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Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Tom Carver:

James Acton:

Okay, good afternoon, everyone. This is Tom Carver here, vice-president at
Carnegie Endowment, and this is a 4:30 east coast time media conference
call on the recent, uh, Iraq draft agree — er, Iran draft agreement announced
in Lausanne this evening. Uh, so | have with me either on the phone or in
person, uh, George Perkovich who, uh, runs — uh, heads the, uh, nuclear
policy program here at the vice-president at Carnegie, James Acton who is
co-director of the program, and then shortly in any second now will be
Karim Sadjadpour, senior associate, uh, and our specialist on Iran, of
course.

So, um, we can open it to questions in a minute, but, George, why don't we
start with you and go 'round and just get your reaction — everyone's
reactions to the, uh, draft agreement?

Well, I would say first of all we're not in the beginning chapters of this
story. Uh, we're in the middle but far from the conclusion. And | would
say what was announced today at least in the US is —isavery, uh,
positive development and represents significant progress.

Was there anything that kind of particularly surprised you in — in terms of
the details of it?

Well, I think something that, um, was particularly positive and | don't know
if expected was on the inspection side, um, where it — it talks about, uh,
monitoring the whole supply chain of the Iranian nuclear program. That's a
very big deal. And related to that is that Iran will basically declare and
dedicate a procurement channel so that they would in essence say that
everything that needs to be imported for their nuclear program would go
through this channel, which greatly eases the monitoring requirement. So it
comes through a reported channel and then it's much easier to track it to the
facilities and monitor it at those facilities. That also means that if a state or
the IAEA gets intelligence that there's procurement outside of that channel,
by definition that would be a violation of the agreement and have
consequences. And so | think that's a huge contribution, at least potentially,
to ensuring that Iran doesn't have any undeclared, uh, nuclear activities, and
that speaks to the risk of a sneak-out to build nuclear weapons. 1 think
that's, uh, potentially very important.

Okay. James?

Thanks, Tom. So firstly I'd echo exactly what George said. The —the

document we've seen today was released by the US government, so there is

a question of whether the understandings in that document can be translated

into the final, detailed implementation agreement. So, you know, that — that
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Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

caveat has to go on the table from the start. However, assuming that these
are understandings that are reflected in the final agreement, | was very
pleasantly surprised today, both about the specificity of what has been
released, uh, and about the stringency of the limits on the program, uh, and
then, uh, depth of the verification. Um, you know, there's been a lot of
discussion that this deal would last ten years, and it is true that the most
stringent elements of the deal would last ten years. But there's other quite
significant limitations that will last 15 years, 20 years, and 25 years, and
indeed some commitments actually appear to be indefinite. Um, there are
verification provisions related to detecting undeclared facilities, which I've
always viewed as the most likely way Iran would violate the deal, um, that
go some way beyond what | was seeing. There's a commitment to deal with
possible military dimensions in there. There are some very, uh, significant,
uh, provisions relating to the plutonium production reaction at Irag.

Um, so all in all — you know, and I'm sure we will discuss this — yeah,
there's some weaknesses here and there in the deal. It's —it's not a perfect
deal and it was never going to be. Um, but assuming that these
understandings can be reflected into an implementation agreement, this
sounds significantly — significantly better to me than the consequences of
not having any kind of agreement in place.

Okay, thanks. Karim, your initial reactions?

Um, so let me echo what James and George said, that, um, it — it looks very
good from our end. 1 think we'll know more tomorrow if the Iranians are
working off of the same document. Tomorrow is Friday. There's the Friday
prayer sessions in Tehran, and so they're probably gonna have an official
reaction to this. Um, I was just looking now preliminarily to see if there
was any reaction. The only thing I saw, um, looks —

In Tehran?

Uh, yeah, in — in Tehran was, um, the person who's long been considered
the stenographer of the Supreme Leader, a guy called Hossein
Shariatmadari, who is the editor of Kayhan newspaper — he's do — he's
appointed by the Leader — um, he came out very critical of the agreement.
So we'll have to see, um, if he — if he expands on that.

Um, | think that the Supreme Leader is in a very difficult position now.
This is quite a dilemma for him, because it seems that he either has to, um,
crush the spirit of tens of millions of euphoric Iranians or he has to
demoralize his hardline base, who has long opposed any type of an
accommodation with the United States. And it's gonna be tough for him to
thread this needle. Um, you know, someone said to me that, well, in the
presidential election of Hassan Rouhani he was able to kind of appease both
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Male:

Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

parties, but this is different in that it's long been said that he has to sign off
on a nuclear deal. So how he manages to placate his base while, um,
pleasing, um, the population, um, remains to be seen.

The one thing I'd say on a technical level is that the tweet | saw from, um,
Tasnim, um, news outlet, which is the news outlet of the Revolutionary
Guards, um, said that there was — they — they would — Iran is getting
unfettered R&D, centrifuge R&D. Um, | didn't see in the documents, um —

Your attention please. This is an informed correspondence that Hervé
Ladsous, Under-Secretary General for Peacekeeping Affairs, will address
the press at the Security Council. very shortly.

Hi. Could you — could everyone please just mute their lines? Uh, well,
?

S0 — s0 — so, um, the — the R&D component, uh, I think, uh, remains to be
seen. That was always a — a red line for the Iranians, that they didn't want
to give up R&D.

And then the last thing I'd say is that the — the — the metaphor | use in
thinking about this is, um, this — today was the announcement of an
engagement. Um, in the coming month there's going to be vigorous debate
about the size of the dowry and the terms of the prenuptial agreement. The
wedding is scheduled to take place July 1*. If past is precedent the wedding
date will likely be delayed. And the marriage will be assessed over years.
Uh, you know, there's many saboteurs who want to prevent it from
happening, or if it does happen they want to prevent the marriage from
succeeding. Um, but — so, you know, it is a — certainly a day of cautious
optimism, but, um, the notion that somehow the Middle East has — is going
to be dramatically different a month from now, um, I think is setting up
unrealistic expectations.

Can I just go to a point James mentioned about the stark difference in both
detail and the analysis between the Mogherini comments and — and Zarif's
comments, and what Obama said. | mean, so just to clarify then, the details
that Obama released is purely an American document. Is that your
understanding? And that — and that the only actual draft agreement that's
been reached is what Mogherini released.

| think that is not clear to us, uh, because, the — the only organizations and
outlets who have tweeted the, um, framework as we see it, it's called "The
Parameters for a Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action Regarding the Islamic
Republic of Iran's Nuclear Program." They're all American outlets. |
haven't seen the Iranian news outlets, um, um, releasing that. So | don't — it
remains to be seen whether they're working off the same exact document.
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James Acton:

Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Tom Carver:

Here's — | mean, here's the best interpretation. The Supreme Leader has said
no to a two-stage agreement. He said he only wants a one-stage agreement.
[Coughing] So the best interpretation is that the Iranians have signed up
privately to the state to the fact sheet the White House put out, but publicly
they can't subscribe to that because they have to not accept a two-stage
agreement. So they made a very — so they made the vaguer joint statement
— EU-Iran joint statement today, but that the parameters for a
comprehensive — for a joint comprehensive plan of action represent a
behind-the-scenes agreement. So that — that's the best interpretation.

Is that — is that your thought, George, t00?

Yeah, | — | agree with, uh, James and Karim. | don't, um — I think that's the
best interpretation and we just have to wait and see what comes out of
Tehran in the next days and weeks, as — as and if they react to the document
released by the US.

Okay, so — so just to clarify, so the Iranians as far as you know have not
signed up or we're — we're not aware anyway that they've signed up to — to
this draft agreement yet.

I'm not.

Um, we'll open it to calls in a second, but | just want to get to the other side
of the arrangement, the sanctions side. Uh, George, do you have any
thoughts about, you know, what's been said and — and the, uh, elements
there about the sanctions and how — how they are lifted?

Well — this is George. Um, | — I think there's a lot obviously that needs to
be clarified on that, and — and that's obviously to be expected and part of
what the final negotiations will be about. So I don't think there's anything
untoward there. Uh, the clearest statement is that the US and EU nuclear-
related sanctions would be "suspended™ after the IAEA has verified, uh, that
Iran has taken the key nuclear-related steps. So suspended means that the
underlying legislation, uh, would not be removed, but rather that the
implementation in essence would be, uh, suspended or — or the sanctions
waived. Uh, but it also remains to be defined what "taken all key nuclear-
related steps” means. Presumably, uh, you know, that's — the — those are the
things that are referred to in the US document, but it doesn't — it's not clear,
for example, whether that means the questions about the possible military
dimensions of past Iranian activities, uh, you know, have — have to be, uh,
resolved before these things are suspended or if that's a separate, uh, part of
the deal.

James, Karim, do you have thoughts on the sanctions?
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James Acton:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Tom Carver:
Reporter:
Tom Carver:

Reporter:

Tom Carver:

James Acton:

Nothing to add to that.

Well, you know, | think here the — there is a, um — you know, um, what |
heard from Zarif was that the sanctions would be removed, um, when Iran
complies with its terms of agreement, and that is gonna be open to
interpretation and likely to disagreement. And — and again that has been an
Iranian red line. Again, looking at just now the statement from
Shariatmadari. He says, "Lifting all sanctions is — is an — is an acceptable
basis for a nuclear agreement.” Um, so —so | would anticipate that that's
going to be one of the obstacles which they're going to be vigorously, um,
negotiating in the coming months.

And the expectation of the Iranians is that it'll be lifted in one go.

That's what they say, um, although what Zarif said today was slightly more
nuanced in saying that, um, they'll be lifted when Iran complies. But, you
know, they'll argue that they — they — they are in compliance. Um, so again,
at the moment for — we — I think we have to wait and — to-tomorrow will be
a very important day in Tehran, to see how it's officially — the official
reaction in the Friday prayer sessions.

Okay. Um, does anyone have any questions, people who are on the line?
Hi, this is Spencer Ackerman from The Guardian. Can everyone hear me?
Yeah, we can hear you, Spencer. Go ahead.

Hi. Uh, thanks very much for doing this call. I have two questions. Um,
first, uh, did anyone on this call, uh, have a sense of what will actually
happen, uh, to the Iranian, uh, uranium stockpile? Because Obama said
something, uh, on — on the — on the — | forget exactly what he said, but it
was something like "neutralize,” and | wasn't sure if, uh, you had a sense of
— of whether, uh, that stockpile will stay in Iran or will — will leave Iran or
that simply remains to be determined. And then second, do you have any
concerns about, uh, continued centrifuge placement at Fordow, even if, uh,
according to the deal uranium won't be enriched there?

James?

Hi, Spencer — a couple of quick thoughts. So firstly, you know, the — the
joint comprehensive plan of action says, uh, reduce its current — current
stockpile to 300 kilos, but as you point out, it doesn't say how that should
take place. And frankly it doesn't seem to matter to me very much how it
takes place. | mean, there's two options. You either downgrade the low
enriched uranium, uh, to form natural uranium again, which is a simple
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Tom Carver:
George Perkovich:
Tom Carver:

Reporter:

Tom Carver:
Reporter:
Tom Carver:
Reporter:
Tom Carver:

Reporter:

Tom Carver:

procedure, um, and, you know, we're — we — nobody seems particularly
concerned by Iran's possession of natural uranium. Uh, or you export it to
Russia, uh, and my — my guess would be that they haven't decided which
one of those to do. But from a proliferation perspective it doesn't make
much difference | think which one of those they do.

Um, in terms of your second question about centrifuges at Fordow, um, my
guess would be that if you start using — | mean, you know, the — the, uh —
the commitment is no enriched uranium in the centrifuge, no — sorry, no
nuclear material in Fordow, um, and that the centrifuges are gonna be used
for other purposes. My understanding, my — my — my assumption would be
a from a technical perspective that once you've started to use centrifuges for
other materials, it's likely to be very, very hard to convert them back to
using them to enrich uranium. Um, so | don't think there's particular
proliferation problems of keeping those centrifuges, and in fact introducing
other materials into those centrifuges is probably better than just leaving
them standing there with nothing going on in them.

George, do you have any ?
No.
Sorry, Spencer. Is that — that —

No, I was — | was just gonna thank you for that, but then, uh, | started
speaking when you asked if anyone else had anything to say.

No, keep going, yeah. Do you have another question?
No, I'm fine with that. Thank you.

Okay. Anyone else?

Um, sure. Can you hear me?

Yep.

Oh, hi there, yeah. It's, uh, James Reinhold here from Middle East
. Thanks so much for the briefing. Um, um, listen, I'm wondering

if —if you can, uh, uh, provide any comments on how you think the

framework deal that's been announced is gonna be treated by those, uh,
hardline Republicans in Congress that have been so against it from the early
stages and what will be the possible routes of the Obama administration to
steer this one into success?

Karim, do you —



George Perkovich:
Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Well, this is George. | mean, | —
George?

I mean, | —it's a good — it's a good question obviously. The President |
think spoke, uh, very powerfully about this and — and giving what I think,
you know, ultimately should be a compelling argument to the Republicans,
which is to say, um, if the agreement has outlined it as they hope will be
completed, uh, is seen widely as positive, which I think it will be seen, then
for the Republicans to act, uh, early and sabotage and interrupt a promising
diplomatic process would leave them solely responsible in the eyes of the
entire world. And | don't think that's a position that's a good position
politically for the Republicans to be in, nor is it good for the country, I
would argue. And at that moment it would make it much easier for people
to defect from the sanctions regime, uh, and do other things that would
actually leave us worse off than we are today.

Finally I don't think even if the Congress passed, the legislation, the
corporate bill or — or others, | think the Iranians would be, uh, smart and
wouldn't necessarily walk away. But it certainly would raise the price they
demand, because they would make an argument than on its face would be
rather compelling, which is to say that Congress has now demonstrated, um
— or — or given us great doubt to think that the Americans will live up to
their side of the day, and in that circumstance, you know, why should we go
forward? And that circumstance, when there's so much doubt that Iran is
going to get, uh, what would be, uh, the inducements for it, it's gonna
demand more. And why the Republicans would then want to give the
Iranians more leverage in the ongoing negotiation is beyond me.

Karim?

members of Congress. So, again, if — if — if these are the terms we're
working from, it's gonna be very difficult for members to say that they have,
uh, a plausible alternative, a better alternative. And especially if the French,
whom, you know, the Congress now, um, uh, respects the judgment of the
French. If the French say this is — is good for us and, you know, the British,
the Germans, the Russians, the Chinese, the world has signed off on it, it's
gonna be very difficult for Congress to — to scuttle this. And | — I think
what you'll see in the coming days, weeks, and months is — is vigorous
statements of solidarity with Israel and with our — our partners in the Arab
world, particularly Saudi Arabia, the UAE, and the smaller Persian Gulf
countries. So I think that that's — um, to — to kind of, um, bolster the deal,
um, they'll come out very strongly in support of our allies and —and
probably, you know, you may even see, um, what we've seen recently in
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Tom Carver:

Reporter:

James Acton:
Tom Carver:
James Acton:
Tom Carver:
Reporter:

Tom Carver:

Reporter:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Yemen, which is, uh, the United States actually coming out and — and — and
finally, um, kind of challenging, um, Iran's activities in the region.

Okay. Thanks — thanks.

Thanks — thanks so much. Can I just get the name of the second speaker
there?

Karim Sadjadpour.

| think George spoke after me, didn't he?
No,he's

Oh, sorry — I'm sorry. Yeah.

Um, are you taking more questions?
Sure, yeah.

Okay, hi, it's Trudy Rubin from the Philadelphia Inquirer. Um, it —it—
Karim, | wanted to ask you, do you see here, um, the Iranian side having
made any huge compromises in the last couple of days? | mean, there were
issues that seemed to be keeping them apart. One of them seemed to be
export of — uh, of enriched uranium, which has been presented as a much
bigger deal than what has — was just discussed here, and that if they — if
they, uh, down-blend it, it could be blended back up again. They have the
know-how, so the idea was to get it out of there. So first, do you see that
they made any big compromises, and second how does the Iranian side
finesse, um, the issue of sanctions relief, um, uh, the graduality of it? Uh, I
mean, obviously they couldn't agree on that now; how can they possibly
agree on it later?

Thank you for those questions, Trudy. One of the compromises that | think
is pretty significant from the Iranian end frankly is the timeline. Again,
assuming we're all working off of the same document, um, the — the — the
timeline of, you know, 10 years, um, on — on centrifuges, um, 15 years in
terms of the cap on — on LEU, um, the LEU grade, um, and then some of
the other provisions which Secretary Ki said are — are, you know, even 20
years [coughing], that was a pretty significant compromise. Um, as | said,
the — the — one of the issues which remains to be seen whether there is
consensus on is R&D. If they indeed agreed to, um, put caps on their R&D
that is another compromise. Um, and, um, the LEU issue, um, it appears
that — | mean, so they were opposed to exporting it to Russia, and | guess
they're now — it appears now that they've agreed to — to — downgrade that.
If indeed, um, they make good on that, that is also a compromise.
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Reporter:
[Crosstalk]

Reporter:

Tom Carver:

[Crosstalk]
Reporter:

Reporter:

Tom Carver:

Um, and then with regards to sanctions, the answer is, you know, I'll be
curious to see how — um, there's — there's basically two options. Either the
Iranians can, um — can come out and disagree with our version of the terms
of the deal and say, "No, we want the sanctions to be immediately lifted
because we're going to immediately in compliance,” or, um, you know, they
make the claim to their own population that, um, the sanctions have been,
um, immediately lifted when in fact they've just been gradually lifted. So
that's how they thread that needle.

Um, but | — I just would say one point, which is, um, in the 26 years now
that the has been in power, | can count on one time the number
of times when he's laid down very kind of firm and consistent red lines and
he's backtracked on them. Um, so the sanctions issue he's been very firm on
in the last, um, few weeks, and, um, the senior kind of cadres of the
Revolutionary Guards had seemingly been quite firm on them. Um, and,
um, know, we'll —we'll — I'm curious to see how they're going to react to —
to our version of the deal.

Thanks.

Another — another question?

Sure.

Hello?

Jim Ostroff — yeah, it's, uh, Jim Ostroff with Platts in Washington. And of
course in recent months there's been a lot of discussion in many quarters to
the effect that if there was no agreement whatsoever or one that people did
not think was serious, that we would see, uh — essentially, uh, many
dominoes fall within the Middle Eastern region in terms of other nations
seeking to launch nuclear programs and — and — and of course do
enrichment. Let me ask, with this agreement, as you — as you it
right now, um, do you feel that this will have any effect on non-
proliferation regime as it exists now, if it — you know, if it will strengthen it
or, you know, will have no effect? I'm just trying to get some sense here
where this leads with respect to non-proliferation.

George, do you want to go for that?



George Perkovich:

Reporter:

Tom Carver:

James Acton:

Tom Carver:

Karim Sadjadpour:

Tom Carver:

George Perkovich:

Yeah, yeah. This is George. | —look, it's — if an agreement along these
lines can be agreed ultimately, then I think it would have a very positive
effect on the overall non-proliferation regime, including in the Middle East.
Uh, it will have had the system work the way it was supposed to work in the
sense that, uh, Iran was detected, uh, cheating. It was caught. There were
investigations. There were sanctions. Uh, and ultimately Iran was brought
to negotiate, you know, this kind of agreement with severe limitations,
lasting, some of them, up to 25 years. Uh, that's a significant gain
compared to what you'd get through military action or a war like Irag.

Furthermore, with an agreement like this, if Saudi Arabia, for example,
moves to develop a nuclear program, and particularly if that included, uh, a
nascent enrichment or fuel cycle, uh, effort, the international community's
hand would be greatly strengthened to press against Saudi Arabia from
doing that. The US's, uh, hand would be greatly strengthened, and I think it
would be very difficult for Saudi Arabia in fact, you know, to — to
significantly advance in developing a nuclear weapon capability, if there
were a deal like the one that we're talking about.

Thank you.

Great. Okay, | think we will wrap it up. Um, we said we would be a half
an hour and everyone has got busy deadlines. 1 just wanted to ask everyone
whether you — what percentage chance you thought there was of this
becoming a final agreement, whether it's July the 1* or otherwise? What do
you — what would you say, James?

| —well, I - I've already been on the record today. | go for 65 percent
chance — 65 percent.

Karim?

I've been doing this long enough to realize you never make these
predictions on — on the record. On — now off the record | — | would say by
the end of 2015, not by July 1* but by the end of 2015 I'd say 55 percent.

Pretty precise. George?

Um, I'm — I'm kind of roughly between them, but I would add the wrinkle
that | think the chances of getting an agreement are better than the chances
that the US Congress at some point in the early stages of implementation
will do something that will interrupt, uh, the agreement, cause a crisis, and
one doesn't know how it will end. But we —what will happen is, uh, Iran
will do something not nuclear-related. It could be support of Hezbollah. It
could be a bloodthirsty, uh, sermon by the Leader against Israel. And
members of Congress will then quickly move to block the lifting of
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Tom Carver:

Reporter:

sanctions or do something else that will interfere with this deal, even though
the — the predicate would not have been related to the deal. That won't stop
them. And —and — and then, you know, Iran will accuse the US of reneging
and we'll get into another crisis. That I'm willing to bet will happen.

Okay, all right. Well, to be con-continued. Thank you very much, guys,
um, and Clara will have a transcript of it at some stage in the next, uh, 24
hours or so. Okay, bye-bye.

Thank you.
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