU over the limit of 300 kilograms LEU hexafluoride (equivalent). After the deal
is implemented, Iran will produce 3.5 percent LEU each month. How will this mate-
rial be disposed of so that the limit is not exceeded? Based on past performance,
with about 5,000 IR-1 centrifuges enriching at Natanz, Iran will produce about 100
kg of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride each month. In order to avoid potential monthly
violations of the 300 kg provision, the P5+1 and Iran must agree on what to do with
the monthly product; e.g., whether to ship out or dilute to natural uranium the
newly produced LEU every month. The accumulation of a few hundred kilograms
of 3.5 percent LEU over the limit will lower the breakout times to near or just below
12 month, assuming no availability of near 20 percent LEU. Accumulations of more
than 500 kilograms of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride start to lower breakout times
more significantly, particularly with access to even relatively small amounts of near
20 percent LEU hexafluoride, namely 25-50 kg, or 17-34 kg LEU (uranium mass),
which is only about 7-15 percent of Iran’s stock of near 20 percent LEU.

The impact of large excess stocks of 3.5 percent LEU and the availability of resid-
ual stocks of near 20 percent LEU should also be considered. If Iran accumulates
stocks of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride above 1,000 kilograms and can access rel-
atively quickly only 50 kilograms of near 20 percent LEU hexafluoride, it could
reduce breakout times to less than 6 months.

Effect of Redeployed IR-2m Centrifuges

A major gain in the April 2015 interim agreement is that Iran must dismantle
its excess centrifuges and place them in monitored storage. For a time, negotiators
considered leaving the centrifuges in place and disconnecting their piping. The lat-
ter option had the disadvantage of allowing a relatively rapid reinstallation of cen-
trifuges, if Iran decided to breakout, with the result that it could lower breakout
times below 12 months. Fortunately, this option was dropped.

However, in the former, better option, reinstallation also needs to be evaluated.
Beyond the general provision, few details are available about this dismantlement
and storage arrangement. A question is whether Iran could redeploy a significant
number of these centrifuges within several months of deciding to breakout. Armed
with thousands more IR-1 centrifuges, or 1,000 of the more powerful IR-2m cen-
trifuges, Iran could lower breakout times well below 12 months. It is important for
Congress to obtain answers to the following questions: Where will the dismantled
IR-2m centrifuges be stored and under what conditions? How quickly does the
administration assess that these IR-2m centrifuges could be brought back into oper-
ation at the Fuel Enrichment Plant or elsewhere? What is the basis for such an esti-
mate? What would be the effect on the breakout timeline of the successful reestab-
lishment of the 1,000 IR-2m centrifuges at Natanz or elsewhere during the first 6
months of a breakout? Without answers to these questions, the information is not
sufficient to allow us to analyze the possibility of significantly lowering breakout
timelines via reinstallation of excess centrifuges, particularly IR-2m centrifuges. In
evaluating a final deal, this issue needs to be carefully scrutinized.

Breakout Estimates in Years 10-13 and afterward

There is little information in the Fact Sheet or elsewhere about the numbers and
types of centrifuges the agreement allows Iran to install in from years 10 through
13. Based on discussions with negotiators, these values will be controlled by limita-
tions on the numbers and types of centrifuges and on the separative work output.
According to one negotiator, the goal is to allow a buildup in Iran’s centrifuge capa-
bility that will reach an agreed breakout time of 6 months in year 13. The cen-
trifuge arrangements from years 10 through 13 are said to be complex, particularly
since Iran will undoubtedly want 