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DWG:  Welcome to the Defense Writers Group special session today with Under Secretary Thompson who’s just back from a negotiation with the Russian delegation on the intermediate range nuclear forces, so we look forward to hearing what she has to say about that.
I want to thank the Carnegie Corporation of New York for so generously funding the Defense Writers Group and the other programs that we run at George Washington University under the Project for Media and National Security, and also thank the university and the Business School who for no money at all is lending us this room.  I like the price.

We’ve got quite a lot of people here today and we might not get to everybody, so I think in the last quarter-hour I’ll grab a bunch of questions and let you answer the ones you want to, if we start to run out.  We’ll use that time-tested Washington method if we start to get filled up.

Why don’t I start, as the moderator, maybe by asking you -- you’ve been quoted as expressing disappointment about the outcome of the talks and where things are at this point.  What was the Russian offer specifically?  And why was it disappointing?
Under Secretary Thompson:  Great.  Thanks for the opening question.  And first of all, thanks for coming.  Some of you I’ve met before in previous engagements, but thanks for coming back, and to the new folks, I look forward to speaking more with you.  

It may be useful, some context to help answer that question and provide kind of the scene-setter here to tee up for the rest of the questions on what occurred over the last week.  More importantly, what’s happened over the last five-plus years, and then what will happen in the next few days if Russia doesn’t get back into compliance.
No surprise to folks in the room, the Secretary made the announcement almost 60 days ago that Russia was in material breach and that they had 60 days to get back into compliance.

What has occurred since that time, we have had dialogue.  The most recent dialogue was last week.  I flew to Geneva, led an interagency delegation.  My senior advisor, Anita [Fried] was also with me for those that know Anita.  We took representatives from the Joint Staff, from OSD, from the National Security Council and within the State Department and met with the Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov and his delegation.
They reached out in December, made a couple of offers both to Department of Defense and to us to meet.  We made the decision that we would go ahead, as I have always said to my Russian counterparts and to the Ambassador here in DC, that we were open to dialogue but we weren’t going to have more of the same.  If it was going to be the same dialogue over the past years with the same playbook, the same old information, I didn’t want to meet with him, but if he was ready to come to the table and discuss specifics on what Russia was going to do to get back into compliance, I was all ears.

He responded positively and said where do you want to meet?  So December, the note came out.  We said we would meet and did so last week.  How I would capture the dialogue, it was professional dialogue.  It wasn’t the normal bluster, propaganda, kind of the dramatics you associate with some of these meetings.  The Deputy Foreign Minister did have the right people in the room, as did we.  But at the end of the day, as I said before, we didn’t break any new ground.  There was no new information.  The Russians acknowledge having the system but continue to stay on their talking point that it didn’t violate the INF Treaty.  Despite us showing them repeated times the intelligence and information, to include the dates of when the tests occurred, that it was in violation of the treaty.

We didn’t set parameters on the discussion.  It wasn’t that we went forward and said this will only take an hour or this will only take three hours.  Sergey and I both agreed we would take as much time as was necessary to get to either a breakthrough or it would stall out and we would recognize that we weren’t going to pave any new ground.

I know there have been reports that they only met for an hour.  That was not the case.  We met for a couple of hours, but there wasn’t a time limit.  If it had gone two days, we would have stayed two days.

It was a good discussion, it was candid.  On our side we, again, had all the right folks there to answer the questions.  But again, no acknowledgment.  They did raise, sort of an air quote here, some transparency measures that weren’t transparent.  You saw an example of that yesterday with the static display of the system.  You’re all professionals, you’re all fairly well versed in this topic.  A static display of a system cannot tell you how far that missile flies.  My analogy to some colleagues yesterday was could you look at my car and tell me how fast it goes?  Or even if I said why don’t you drive the car, then I’ll know how fast it goes.  No, you’re only going to know by I’m getting in the car or I’d help be part of that test.  So the Russian static display, as you all probably saw, most of our allies did not attend.  So it’s that type of transparency measures that were brought to the table that wouldn’t have been able to verifiably confirm at the end of the day we have arms control experts as well.  Arms control works when you can verify, fully verify the compliance with it,  and the transparency measures that they brought to the table wouldn’t have done so.
DWG:  But isn’t that the opening bid?  Isn’t there an opportunity to have a continuing conversation where perhaps more can be put on the table such as the testing that you’re asking for?  Or do you regard this as negotiation attempted, check, done and we’re on our way out of the treaty?

Under Secretary Thompson:  That’s not the case at all.  I would say the opening bid occurred years ago during the Obama administration and now during the Trump administration.  This isn’t a new dialogue.  This isn’t an initiative that I took and decided now we’re going to come to the table.  We’ve been coming to the table for over five years with multiple administrations.

So this is a continuance of that dialogue.  Again, when the President made the determination and the Secretary announced it in December, there is a time line.  The treaty is clear on the parameters of what [should not] be done.  The range of the system will not be done.  That’s the material breach that Russia did. 
But the steps that need to be taken.  We have presented them with information before, but we did leave with them a letter of what they would need to do to get back into compliance.  Again, it wasn’t new information.  It’s information that we have previously provided that says here are the steps that need to be taken.

At the end of the day I reminded the Deputy Foreign Minister, he knows the steps that need to be taken.  They built the system.  They designed the system.  They know the system.  They’re the ones that are best postured on what they need to do to get back into compliance.  It’s their system.

But we did provide that to the Russian delegation.  We also provided it with partners and allies when we did the out-brief to NATO which I can also talk a little bit about.  A very useful session in Brussels.

DWG:  Dan Wasserby, Jaynes?

DWG:  Thank you.  Does the U.S. see a risk of once the treaty is done, do you expect that they will then deploy a whole lot more of the system?  Or do you think it will remain static?  And have you got a bead on what the NATO allies fear most at the end of the treaty?

Under Secretary Thompson:  It’s not a static system.  They’ve already deployed, manned and equipped multiple battalions.  It’s in the field.  It can range our European partners today.  With continued development we’ve assessed it will be able to range other regions of the globe.
So this isn’t research and development.  This isn’t a prototype.  This isn’t we have a few systems in a testing lab or down at an arsenal.  It’s soldiers in uniform manning the system.  And  again I repeat, multiple battalions.  So that’s already occurred.

With partners and allies that might be a good opportunity to describe some of the discussions that we had.  

So immediately after wrapping up the delegation in Geneva.  I may add, we did congressional outreach.  I called our Chairman and Ranking Members of both of our oversight committees both on the Senate and the House side from Geneva.  

Then the following day flew to Brussels, had a great meeting with our Ambassador, Ambassador Hutchison, and then had a meeting with partners and allies and then briefed the NAC.  So I had a brief meeting, discussion with the Secretary General and then presented the outcome of the meeting and then took questions from partners and allies for about an hour.

Again, very appreciative.  Had the full support.  You probably saw the statement that NATO put out after the Secretary’s announcement.  We’ve got the support of our NATO partners and allies.  They were very appreciative is how I would describe it, very appreciative that we had given them a readout of the actions that we’re doing.  You may have seen the press subsequently from the foreign leaders of partners and allies.  Our German counterparts, the Foreign Minister was here in DC yesterday and continues to support it.  And as each ally mentioned in their questions, we hold Russia accountable.  It wasn’t the U.S., it was we hold Russia accountable and what does Russia need to do to get back into compliance?  So great support from our allies, continued outstanding support.
DWG:  Dmitry?

DWG:  Good morning, thank you for doing this.

I think just about everybody who’s anybody in the arms control community here in Washington is saying now that the upcoming demise of the INF Treaty is as much a fault of the people like Ambassador Bolton as actions on the Russian part.  What is your response to that?

And secondly, I think you are about to meet Sergey Ryabkov pretty soon again in Beijing, the end of January.  Do you plan to have a separate bilat with him?  Can you speak about this?

Under Secretary Thompson:  Thanks for the questions, and it’s good to see you again.

The actions for the demise, the material breach of the treaty is clearly a Russian action.  I’ve not heard from any of my counterparts, have not heard  from  any of our partners and allies blaming a person in the administration.  The discussion is, again, the intelligence and information has been presented.  We’ve done great work with our intelligence community to get that downgraded so we could share that.  Truth in lending, it was a declassification we could share with Five Eyes partners and then we got it cleared to NATO, and now we’ve got it downgraded so we can continue to share with more partners and allies.  That’s the type of transparency measure that when we talk about transparency, actual tangible results.

So no, partners and allies have clearly stated that Russia’s to blame.  And again, it’s up to Russia to get back into compliance.
We continue to uphold the arms control treaty.  We continue to support arms control regimes.  I’ve stated it, the Secretary’s stated it and this group knows it well.  Arms control only works if you abide by the treaty and uphold the standards of arms control regimes.  If you turn a blind eye and you don’t acknowledge the violations, you are responsible, you are contributing to the demise of arms control regimes.  Not calling out violators and having consequences for violating an arms control regime is undermining the principles of arms control.  As the Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security, I will always stand up for what’s right for these arms control regimes and for our national security.

Again, it’s important to remind folks, you set an example by that non-action.  Allowing Russia to continue to field battalions of the system, we have now undermined arms control writ large.  So no, the administration leadership continues to support that.

I am going to be meeting with the Deputy Foreign Minister.  We had previously already had the trip planned for the P5 engagement in Beijing.  I’ll be there next week.  And that will also maybe help clarify a statement that has gotten a little bit of press from the Deputy Foreign Minister where he said we weren’t willing to meet again.  That is absolutely not the case, and that’s not what I said.  Anita was in the room.  When he said can we meet again, can we continue to discuss this?  What I said was Sergey, I said that I will always have dialogue with you but I need you to be a responsible partner.  Again, come to the table with new information or valid, verifiable information.  I said we’re going to Beijing, we’re going to be in the same room.  I would imagine, although that’s not the purpose of the trip, its nonproliferation and talking about the NPT with our partners, I said the purpose of the trip is not INF but I’m sure it will get raised and I look forward to it, was what my response was.

So again, this Russian bluster and propaganda that we’re not willing to meet, we’re not willing to talk is absolutely not true.  I’ll see him in a few days.

DWG:  So will you be discussing the INF, the whole gamut of the arms control issues or what? 

Under Secretary Thompson:  It’s not a specific item on the agenda.  Again, the purpose there is to meet with my Chinese partners, my Russian partners, my British partners and my French partners on nonproliferation.  We have a very full agenda of a myriad of topics over the course of two days.  I’m sure it will come up, but it’s not an INF discussion-focused meeting.  It’s for the P5 writ large.

DWG:  Alex Ward of [Fox]?

DWG:  A two-part question.  I was reading a bunch of what arms control experts have been basically asking about [inaudible].  
First, is the Russian violation so egregious that we’re taking down the arms control architecture that we’ve spent years putting together with them?  
And second, is there any direct evidence the Kremlin ordered the construction of this [missile] [inaudible] the treaty?  There’s been some discussion that of course the Russian defense industry has a lot of leeway sometimes to create things that [inaudible].  I just wondered if that was true.
Under Secretary Thompson:  Thanks.  I would say the second one is a question for the Russians to answer.  I’ve served in uniform, and I can tell you that we just don’t do research and develop and field systems just on the act of a four-star general.  It takes a much higher level than that.  I can just say based on my experience in the military, we just don’t randomly design missile and rocket systems and field them on our own initiative.
The first question on were we taking down the arms control regime.  Again, I remind folks, for well over five years this has been going on.  So I would counter that argument again.  That act, the act of fielding a system that violates the treaty brought the demise of the treaty or the failure of that treaty.  To not acknowledge it and to continue to allow it I think is an act that undermines arms control.  You are now accepting a new norm and setting a precedent for future treaties.  I’ll sign a treaty with you, but go ahead and violate it.  There’s no consequences.  Field the system.  We’re not, as a taxpayer, as an American citizen, I would sure hope that my senior leaders would look out for the best interests of our national security, and allowing a counterpart to build a system that puts ours allies at risk and Americans in those regions at risk and not having that countermeasure, have that doubt, I think is a failure of American leadership.

DWG:  So your belief is that the violations [inaudible] rectify is not there, that therefore it’s better to leave that treaty than to try to work in the margins, work [inaudible] down the line [inaudible]?
Under Secretary Thompson:  We’ve worked within those margins for over five years.  That is ample time to reconcile a difference.  Not to be a behavioral psychologist here, but imagine if you had a behavior in your relationship that was so egregious and you allowed that to fester for five years, is that something that you as individuals would allow?  None of us would do that.  

So imagine, this isn’t a six-month problem.  This isn’t a Trump administration problem.  This is multiple years over multiple administrations.  Again, it’s not an R&D system.  These are systems that if you were traveling in Europe or other regions, that they have systems that can range us.  I again, as a leader for national security will not allow that to happen on our watch.

DWG:  [Bill] [Inaudible]?

DWG:  Just a point of clarification first.  Were you saying that you will be seeing the Deputy Foreign Minister, but right now there is no specific agenda item for you and he to meet and discuss INF again?

Under Secretary Thompson:  We’re working with the schedules to get a bilat to discuss that.  We’ve said we’re here, we’re in the same town for the same meeting, lets carve some time.  We haven’t locked in the time, we’ve gotten close.
DWG:  So you have offered --

Under Secretary Thompson:  I have, yes.

DWG:  A couple of questions.  First, take you back in history and just to play devil’s advocate.  Mr. Putin has actually blamed the United States for beginning the undermining of the nonproliferation regime by pulling out of the ABM Treaty.  I’d like you to address that.

But second of all, you’ve talked about the support that the European allies have given to the United States position that Russia is in violation.  However, have you gotten any commitments from the Europeans to agree to deploy the intermediate range cruise missile that the United States is now beginning to do research and development on?  Have they agreed to do that?  Because politically it could be fairly hard for them to do that.  And why does the United States need that weapon when it has other means of addressing and countering the Russia weapon?
Under Secretary Thompson:  Those discussions absolutely have not occurred.  Again, because we’re working to get Russia back into compliance.  My goal is to have Russia get back into compliance and preserve the INF Treaty.  So none of those discussions have occurred on basing of systems and where these systems, what type of systems, I’ve had no discussions on that.  Again, the discussions I’m having and the administration is having is with our counterparts in DoD and Joint Staff on Russia, what are you going to do to get back into compliance to preserve the treaty?

I’ve not given much credence or spent much time on the assessment of the President or some of their propaganda in blaming and the rhetoric.  I’m committed to getting things done and getting this treaty where it should be, and pointing fingers isn’t a useful tool.
DWG:  Aaron?

DWG:  Just to follow up, what chance in your mind, give us a number, what’s the chance on February 2nd Russia’s in compliance?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I have been a career intelligence officer and I learned very early in my career that you don’t, you can get most likely or not likely.  I would say that is an answer for Russia to provide because the action’s up to them.

DWG:  Just listening to you today, you don’t sound particularly optimistic.

Under Secretary Thompson:  Again, if the past gives an indication of future actions, I would hope we’re putting all, like I said, having the meeting, having the dialogue, providing the information, but the trend analysis, the pattern analysis will tell you that that’s probably going to not change.

DWG:  Let’s just say things stay on track and the INF does end.  We’ve got New START which needs to be renewed at some point, and we have Open Skies which has kind of been rocky for the last couple of years anyway.  What’s your hopes for those two treaties?  Particularly Open Skies.  Do you think you’re able to continue to work with Russia going forward?

Under Secretary Thompson:  Great questions.  While 2018 was not a productive year for the Open Skies Treaty we did work, again, the partners and allies and with our Russian counterparts, and 2019 looks to be on a better trend.

On New START we’ve met, we’ve met our central limits as have the Russians.  We continue to have inspections following the treaty guidelines, as does Russia.  We both are in compliance.  We will continue to be in compliance.  We’ve got a couple of years to assess that.  We’ve got until 2021, so again, the environment -- it’s not a treaty that needs to be renewed now.  We’ve got two years, and it actually is a fairly simple treaty.  It’s fairly easy to renew if and when that decision is made, so we’ve got time for New START.
DWG:  Does that apply to Open Skies as well?  Does it need to be renewed shortly?  Or is that on a year to year basis?

Under Secretary Thompson:  That’s on track.  We’re not making any changes in the Open Skies Treaty.  We’re still in compliance with both.

DWG:  [Dillon Kimball].

DWG:  Thank you.  I have a couple of questions.  I just wanted to clarify about your response to the Russian MOD briefing yesterday about the missile.  Then a couple of questions about what may be [inaudible] if INF is terminated.

Yesterday the Russian briefers claimed that all surface-to-surface missile tests from 2008 to 2014 were done at a range less than 500 kilometers.  The U.S. intelligence assessment that [inaudible] released two weeks ago said that at least one of the 9M729 tests was conducted from a fixed launcher at a range beyond 500 kilometers.

How do you account for this discrepancy?  Is the United States going to provide any further evidence to back up the United States’ claim?
One other question about the missile itself.  It’s not clear whether the U.S. assesses that the 9M729, those intelligence [inaudible] is that there are three, one of which can put it in range to reach targets in Europe.  Does the U.S. assess that those missile systems have nuclear payloads or non-nuclear payloads?  Or is that not clear?

That’s one question.  I’ve got another.  [Laughter].  

Under Secretary Thompson:  I think that was four questions.  [Laughter].  You’re using Russian math.

DWG:  The first one on your response to the Russians.  I want to give you a chance to respond to what they said, to clarify what the situation is.

Under Secretary Thompson:  I’ll answer that one first.  The IC assessment, again, that most of you have probably read with Director Coates, and they had that downgraded purposely so we could continue to share that information.  We have shown the Russians that information time after time after time.  We have shared the intelligence.  We’ve shared the date.  We’ve told them how, why, where, when.  And they continue to deny it.  We have shared that with our partners and allies, and that’s where you’ve seen the progression where folks have maybe said Country X or Country Y wasn’t sure maybe early on.  They said Russia versus America, [inaudible] this information.  So we’ve provided that information to partners and allies and shown them the dates and why and the intel community is exchanging that information.  That’s why you’re seeing now partners and allies go Russia is clearly in violation of this treaty.
We have shown them repeatedly.  So showing that information again, we will continue to provide them with that information, they continue to deny it.  Maybe the 50th time will be a charm.

DWG:  And the second question about whether the U.S. believes they’re nuclear payloads or non-nuclear payloads on the missiles that have been deployed?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I haven’t had the opportunity to actually do a fully verifiable test.  I can tell you that the system’s in violation of the treaty.  I don’t know if there’s anything --
DWG:  I’m not asking whether it’s in violation.  It is if the U.S. assertions are correct.  I’m asking whether the U.S. assesses that the missiles that have been deployed have nuclear payloads or conventional payloads.

Under Secretary Thompson:  Dillon, I really don’t want to speak for the intelligence community, and this is probably a discussion that probably shouldn’t occur in the GW conference room.

DWG:  Is the U.S. prepared to, planning to make a specific counter-proposal to what the Russians say is their exhibition of the 9M729?  Is there an alternative approach that you’re suggesting?  Could you just clarify what specifically the U.S. is asking Russia to do in order to address U.S. concerns?  And does that include acknowledging noncompliance?  Does that mean dismantling under supervision the 9M729?  What specifically is the ask?
Under Secretary Thompson:  I’m not going to go through the specifics of the ask because the steps are classified.  We did provide that to the Russian counterparts.  We did provide it to our NATO partners.  Again, this isn’t the first time that we presented the Russians specifically what needs to be done to the system.  They’ve acknowledged that they have a system.  They don’t acknowledge that it’s in violation.

So we have come back and said these transparency measures aren’t verifiable.  The only way you can get the system back into compliance is to destroy the system, destroy the missile.  There’s no way to alter it.  There’s no way to change it.  There’s no way to adjust the fuel cycle.  And we’ve laid that out to them repeated times.

DWG:  Mike [Inaudible], Radio Free Europe.
DWG:  Two questions.  How much -- [inaudible] used to be a sort of central thing that we [inaudible].  Also a [inaudible].  Is that still a central rebuttal response from the Russians to this day?

Under Secretary Thompson:  -- short system?

DWG:  Yeah, -- 

Under Secretary Thompson:  They did raise it and our DoD counterparts went through by the numbers on why it is treaty compliant.  They did raise it.

DWG:  Has it taken on greater significance, less significance over this period of time?

Under Secretary Thompson:  It’s not the first time we’ve heard it.  We’ve heard it in our technical discussions.  Again, our DoD counterparts have laid out specifically why it is a treaty compliant system.  They raised it again during our discussions in Geneva and we took at great lengths, our DoD counterparts, on each system that they raised and why it is treaty compliant.  And again, we’ve raised that with our partners and allies who also acknowledge that those systems are treaty compliant.
DWG:  A second question, piggybacking on the comment about the only way for them to be in compliance is to destroy the missile, destroy the system.  AT one point yesterday there was a discussion about the 9M729 being based on a [inaudible] system.  And if I understand the wording of the treaty correctly, the missile is out of compliance and the launcher is also out of compliance.  The launcher needs to be destroyed as well.  The [inaudible] needs to be destroyed as well.  I can’t see that ever happening in a million years [inaudible].  First of all, is my interpretation correct?  Secondly, [inaudible]?

Under Secretary Thompson:  That’s an accurate assessment.  You can’t modify the system, so the system violates the treaty, so if you want to be treaty compliant, you need to reduce [inaudible] the system.
DWG:  And this [inaudible]?

Under Secretary Thompson:  The missile goes and [SSCA] goes, yes.

DWG:  Nick [Shiffer].

DWG:  Thank you very much for doing this.  I want to zoom in a little bit more, from [inaudible].  Zoom in a little bit more on the future of both New START and the Missile Defense Review Mike just brought up.  

So I guess on the defense review, some of the language from the Acting Secretary of Defense and others has been a little bit more forward leaning than the language in the report itself.  Have the Russians specifically brought up anything to do with any recent moves on U.S. missile defense?  It’s a longstanding complaint that they’ve made, obviously.  Have they brought this up recently as a problem for them, what the U.S. is doing?  And have they brought it up in the context of the [INF Treaty]?

Under Secretary Thompson:  They have.  They’ve raised it prior to my engagement with them and they’ve raised it again in [inaudible].  I’d say a more general context, is how I would phrase it.  Not specifically this MDR and what we see in your MDR.  It’s missile defense kind of in general.  And I encouraged them to read the document.
DWG:  But nothing different per se than what --

Under Secretary Thompson:  No, not in this last discussion.

DWG:  And then to go back to the New START question.  The National Security Advisor, I think it was November, he said the government’s currently considering its position on the agreement.  That seems to be an internal debate.  So one, is there an internal debate on New START?  And two, I know [inaudible] suggested that [inaudible], but do you really believe it’s going to be [inaudible] and whether the Russians [inaudible] anything right now, given [inaudible]?

Under Secretary Thompson:  No.  The Russians didn’t raise it in the discussions of what are we doing about New START.  It was very INF focused. 

When I say simple, I don’t want to over-generalize.  I would say it’s not, to extend it won’t take years, it will take months.  And we are under interagency review, which we continue to do.  That’s part of the process of assessing where we are in treaties and what are next steps.  So that interagency process is ongoing as well as it should be.  We did that early in the administration and continue to assess where we are.  Where’s the global threat picture?  Where is Russia?  So those discussions are still in interagency.
DWG:  Does that mean there’s a possibility the U.S. will decide it doesn’t want to extend the treaty?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I would tell you that there’s an interagency process and there’s various options.  That’s the important part of it.  The NSC and interagency processes, all the departments and energies and the senior leaders get a vote.

DWG:  Otto?

DWG:  I’m concerned about the time line.  The 60 days has pretty much run out.  When do you expect us to make a definitive decision on in or out of INF?

Under Secretary Thompson:  The 60-day clock started in December.  That 60-day mark will expire on February 2nd.  We’ve reminded the Russians of that, although they’re well aware of the time line.  And if Russia isn’t in compliance by February 2nd, not reconciling the material breach, and the Secretary has been clear.  If they don’t get back into compliance we’ll suspend our obligations.  Then the six-month clock starts ticking.
DWG:  Will that be followed by development, open development or plans to field a counter system?

Under Secretary Thompson:  If and when we suspend our obligations, it does allow us to research and develop, and operations in the Defense Department would do to work with systems that in the past we weren’t able to work on.

DWG:  Dave Yelton, [GG] Press.
DWG:  Thank you for doing this.  Could you please clarify 60 days, you just mentioned it expires on February 2nd.  But it ends at 11:59 p.m. on February 2nd?  And what the U.S. plans to do after the deadline.  Are you going to notify Russia that the U.S. will pull out of the treaty officially?  

Under Secretary Thompson:  Thanks for the question.

The INF Treaty clearly delineates the steps that have to be done with the partners within the treaty.  Again, February 2nd, if we make the determination that we will suspend our obligations and we will notify Russia, and there are steps that they, they know the steps as do we, and we’ll continue to pursue those.

DWG:  And there is a unique security conference on February 15th or something, so even after the deadline and the 60 days expired and you notified Russia, do you still plan to meet with your counterparts and discuss if they are still willing to come back into compliance with the treaty?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I would say that the Munich Security Conference, if I attend, I will continue to do my job and that is to continue to engage with partners and allies.

DWG:  Paul [McCleary].

DWG:  You’re heading to China next week.  What’s your agenda with the Chinese, and what are your concerns with the Chinese, what you want to talk over with them, and where do you see that they can move one way or another on [inaudible]?
Under Secretary Thompson:  There will be a follow-up meeting.  We’ve met with my Chinese counterparts in New York for the P5 engagement late October, so this will be the second meeting to follow on that.  So again, transparency measures, responsibilities as a nuclear state.  How we’re working together with the P5 for a successful NPT.  Talk about the Revcon, a myriad of things.  I would imagine we’ll raise the cyber, raise some nonproliferation points of that. 

Again, it’s a very robust agenda. I look forward to it.  We had a very good session with my P5 counterparts up in New York, so we’ll build upon it.

DWG:  What -- I know they’re not [inaudible], but the vast majority of their missile systems will be [inaudible].  So is there any movement to try to forge a new agreement with China and Russia and other allies in the medium range missiles?

Under Secretary Thompson:  That’s not on my agenda for the Beijing trip.

DWG:  Can I just add, first of all I don’t have any questions listed, so we have a second round coming up but I’ll ask one in the meantime while you decide whether you want to ask something else about the Chinese.

If the INF Treaty is suspended or abolished, the United States gets out of it, are there, is there a real benefit for the United States in terms of its ability to deploy systems which would respond to the Chinese intermediate range missile threat to ourselves and our allies potentially?  And what thinking about that is going on?  What can you tell us about it?

Under Secretary Thompson:  What I can tell you, it’s a hypothetical and I don’t usually like to address hypotheticals.  What I can tell you is if and when we suspend our obligations in February, that our defense counterparts will move ahead with the R&D and the work of building systems that will continue to protect Americans abroad, Americans at home, and we partnered with our partners and allies on those next steps.  So we haven’t done that purposely, again, abiding by the treaty.  But that will start after February 2nd if Russia is not in compliance.

DWG:  Does China acknowledge it has missiles that fire over 500 kilometers and fit the description within this treaty?

Under Secretary Thompson:  Yeah, because China is not party to the treaty.

DWG:  Yes, but they know what the treaty says.  They acknowledge that they are in that range.

Under Secretary Thompson:  I’ve not had that discussion with them.  But again, they acknowledge that they know the systems that they have and they know they’re not parties to the treaty, so.  But we haven’t had that discussion.

DWG:  Bill Hemmingate with the Times.

If the INF, if the Russians are continuing in breach, the INF is ripped up, what does that mean for the future of arms control in your opinion?  And can you in good faith continue to extend New START or any other agreement considering that the Russians have proven themselves untrustworthy?
Under Secretary Thompson:  What does it mean for arms control?  If Russia doesn’t get in compliance and we suspend, I think it will tell you that there are standards that are met and that underscores the foundation of arms control.  And when you violate those standards, there needs to be consequences.  That is an example to Russia and it’s an example to all other treaty partners, that you need to abide by the treaty.  You need to abide by those standards, and there will be consequences when you violate.

So upholding an arms control regime, it validates, verifies and upholds the importance of arms control regimes, that we hold partners accountable.

DWG:  But can you embark on other agreements considering that the Russians have violated this one?

Under Secretary Thompson:  Yes.  We’ve been very clear with that.  The violations of the INF, they still abide by the parameters for New START, for example.  So we continue to have those discussions.  We continue to have technical experts’ meetings on New START.  We continue to have inspections under the New START.  So that continues to move ahead.

DWG:  But are you willing to forge new treaties after this?

Under Secretary Thompson:  If and when it’s deemed important to do so.  Again, we’re not in talks with a new INF Treaty, we’re in talks of upholding the current INF Treaty.

DWG:  So it does not preclude you from embarking on new treaties?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I don’t know why it would prevent us from doing so.  I’m just saying that is not part of the discussion.  We’re not in discussions with Russia on a new INF or a phase two INF or some other variation of INF.  Those talks aren’t occurring.

DWG:  Aaron.

DWG:  [Inaudible] question for you.  Last time we met you talked about foreign military sales and how that’s been [inaudible] the administration.  A lot of the people who are working on that are furloughed or have been furloughed for the last couple of weeks, and they continue to be for some time.  What impact are you seeing on foreign military sales and that whole process with the shutdown?
Under Secretary Thompson:  Good question.  We’re back at work.  We’ve got the full-strength team back at work, started on Tuesday.  And with some of the [licenses] they’re fee funded, not salaried per se.  So while there will be a bit of a bump or a gap if you will just because we haven’t had the engagement with the Hill, notifications with some of these.  So that obviously has impacted the operations, but we continue to have movement internally.  For example we had meetings yesterday with my political/military affairs senior leadership on next steps in licensing.  And partners and allies will continue to engage on their needs.  But truth be told, the last couple of weeks it has set us back, but we continue to have folks at work, we continue to process these, and when the government gets back open on the Hill, we’ll be able to notify some of the continued sales.

DWG:  So when things are back up you think we’ll see this big wave of a backlog cleared out at once?  Or there’s going to be --

Under Secretary Thompson:  I would anticipate, it will be a bit of a backlog, but we’ve got the efficiencies in place to make the ground again.  The beauty of the defense sales business is this is a multi-year engagement.  It doesn’t happen in weeks, it happens over a long period of time.  So we’ll be able to make up some ground, but I am realistic.  We’re going to have to work harder if we’re going to have the numbers that we had last year.  It was a very good year.  But the [cap] policy that we put in place this past summer has brought efficiencies to the system and I continue to get feedback from partners.  Again, there was a key partner yesterday, giving feedback on how it’s helped increase transparency both from partners and allies within our interagency government and within our defense industry.  So that will help us make up some ground as well.

DWG:  Jack.

DWG:  I actually had a question about Iran and the failed states launch vehicle test earlier this month.  First off, the Secretary had promised to uphold the agreement basically that there was going to be some response from the U.S. side post JCPOA.  I’m curious what tools we sort of have in the tool kit to respond to future tests of that type of system.  And are you concerned at all, I mean how is this a precursor to sort of any further ICBM development [inaudible]?

Under Secretary Thompson:  With the failed launch, you probably all read the Secretary’s statement so I think we’re pretty clear on how the administration feels on the space launch.  Continue to work through, bilaterally, working with partners and allies, and continue to work with the UN and with UNSCRs and bolstering some of those Security Council Resolutions that clearly don’t call out these tests.  But I know the statement from the Secretary was very clear on the administration’s views of that space launch, failed space launch.
DWG:  Darrell.

DWG:  I just wanted to clarify your answer to an earlier question about what may happen on February 2nd if Russia doesn’t come back into compliance.  You said the U.S. intends to suspend our obligations.  Secretary Pompeo when he spoke in Brussels at the Foreign Ministerial seemed to suggest that the United States might also announce, under Article 25 of the Treaty, the U.S. would formally notify our intention to withdraw.

Has a decision been made about a formal notification of withdrawal or not?  And is that something that [inaudible]?

Under Secretary Thompson:  That’s discussions that are ongoing, and you’ll get a read on that on February 2nd if Russia’s not back in compliance.  So those discussions are ongoing.

DWG:  Dmitry?

DWG:  May I go back for a second to the briefing that the Russian MOD and the Foreign Ministry conducted yesterday?  You made it pretty clear why you think the static display was not sufficient.  But what exactly are you, would you like to see?  Are you talking about American personnel actually firing the missile and seeing how will it fly or what?
Under Secretary Thompson:  No.  Thanks for the question.  We’re not going to fire the missile.

What we laid out for the Russian delegation, again, we’ve laid it out to them before, was a test that’s verifiable.  The parameters that they put in place would not have been able to verify.  

An environment, as you know, the static display doesn’t prove it, and some of the things that they offered, they would have controlled the environment.  When you go and you select the missile and you select the fuels in these, if you control all those parameters, characteristics, you’re controlling the outcome of the test.  So what we had countered to them is verifiable results.

DWG:  Does the U.S. even have what Putin says [inaudible] want to do some reality TV shows [inaudible] weapons.  The hypersonics and [inaudible] drones, the missile that flies around the South Pole and goes over [Inaudible]?  
Under Secretary Thompson:  I would tell you that I make fact-based decision-making.  Again, I use the intelligence and information in making a decision.

DWG:  I’ll take you back one more time to the question of the U.S. response.  There’s money, I believe, in the defense budget to begin R&D on a U.S. cruise missile that would not be treaty compliant, but a lot of experts say there’s no need for such a missile because the United States already has air-launched cruise missiles that will counter the Russian missile that’s in violation.  Why does the United States need to develop a similar missile when it now has counter-measures already?  And won’t that, the development by the United States, spark a missile race, an intermediate range missile race not only with the Russians but the Chinese and other powers?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I would counter that argument that it won’t be a missile race, but the Chinese already have them.  The Russians already have them.

DWG:  In terms of race I should say trying to out-deploy each other.

Under Secretary Thompson:  I would say the Chinese already have them, the Russians already have them.  The Defense Department has said that they have been treaty compliant, they will conduct R&D after February 2nd if that’s the case.  Again, it’s an important part of the triad.  It’s an important part of our defense system.
I would defer to my DoD colleagues on the specifics of what they will or won’t do.  Again, I can tell you as an old soldier, I had a pistol, but I’m glad that someone on the team had a rifle.  You need redundant systems to defend yourself, but again, I defer to DoD on specifics of their next steps with the Acting Secretary.

DWG:  Dan.

DWG:  Your discussions with Russia, did you get a sense, or did they tell you flat out why it is that they developed and deployed the [inaudible]?  You mentioned Aegis ashore and [inaudible].

Under Secretary Thompson:  They haven’t and they wouldn’t address the specifics even of the fielding of the system.

DWG:  So what context was the Aegis ashore discussion?

Under Secretary Thompson:  They raised a series of, probably three or four different systems in their view that weren’t treaty compliant.  Again, not new information.  They’ve raised it before.  My DoD counterparts went through again by the numbers of each of those systems, describing the counterpoint of why they’re still treaty compliant.

DWG:  What were the other systems beyond Aegis ashore?

Under Secretary Thompson:  UAVs, the missile defense targets.  They’ve raised it before and we continue to show them information and share that with partners and allies as well.  No one else is calling the U.S. not in compliance.
DWG:  I wanted to follow up on a previous question.  Do you have confirmation from all of the other countries in the treaty right now that they are not going to conduct research and development to work towards their own missiles?  Like individual confirmation that they have said yes on that.
Under Secretary Thompson:  I haven’t had those discussions with them yet.

DWG:  And after February 2nd, those next six months, what does engagement with Russia look like during that time?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I can tell you what our engagement would be.  I’d defer to the Russians on what that engagement is.  Again, I’ve told the Ambassador here, I’ve told the Deputy Foreign Minister, if and when it’s appropriate and they have tangible next steps, that I’m willing to talk.  But to come to the table and hear the same story line from the past five years isn’t a productive use of our time.  But if they’re going to have sincere next steps verifiable, that my door’s open.

DWG:  So it will have to be initiated by them during that time.

Under Secretary Thompson:  Again, hypothetical.

DWG:  Back to China.  You mentioned that you haven’t specifically discussed Chinese missiles over 500 kilometers.  Can we take that as a sign that there has been no discussion as to whether to [revamp] for example, an INF to try and bring China [inaudible].  To [inaudible] within the treaty. 

And in terms of how to counter what China has, as far as you know, has there been a discussion specifically about when the U.S. is no longer under the requirement of the INF there are things, there are [inaudible] that can be made by the military in order to counter some of the things that the U.S. has been worried about what China [inaudible].
Under Secretary Thompson:  I haven’t had discussions, we’ve not had any discussions on what an INF version two would look like.  We haven’t had those discussions.  Our focus has been with Russia.  All time and effort on INF is working with Russian counterparts to get them back into compliance.

DWG:  And the second part in terms of when the U.S. is no longer under the requirements of INF, has there been any discussion on what the U.S. can do, what the U.S. can deploy in order to respond to some of the concerns the U.S. has on what China has deployed?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I’d defer that to my DoD counterparts.  We all work internally on the best posture and anticipate requirements and so, but I defer to them on specifics of what they’re looking at.

DWG:  Has the President of the United States been briefed on this intention to leave the treaty in the event the Russians are not in compliance?  And does he agree with it?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I briefed the Secretary and the Secretary has discussed with the President, but I wasn’t in the room.  I can tell you what I briefed the Secretary.  He was fully briefed, well aware, has all the data on each of the discussions that we had with our Russian counterparts and he meets regularly with the President.

DWG:  In the discussions in the interagency, I take it that the NSC is also on board with what you’re describing in terms of, in your discussions with your NSC counterparts, what have you heard about what the President thinks?
Under Secretary Thompson:  Candidly, we don’t have that discussion.  You’re probably familiar with the NSC process.  Each department and agency sends a representative to tackle the problem at hand.  So we’ve met and discussed that.  I brief the Secretary and the NSC, the National Security Advisor will raise the issue with the President.  So we’ve had great discussions.  We had an NSC rep on the trip.  We continue to engage with NSC counterparts almost daily.

DWG:  A quick point of clarification on the six-month thing.  So let’s say February 2nd hypothetically we all agree Russian’s not complied, the U.S. triggers the six-month thing.  That’s reversible, right?  If Russia comes back and says hey, you got us, we give up, and the U.S., if Russia does come back the U.S. is willing to say fine, we’ll stop the clock and we’ll make this work.
Under Secretary Thompson:  It is reversible.  It is.

DWG:  Can I go back to [inaudible].  There’s been so much consensus on [inaudible] from the various agencies [inaudible] about Russian non-compliance.  As this process [inaudible], has there been any resistance at all from the National Security Council, from the White House, from anyone to go down this path?  Or from your vantage point is the entire U.S. administration going the same way, and the White House agrees and has allowed it to go the same way or --
Under Secretary Thompson:  We’ve conducted a rigorous interagency process again over years.  A reminder.  This may be my fifth meeting, and it’s probably Anita’s, I don’t want to put numbers in your mouth, 50th meeting, this has occurred over years and years.  So we’ve had a rigorous interagency process.  That is the time for folks to, we lay everything on the table, we Red Team the plan, we have an opportunity to voice dissent.  We’ve had robust discussions with our interagency partners and partners and allies.
DWG:  Again, in these last six months [inaudible] any resistance?

Under Secretary Thompson:  None that I’ve seen.  The intelligence is clear.

DWG:  Dmitry?

DWG:  Can I ask one about North Korea?  Without going into too much detail, could you tell us something about whether you are close with them or not on the sequencing of steps and the verification regime?

Under Secretary Thompson:  You probably saw the recent engagement with the Secretary and the President.  We continue to have those discussions.  Steve [Begun] and his team have the best information, intelligence information available, I can assure you of that.

I can just speak for our team, within the T Family, we have folks within our ranks that have done this for years, have been to Pyongyang multiple times, and given that information the Secretary -- Steve and his team are having dialogue.  We’ll have a subsequent dialogue.  A date hasn’t been set, but we’re working that for the end of next month with the President and the Chairman.  I’ve got the utmost faith and confidence in this team.

DWG:  Last question, Darrell.

DWG:  On the New START extension issue, questions raised earlier.  You said this would be a process that would take months.  [Inaudible] scheduled expiration date.  The Russians say they want talks on extension now.  What is the administration’s time line for its interagency review on making a decision?  And do you see any need to talk with the Russians about dealing with any implementation issues?  They do have some [inaudible] implementation as you know.  The Wall Street Journal reported on some of that. 

So what is the time line for the interagency decision-making on a New START extension?

Under Secretary Thompson:  We’ve already started discussing it and we’ve met with the Russians on it.  I reiterate, we continue to meet with our Russian counterparts at the technical experts’ level for [inaudible], for New START.  We continue to meet with them, we continue to discuss it with them, we continue to have inspections with them, they continue to have inspections with us, and that continues to go on track.  So New START is still in effect and we still meet with our Russian counterparts.

DWG:  Thank you very much.

DWG:  -- Indian counterparts.  Where are discussions with the U.S. and India about them buying the Russian S-400 system?  Is that something you’re still talking about, that they’re moving out on?  Could they get a waiver under the new rules?

Under Secretary Thompson:  I had a good meeting with my Indian counterpart yesterday and I look forward to my visit coming up.  We’re going to have discussions here for the Strategic Security Dialogue.  So we’re in discussions.  A great partner.  Continue to have an open line of communication.

DWG:  -- going to buy the S-400 --

Under Secretary Thompson:  That’s a decision for them to make, not me.

DWG:  Thank you.

Under Secretary Thompson:  Thanks, guys.
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