“Teutates” Meeting: Notes by Claire Poyner
19 February 2011

10.45 am – 4pm

Morning session chaired by Peter Nicholls
The meeting started at 10.45am with introductions (see attached for participants).

Peter Burt presentation

The PowerPoint presentation was available to all as a printout. Contact Peter Burt for further copies. 

Overview of Treaty – Teutates programme on Hydrodynamics research. 

Summit in London in November 2010 when Cameron and Sarkozy signed a 50 year Defence and Security Co-operation Treaty (slide 3)

Aim of the treaty according to UK/France is ‘nuclear stockpile stewardship’ and countering nuclear terrorism.

Both believe treaty will be in compliance of NPT obligations.

There’s a need to ‘water down’ the treaty as it will have negative impact and undermine disarmament efforts. 

Development of 2 facilities – one in France, one in UK. (slide 6)

Hydrodynamics research (slide 7): explosion focussed at a point under pressure to mimic a nuclear explosion. Images are captured photographically (slide 8)

Why is this development required? 

Replaces real underground nuclear tests now banned under the CTBT – this will side-step CTBT and help in designing new warheads. 

Timetable (slide 10) by 2015 EPURE & AWE facilities will be built.

It’s hoped it will save money for both parties – costs are shared ‘equitably’ (but not ‘equally’). But will it really save money? Will be difficult to know what the costs will be – Peter Luff (Minister for Defence) ‘can’t be specific’.
Peter Burt’s feeling is that savings will be marginal.

Treaty limitations (slide 13)

Shared information (slide 14), some research shared but each country will keep full sovereignty over results.

Arms control (slide 15)

NPT – Article 1 forbids sharing nuclear information between NWS and NNWS but not between NWS. 

Article VI – steps ‘in good faith’ towards disarmament. 

CTBT – does using different methods of testing break the ‘spirit of the treaty’?

US-UK agreement (slide 16) UK considers any information passed from US to  be jealously guarded and may not be available to the French. There’s also US-France co-operation. Possibly a three-way co-operation? May not happen yet but in the future?

Possible future areas (slide 17); no definite statements against sharing of, e.g., equipment; sub patrols etc. We would welcome sharing sub patrols as there’d be fewer weapons on patrol at any given time. 

Slide 18 – influencing process. Ratifications process has started and government may not allow debates. 

Legal challenge? Planning process?

Q&A
What is the budget for renewal of Trident?

We’re waiting for an announcement of approval process ‘Initial Gate’ and may be some information on costs but this won’t be very detailed.

Who is paying for it? Treasury or MoD? There will be no treasury money – will come out of MoD budget. 

Comment on non-sharing of information – there is a close relationship of scientists working on US & UK projects. There’s disagreement on whether sharing nuclear information between nuclear weapons states contravenes the NPT. 

Is hydrodynamics as reliable as a proper test? From military and politicians point of view it’s not as effective. Theory is if you don’t ‘fiddle with’ the designs then they should work even if not actually tested for years. We already know simple designs that will work but generals/politicians always seek to ‘improve’ equipment. 

Bordeaux facility – laser- used for research – is there similar in the UK? 

AWE has a new laser ‘Orion’. Both UK & France are collaborating with US at Los Alamos with their even higher yield facilities.

Scientists want to produce new and not just ‘caretake’. Legal challenge won’t be effective. Publicity is needed – something at the next NPT?
Dominique Lalanne
See notes provided by Dominique. Contact him for more copies.

Comments

UNGA resolution on de-alerting jointly tabled by UK/France/US – can’t believe that those who wrote it believed a word of it! It’s also ‘too complicated’ for ordinary people!

Dave Webb
Statement from Liam Fox (see Peter’s slide 4)

Comments from press include ‘revealing some nuclear secrets to France’ – Daily Telegraph.

Senior members of UK security establishment including Lord Guthrie and Sir Richard Dearlove approve and urge the 2 countries to go further and create a ‘joint deterrent’.

However the MoD generally not keen on nuclear weapons as there’s no military use for them. 

What’s the motivation?

Cost cutting? Improvements? New systems? 

No current collaboration for new designs. France is due to complete a new warhead. UK not due to consider until 2019 at earliest. 

Study into potential co-operation in submarines – not suggested this would involve joint co-operation. 

UK – government being tied to French, makes it more difficult to cut. 

UK moving away from close nuclear relationship with the US.

France worries about the possibility of UK disarmament. 

The players
 UN ‘prestige’ of being a NWS and place on Security Council.

EU – not supposed to be move towards a common European defence and security policy. There is some co-operation across a range of military capabilities including transport, subs and drones. 

NATO/EU – emphasis on not being a step toward EU defence. Some EU allies want to see NATO progress on nuclear disarmament. 

NATO – Secretary General supports UK/France deal ‘to identify assets and capabilities which will be shared’. Sharing patrols – who will have the decision to fire? 

Missile Defence – France is sceptical about it, Germany (and UK?) see it as lessening reliance on nuclear weapons. 

US response. How much does this challenge the US/UK relationship?

US perhaps is worried about declining military capabilities. US/UK sharing through Mutual Defence Agreement first signed in 1958. 

Blair government pledged Trident renewal would not be to detriment of UK’s conventional forces. Seems to have changed as MoD will foot the bill. 

Advantages for US – UK will keep nuclear weapons and remain an ally. Stronger conventional force.

Disadvantages – bigger alternative nuclear presence. EU militarily stronger. Data protection issue re US systems. 

Debate in UK?

Support for Trident amongst those who won’t want France to be only nuclear power in Western Europe. 

Are we tied in for 50 years?

Either side can withdraw with 12 months notice, perhaps?

Amendments can be made.

Trident replacement

What if no decision made in 2016? Does agreement make Trident replacement more or less likely and what will public think of this? 

Discussion

Developments in the world – who is now the enemy? Nuclear weapons are not relevant post-Cold War. 

Disqualification of military answers –nuclear weapons are no solution for military. So what are they for?

French company are planning to build nuclear power stations in the UK. Is this a coincidence? Maybe we should extend campaigning to link in the development of power stations. 

Why is France so keen on nuclear weapons and is this shared by the public? Depends on wording of polls. Are NW useful for defence? Answer – yes, 60% or so. But if public asked if it’s possible to make a nuclear strike, around 10% say yes. So public are in favour of having but not using NW. Can we trust polls anyway? Also asked for approval of a NWC, most say yes. 
French campaigning especially on lobbying opposition parties? Any chance of getting rid of Sarkozy next election? Campaigning is done on a NWC and lobbying of politicians. But most parties agree on nuclear weapons except Greens and Communists. Nobody in Socialist Party will pronounce the word ‘convention’ with reference to nuclear weapons. 

Comment made that Liam Fox said recently ‘we will never use them’ so why is an agreement necessary. And why are sophisticated systems considered necessary for defence when just a basic weapon will do?

Afternoon session chaired by Patricia Pulham
Kate Hudson
Consequences for UK defence and NW policies.
CND’s view is that UK NW policy is in flux. Offers many opportunities. Some still support the status quo. But there’s no sense the status quo does prevail. Many senior figures don’t support replacement but no-one wants to  be the first to say so. In 2006 a government White Paper produced – before that some unprecedented debate in parliament, followed by a large back-bench rebellion against the resolution supporting renewal.

Developments round that time questioned that 4 subs needed.  
Re-writing of NPT prevented. 
UK general election – NW did become a general election issue – Clegg raised question of Trident. Remained an issue for government. Lib Dems have made issue of NW thought their policy isn’t unilateral disarmament. 

Issue of who’s paying – MoD or Treasury – result in cut budget for MoD. CND pressing for Trident to be included in the Strategic Defence Review. Decision delayed until after the next election. Subs to have reduced warheads facility. Continued reduction in minimum considered necessary.
Eroding of fundamental basics – idea that we can’t get rid of NW because French have them – to having an agreement to share technology etc.
Trident commission to review issue (Des Browne, Malcolm Rifkind, Menzies Campbell) taking on face value that decision to be made in 2016. 

Discussion
Cancelling of orders/contracts – can cost more to cancel than to fulfil orders? Question in parliament asked, answer was that technically parliament can decide either way. Until ‘Initial Gate’ comes out orders won’t be made. Possibly a legal challenge can be made?

Timescale for Trident Commission? Possibly reporting in about a year’s time. Look at the Trident Commission website http://www.basicint.org/tridentcommission
Why this treaty? Is it a ‘veil’ to hide NW or to get rid of them? Talked to Aldermaston Women’s Peace Camp who said ‘cost cutting’. Construction of project ‘Hydrus’ can stop. 

Counter terrorism argument plays right into our hands as it’s too dangerous to continue with NW in case the technology gets into wrong hands; terrorists rather than states parties. 

Arielle Denis

Consequences for France
Some strange developments in the world – a US president speaking on NW disarmament! 

Question of independence – NW symbol of independence for France. 

It’s not parliament but the president who decides on things like this treaty. 

For UK the EU defence policy not important but it is for France. 

Treaty refers to NATO – links stronger and this is an issue for France.

Why if France has already invested heavily in developments will the country now share this?

France is scared that the UK will get rid of their NW. 

Military-industrial power important and influential in France. 

The treaty still needs to be signed so there’s the need to lobby parliaments to not sign. 

Discussion

After Sarkozy – what next? Who will be next president? Will there be a shift in policy? 

There’s been a new boost in disarmament campaigning including co-operation with others such as unions. Socialist party continue with policy of ‘minimum nuclear deterrence’. No equivalent of Parliamentary CND. 

Cuts in military budgets in UK result in some senior armed forces questioning NW. Any similar in France? Some cuts will have to be made but there’s no big names denouncing NW.

George Farebrother

The treaty and international law

Treaty needs to be put out on the table and discussed – if no disagreements then it’s ratified. 

Re ‘good faith’ – this is a legal concept. Some argue that additions to treaties are not legally standing but this is disputed; they can become part of a legally binding treaty. 

Anglo-French agreement: a treaty lasting 50 years pre-supposes NW will continue to exist for that time. This will negate argument to disarm ‘in good faith’. Won’t be able to be used in UK courts but it’s a useful campaigning tool.
Under the ICC rulings the president/PM can be made a war criminal after use of NW. Look at http://www.nuclearweapons-warcrimes.org/
Ratification process – in UK document to be laid  before parliament then signed – what’s the process in France? In France it depends on the president.

Any NNWS taking up the issues of this treaty? Not that we know of.

Roland Weyl

The Franco-British agreement, the NPT and the illegality of nuclear weapons
Feels this is not progress. NW can be replaced in future by less expensive WMDs. NW developments depend on people not knowing of dangers – but campaigning is easier if we have the law working with us rather than against us. 

Documents of lawyers’ strong opinions on illegality of NW due to the effects on civilians. 

Others: GA of UN agreeing NW are illegal and criminal; also preparation also a crime. 

Opinion of the Court of Justice at the Hague – cautioned that it could be argued that NW were legal. Article VI is a ‘bad joke’ – why are some states forbidden NW and some not? 

Must support the campaign of ICAN – for global disarmament, and must be by campaigning people rather than international courts. 

Notes of International Conference at 60th Anniversary of the Stockholm Appeal distributed at meeting. Contact Roland Weyl for extra copies. 

Planning brainstorming
Getting to general public – write articles for websites.
Joint statement.
Let MPs know about it – they’ve  been by-passed.
Visits to disarmament ministries in Geneva.
P5 Conference in June – statement? Attend?

Embassy visits.
Meeting in parliament – invite French groups.
EU.
All those with suggestions for actions – pass to Peter Nicholls. Also anyone willing to front an action.

Peter N summary

Paper to propose a specific campaign

Notes of meeting to be distributed

Resources including plans for meetings etc.
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Teutates (February 19 UK-France meeting in London) possible UK and joint outcomes:

1. Meeting of UK group with UK FCO – Richard Tauwhare or current desk officer to be contacted?(Claire/PN?).

2. Meeting of small joint group with Geneva disarmament embassies (UK/France/Austria/ Switzerland/+ ?), if possible prior to P5 event (PN, Dominique).

3. Find out details of P5 meeting (June/Paris) and try to participate as a joint UK/France NGO group within the specific NGO invited session and/or in any French-sponsored parallel sessions or events (collaborate with CND/MvtPaix &c).

4. Prepare summary of Feb. 19 London meeting for A2000UK web site and Peace News (Claire?).

5. Issue a joint statement re Teutates by both UK and French groups (Dominique/Jim McC?) to be placed on appropriate web sites (Jim McC) and offered as an Op Ed to ?(appropriate broadsheet/Channel 4?) (Joanna?).

6. Support the 2010-decided A2000 campaign for a NWC with dealerting as first step (Dominique).

7. Meeting of small group with UK French ambassador or charge d’affaires in London (Peter Burt). 

8. Embassies ‘walk’ (Hiroshima/Nagasaki day or ?) with joint letters to UK, French and possibly other governments (Pulhams).

9. Prepare a statement for distribution at party conferences later this year (Joanna/Frank?).

10. Try to find an M.P. (Caroline? Jeremy?) to sponsor a Portcullis House meeting to get UK MPs involved (Joanna/CND collaborate?).

(Any and all still to be decided)
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