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The 12th meeting of the Council of Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP) Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Asia Pacific 
convened Dec. 16-17, 2010, in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. The meeting was co-chaired by 
USCSCAP and CSCAP Vietnam and hosted 34 individuals from 17 member committees. 
They were joined by 31 members of the Pacific Forum CSIS Young Leaders program. All 
participants attended in their personal capacity and the views expressed do not necessarily 
reflect official policy or views of member committees. This report provides the co-chairs’ 
views of the discussions; while it has been circulated among participants, it is not a consensus 
document.   
  
The meeting began by assessing recent developments in the global nonproliferation regime 
and their regional implications. CSCAP Vietnam led off with a summary of the UN Security 
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1540 Workshop that was recently held in Hanoi. It was the first 
such workshop in Southeast Asia and was attended by all ASEAN member countries. Huong 
Phu Tan Nguyen (CSCAP Vietnam) reported that while all ASEAN countries have taken 
action to implement UNSCR 1540, progress has been slow and uneven, which was attributed 
to the fact that governments have different priorities. Specifically, she suggested that many 
countries still see implementation of the resolution as less important than, and in some cases, 
inhibiting, trade and economic development. One of the major areas of emphasis of the 
workshop was ways to improve national legislation on border and trade control. This requires 
a better understanding of UNSCR 1540 requirements, along with enhanced bilateral and 
multilateral cooperation to build capacity and ensure that national roadmaps are consistent 
with International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) guidelines and provisions of the Bangkok 
Treaty.  
 
David Santoro of the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) gave a brief summary 
of the status of the communiqué issued at the 2010 Nuclear Security Summit. He suggested 
that the summit’s most important aspect was that it raised the visibility of nuclear security by 
emphasizing the threat posed by a failure to maintain control over nuclear materials. Examples 
of progress included the US-Russia agreement on controlling plutonium, establishment of a 
Center of Excellence on nuclear security in China, and removal of highly enriched uranium 
from Belarus and Ukraine. However, because the work plans called for in the communiqué 
were voluntary, there were also complaints that national commitments were uneven and 
difficult to monitor.   
 
In his presentation, Victor Mizin (CSCAP Russia) offered his views on the current trends in 
arms control, disarmament, and nonproliferation. He argued that the ratification of the New 



2 
 

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) was a good beginning for progress on arms control 
in general and that it would be unfortunate if the treaty became a victim of partisan politics. 
Deep reductions in US and Russian arsenals represent a qualitative change in the disarmament 
regime. Nevertheless, Mizin felt that Russia’s primary concerns will remain missile defense 
and the impact deep reductions would have on its retaliatory capacity. Other traditional 
Russian concerns include the weaponization of outer space and the US Prompt Global Strike 
(PGS) initiative. Because defensive systems such as anti-ballistic missiles are destabilizing 
and have the potential of “leading to new strategic dividing lines,” Russia wants to launch a 
broad international discussion on the subject and establish a joint system with the US to 
counter the missile threat.  
 
For Mizin, the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) is the cornerstone of the global 
nonproliferation regime and all countries in the region should demonstrate support for the 
principles of the treaty and 2010 NPT Review Conference Action Plan. He characterized 
UNSCR 1540 as the “most important global instrument” for fighting WMD terrorism. 
Accordingly, CSCAP should identify key parts of the action plan and offer ideas on how to 
best implement these mechanisms by identifying critical steps in nonproliferation, 
disarmament, peaceful use of nuclear energy, and nuclear security.      
 
While it is an extremely difficult issue, there needs to be an initial dialogue on reducing the 
number of tactical nuclear weapons, especially in the US and Russian arsenals. The 
importance of this discussion was highlighted during the recent North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) debate over the role of nuclear weapons in its Strategic Concept.  
 
Discussion following the presentations focused on implementation of UNSCR 1540 in 
Southeast Asia, recent developments in the implementation of the Biological Weapons 
Convention (BWC), prospects for further movement on arms control talks in anticipation of 
the ratification by the US and Russia of the New START, and ways to enhance regional 
compliance with the principles contained in the NPT. Several participants lamented the fact 
that enhancing WMD security remains a low priority in Asia as reflected by the relatively 
slow development of UNSCR 1540 action plans and the general lack of commitment to other 
WMD-related conventions and treaties. Some attributed this to a lack of awareness or 
organizational capacity to handle the significant data collection needed. Others suggested that 
the underlying problem was a tension in many governments between liberalizing trade and 
implementing security procedures that are seen as inhibiting trade. Meanwhile, the lack of a 
verification mechanism for ensuring implementation of the resolution was seen by some as 
limiting its usefulness.  
 
The seventh BWC Review Conference will take place in December 2011. One participant 
reported that over 70 percent of the countries in the region have incorporated national 
legislation prohibiting research and development of biological weapons. It was also noted that 
it was important to focus on the agenda for the review conference, which would be set in April 
2011. Another commentator noted that the ASEAN Regional Forum had been promoting 
better understanding of the threat of biological weapons and sponsored its second workshop 
on bio-risk management in September 2010.  
     



3 
 

Turning to arms control, several participants questioned the role of the other nuclear weapon 
states in promoting a reduction in nuclear weapons. Some called for the other nuclear weapon 
states (France, United Kingdom, and China) to join talks now to provide additional 
momentum to the process of disarmament. One participant suggested that possession of 
nuclear weapons by the United Kingdom was no longer an article of faith and that it appeared 
to be “waiting for the appropriate moment” for further reductions, although there is no 
timetable. Another sign of progress is that the nuclear weapon states have institutionalized a 
dialogue on nuclear weapons, which has served to increase transparency. There was 
skepticism over whether France and China would join a multilateral dialogue on the topic in 
the near future. Questions were raised about China’s proposal to supply nuclear reactors to a 
non-signatory of the NPT like Pakistan without the concurrence of the NSG. A Chinese 
participant suggested that it was difficult for states to take arms control dialogue seriously 
when the US invited India to join the Nuclear Suppliers Group despite being a non-signatory 
to the NPT.  
   
There were several suggestions on how to strengthen the global nonproliferation regime. An 
agreement between Russia and NATO to work on missile defense would help reduce tensions 
and perhaps pave the way for discussions on the reduction of tactical nuclear weapons in 
Europe. The Southeast Asia Nuclear-Weapon Free Zone could be the basis for cooperation in 
promoting complete prohibition of WMD in the region. While there was skepticism about the 
plausibility of this idea, the Action Plan for the 17th ARF did address WMD including 
chemical and biological proliferation.  It was also agreed that the WMD Study Group should 
stay engaged in activities such as monitoring development of the agenda for the BWC Review 
Conference and the implementation of the NPT Review Conference Action Plan to provide 
input where possible.       
   
The second session addressed developments on the Korean Peninsula.  Cheon Seong-whun 
(CSCAP Korea) argued that the revelation of an uranium enrichment facility at Yongbyon, the 
sinking of the Cheonan, and the artillery attack on Yeonpyeong Island have led the ROK 
government to conclude that the DPRK will never give up its pursuit of nuclear weapons, that 
it will continue to use provocations against the ROK to bolster domestic support, and that the 
DPRK is pursuing reunification by force. He noted that the most recent military provocation 
represented a qualitative shift in DPRK behavior, which he attributed to growing confidence 
stemming from its possession of nuclear weapons. Therefore, while holding on to the 
principled engagement, the ROK government has to focus on military buildup and 
strengthening its alliances and partnerships. North Korea failed to intimidate South Korea as 
there is an increasing public awareness of the importance of national security and growing 
number of young volunteers to join the ROK military. That is, South Koreans are united to 
deter the DPRK’s efforts to “squeeze the neck of South Koreans.” The choice was 
characterized as choosing between submission and dignity.  
 
Li Hong (CSCAP China) began by noting that China is very concerned that the current fragile 
security situation on the Korean Peninsula could easily escalate out of control. Since military 
and political confrontation will only harden positions under these circumstances, dialogue and 
negotiation are the only viable options. The Six-Party Talks remain the most viable 
mechanism for stabilizing the situation.  
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Li explained that China’s interest is to maintain a stable security environment in the region to 
promote economic development and improve domestic living standards. Recognizing that 
there are different interpretations of the Cheonan incident, he felt that it was important to 
avoid escalation. In that context, the decision by the US and the ROK to conduct military 
exercises in the region was not helpful. Indeed, the show of military power runs counter to the 
UNSC President’s Statement that was issued after the Cheonan incident, which calls on both 
sides to refrain from “further provocative actions and encourage diplomatic dialogue.” 
Meanwhile, denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula remains a key objective for China and 
should be the “solemn commitment” of all six parties. Therefore, the only solution to the 
current crisis is to seek to build credibility through dialogue while avoiding further escalation.  
 
Ma Tong-hui (CSCAP DPR Korea) began by expressing disappointment that his ROK 
colleague had chosen to discuss current North-South relations at a meeting intended for 
discussion of WMD issues. He argued that the recent artillery shelling at Yeoungpyong Island 
was caused by US-ROK military exercises and the fact that the Lee Myung-bak government 
had “scrapped” previous North-South agreements. 
 
Ma explained that it was incorrect to view the denuclearization process on the peninsula as 
being the abandonment of nuclear weapons by the DPRK. Instead, his understanding is that 
denuclearization means that the DPRK will abandon its nuclear weapons program after the US 
drops its “hostile policy” toward the DPRK and stops “pursuing the overthrow of the system 
of the DPRK.” This will require the establishment of a “systematic mechanism for ensuring 
the permanent peace” on the peninsula and the establishment of “nuclear-free zone … in the 
whole Korean Peninsula, not only in the northern part of Korea, but also in [S]outh Korea and 
its vicinity, and it is part of denuclearization of the whole world.”  
 
Ma argued that the denuclearization process is caught in a “tug-of-war” between the US and 
the DPRK over who should move first. In this context, US and ROK “pressure” and 
preconditions are not helpful. Instead, the six parties should return to the Joint Statement 
adopted in 2005 and observe the principles of “respect of sovereignty and equality” and 
“commitment for commitment, action for action” to solve the issue. Therefore, the best 
approach is to return to the Six-Party Talks to build confidence among the parties, which has 
been consistently and systematically undermined by US actions.  
 
Ma concluded by describing the relationship between denuclearization and establishing a 
peace regime on the peninsula. For him, concluding a peace treaty is the only rational way for 
the US to demonstrate that it has abandoned its hostile policy toward the DPRK. Therefore, 
the “denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula absolutely depends on the US attitude.” 
Meanwhile, DPRK activities to build light water reactors and enrich uranium are for peaceful 
purposes and unrelated to the Six-Party Talks. 
 
A US participant began the discussion by arguing that the artillery attack on Yeonpyeong 
Island was relevant to the Six-Party Talks. Even if one accepts the DPRK explanation that the 
shelling was done in response to ROK live-fire exercises in the area, the killing of civilians 
was an inappropriate and disproportionate response and has increased tensions. He further 
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asserted that by failing to condemn all acts of military provocation, China was increasingly 
seen as less than an honest broker as the chairman of the Six-Party Talks. The assertion that 
the DPRK should be allowed to continue its pursuit of uranium enrichment was also 
challenged on the basis UNSCR 1874. DPRK actions created a dangerous situation on the 
peninsula and left the ROK with little choice other than to respond with force to the next 
provocation.  
 
The remainder of the discussion evidenced frustration over the mutual ratcheting up of 
tensions. There was gloom over the prospects for a resumption of the Six-Party Talks and 
frustration over the apparent lack of alternatives. It was suggested that since half the erstwhile 
participants in the Six-Party Talks did not appear to have confidence in China’s ability to 
guide the process, alternate modalities might be considered.  Common threads teased out by 
the moderator at the close of the session included the sense that tensions on the Korean 
Peninsula were undesirable for all parties and that if there were further provocations the 
situation could spin out of control. Therefore, dialogue would be useful but even more 
important was the need for all sides to demonstrate goodwill to the others to re-establish some 
confidence that dialogue will help resolve the issues.       
 
In the third session, the group explored issues related to nuclear security. David Santoro 
(IISS) began by describing what he characterized as a relatively weak regime for nuclear 
security. While each state has a responsibility to protect nuclear materials, there is a general 
lack of capacity to ensure security measures are taken. International conventions and 
agreements have not been implemented as aggressively as desired. Other ad hoc initiatives 
such as the Proliferation Security Initiative, the Cooperative Threat Reduction Initiative, the 
Global Initiative to Counter Terrorism, and the World Institute for Nuclear Security have also 
been established to gain better control over these materials and prevent unauthorized access, 
but are not binding on all states. As a “regime in the making,” a better awareness of security 
issues and a culture of responsibility among those responsible for controlling the materials is 
needed. This will require an expanded role by the IAEA and more multilateral cooperation and 
outreach to industry.  
 
Next Odbayar Davaa (CSCAP Mongolia) explained Mongolia’s efforts to control uranium 
resources. With reserves estimated by some to exceed 1 million tons, Mongolia is an 
important source of uranium and has worked to establish national-level control while seeking 
ways to develop these strategic resources as part of its effort to promote regional economic 
integration and participate in growing market for uranium. 
 
Ian Anthony (Stockholm Institute of Peace Research, SIPRI) followed by assessing prospects 
for development of a comprehensive approach to dealing with nuclear security for the nuclear 
fuel cycle. Beginning with the IAEA definition -- “the prevention and detection of, and 
response to, theft, sabotage, unauthorized access, illegal transfer or other malicious acts 
involving nuclear material, other radioactive substances or their associated facilities” -- he 
argued that the need for nuclear security is largely uncontested among states. There is broad 
agreement that the primary components of a nuclear security program include national 
legislation, trained personnel, and adequate threat and vulnerability assessments. International 
agreements lay out the basic requirements, but national legislation is needed to make nuclear 
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security effective. Nuclear terrorism is only one aspect as international criminals and radical 
groups opposed to nuclear energy must also be taken into consideration.  
 
In its effort to institutionalize nuclear security, the IAEA has published a three-year plan to 
promote effective security wherever nuclear or other radioactive materials are used, stored 
and/or transported as well as at associated facilities. The three key requirements for improving 
nuclear security are physical protection, response to accidents, and effective information 
sharing. Carefully defined responsibilities and avoiding the tendency to stovepipe information 
are critical to success in this effort.  
 
During the discussion, there was disagreement regarding the salience of the international legal 
regime for nuclear security and the political willingness of states to implement real security 
for nuclear-related facilities. Some argued that the underlying problem was that the legal 
regime was erected at a time when transport of nuclear materials was the biggest concern; 
today, physical protection of facilities is more important. Others felt that UNSCR 1540 
provided an adequate framework for ensuring physical security of nuclear facilities but many 
states lacked the capacity or political will to implement the resolution. Still others argued that 
the nuclear industry should take more responsibility in promoting security for their facilities. 
Track-two discussions such as CSCAP can contribute to improving nuclear security by 
identifying sensitivities about what can be discussed (design basis was one example), 
providing expert discussions on approaches to risk management, exploring mechanisms to 
improve emergency response procedures, and making recommendations for improving the 
international legal framework.  
   
Developing and improving nuclear energy infrastructure was the topic of session four. Amir 
Mohagheghi (Sandia Laboratories) explained the Gulf Nuclear Energy Infrastructure Institute 
(GNEII), a collaborative effort to establish indigenous capability for nuclear infrastructure 
development in the Middle East that may have applicability in Southeast Asia as countries in 
the region initiate plans to build nuclear energy facilities. This program is designed to enhance 
indigenous human resource capability through education with a focus on safety, security, and 
safeguards requirements associated with nuclear energy. The long-term goal of the program is 
to populate the ranks of nuclear energy programs in the region with a cadre of individuals who 
are prepared to administer nuclear energy programs that reflect international safety and 
security standards. The pilot course, which is structured as a 30-week curriculum comprised of 
two 15-week semesters for 15-25 students, is scheduled to be held in the spring of 2011.  
 
Next, Hoang Ang Tuan (Atomic Energy Agency of Vietnam) outlined the 30-year 
infrastructure development process in Vietnam as it prepares its first nuclear power facility. 
Construction of the first reactor is scheduled to begin in 2014 and commercial operations 
should commence in 2020. The presentation showed the complex interplay between building 
local capacity and adherence to international standards for safety, security, and safeguards.  
 
Alvin Chew (CSCAP Singapore) then offered his views on prospects for cooperation on 
developing nuclear energy in Southeast Asia. He outlined three areas of potential cooperation 
– front-end fuel production, power generation, and back-end fuel reprocessing. The most-
likely areas of cooperation on the front end are joint uranium mining ventures and shared 
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enrichment facilities. When it comes to power generation, it might make economic sense to 
create an ASEAN power grid and to establish a regional nuclear education center for nuclear 
energy. The back end would be the most difficult and could involve a regional reprocessing 
facility or waste repository. Regardless, the decision by countries in the region to cooperate 
would depend on their mutual trust and establishment of an open source approach to 
infrastructure development rather than a more securitized approach.  
 
During the discussion, several participants worried that countries were not giving enough 
thought to dealing with the spent fuel generated as nuclear facilities come on line. A 
Vietnamese acknowledged that spent fuel disposition has not been resolved in its nuclear 
power facility planning. Others argued that it would make the most sense to regionalize waste 
storage. Several noted the difficulty with getting local acceptance of any storage facilities; the 
idea may be attractive, but it has proven difficult to find an acceptable site. Others argued that 
suppliers should take responsibility for disposing of spent fuel. There was general support for 
creating regional fuel banks. One participant argued that regional fuel banks or storage 
facilities could encourage countries to build more nuclear reactors, which he saw as 
undesirable.   
 
Another issue was the cost-benefit analysis involved in the decision to build nuclear facilities. 
A Vietnamese participant said that the primary factor in the country’s cost-benefit analysis 
was the desire to avoid fossil fuel imports as energy demand increased in tandem with the 
country’s economic development. Nuclear energy experts pointed out that the cost-benefit 
analysis for nuclear facilities is quite complicated and usually involves political, rather than 
actual power generation, considerations. Others argued that there was a perceived need in 
some countries to “get in the game” of nuclear energy.  
 
In session five, the group discussed the prospect of re-instituting the Nuclear Energy 
Experts Group (NEEG), which was formed in 1998 as part of the CSCAP Confidence and 
Security Building Measures Working Group and was discontinued in 2003. Robert Finch 
(Sandia Laboratories) described past activities of the group and argued that the website 
(http://www.cscap.nuctrans.org), which is still active although no longer being updated and 
has several dead links, provided very useful transparency information and could be re-
instituted with new funding. Jor-shan Choi (Tokyo University), who was a regular participant 
of the NEEG, supported re-instituting the group. Given the nuclear renaissance in Asia, he 
argued that benefits included resuming the transparency aspects of the program, and providing 
opportunities for experts from countries contemplating the nuclear power option to engage 
experts from relevant international organizations and countries with established programs. 
This “energy experts group” would explore issues associated with the introduction of nuclear 
power such as the costs, financing, safety, security, and safeguards in anticipation of more 
formal engagement with the IAEA. It could also help develop a better understanding of human 
resource and infrastructure requirements and develop ideas about opportunities for regional 
cooperation. 
 
There was widespread acknowledgement of the value of re-instituting the NEEG, although it 
would require funding and need to be a long-term project to realize its full potential. As a 
track-two group, it would be easier to include individuals from the commercial sector and 

http://www.cscap.nuctrans.org/�
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involve a mix of technical and policy experts. This would enable technically sound policy 
recommendations to enhance cooperative approaches to the complex stew of issues associated 
with the introduction of nuclear energy. Based on their experience over the past decade, 
Vietnamese participants agreed that establishing a transparent nuclear power program was a 
complex issue. Specific areas identified for further discussion by such a group included 
regional storage, processing, and spent fuel management. Two challenges were the ability of 
the group to add value beyond technical issues and the ability of CSCAP committees to find 
qualified participants for the group. It was agreed that the best approach would be to have one 
or two meetings to determine the feasibility and value of re-instituting the group.  
 
Session six addressed disarmament. Khaled AbdelHamid (Preparatory Commission for the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization) provided an overview of the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), its verification regime, and its contribution to disarmament and 
nuclear nonproliferation. As a Treaty that ends the qualitative and quantitative development of 
nuclear weapons, it is a pillar of the nuclear nonproliferation regime. The current status of 
signature and ratification of the Treaty was highlighted, particularly among countries with 
CSCAP member committees – 8 countries still have to sign/ratify the Treaty. After explaining 
the functioning of the three pillars of the CTBT verification regime – international monitoring 
system, International Data Center, and on-site inspections – and other civil and scientific 
applications of CTBT technologies, AbdelHamid took questions from the group.  Most of the 
questions focused on technical capabilities to detect seismic events and the value of on-site 
inspections, which is the one pillar of the regime that cannot be fully implemented until the 
treaty is entered into force. The prospects of entry into force of the Treaty, as well as synergy 
between the CTBTO and the scientific community were also addressed.  
 
Carl Baker (USCSCAP) then summarized the initial draft of the CSCAP Memorandum on the 
Reduction and Elimination of Weapons of Mass Destruction for the group. Main issues of 
discussion were: the desirability of addressing all WMD or limiting the focus of the 
memorandum to nuclear weapons; major areas to be addressed in recommendations; and the 
general principles that will guide recommendations. After a lengthy discussion, it was decided 
to limit the memorandum to the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons and to defer 
discussion of other WMD. Other issues included ambiguity in the language in the principles 
section and the need to clarify terms in the recommendations. The co-chairs agreed that the 
memorandum will be redrafted based on the comments and will be re-circulated to Study 
Group members prior to the next meeting.  
 
The final draft of the CSCAP Memorandum on Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy was 
presented to the Study Group for final comments in session 7. With no additional comments 
from the group, it was agreed that the Memorandum would be submitted for review by 
CSCAP member committees in anticipation of publication.  
 
In session 8, Carl Baker (USCSCAP) reported that the CSCAP Handbook on Preventing the 
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Asia-Pacific has been updated. The 
publication date is Dec. 1, 2010 and it is posted on CSCAP website: 
(http://www.cscap.org/uploads/docs/WMDSGReports/CSCAP%20WMD%20Handbook%20fi
nal%201%20Dec%202010.pdf). While the document is complete, it will need periodic 
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updating and will be revised as relevant memorandums are completed and details related to 
treaties, conventions, and agreements change. There is also room for improvement of the 
content, specifically in the areas of chemical and biological weapons and national outreach 
programs.  
 
In the wrap-up session, the co-chairs announced that they anticipate holding the next meeting 
in conjunction with the next ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) Inter-Sessional Meeting on 
Nonproliferation and Disarmament, which is scheduled to be held in Las Vegas. After the 
meeting, it was confirmed that the next Study Group Meeting will be held Feb. 21-22 and the 
ARF ISM will be Feb. 23-24 in Las Vegas.  
  
 
     
      
 
    
 
  
  
 


