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I. EuRo-AtLANtIC SECuRIty IN thE 21St CENtuRy

I .  Euro-Atl ANtIc 
SEcurIt y IN thE 21St 

cENtury

In 1959, Charles de Gaulle’s vision of a Europe that stretched from the Atlantic to the urals—a 
geographic and political space that includes the European community of nations, Russia, and 

the united States—was provocative and inspiring. More than 50 years later, a new approach to se-
curity in the Euro-Atlantic region is needed to fulfil de Gaulle’s vision.

No nation or alliance benefits from persistent inaction 
in defining a fresh approach to Euro-Atlantic security. 
At a time of unprecedented austerity and tight national 
budgets, our publics are literally paying the price for this 
policy failure—let us call it what it is—which needlessly 
raises costs for defence and misdirects resources away 
from fiscal demands, domestic priorities, and emerging 
security challenges and threats. 

In the area of nuclear weapons alone, the potential 
price tag is breathtaking. The united States is poised to 
embark on programmes to build new nuclear-armed 
ballistic missile submarines and strategic bombers at 
a cost of more than uS$400 billion and to extend the 
life of nuclear weapons deployed in Europe at a cost 
of uS$10 billion. Russia reportedly plans to spend 
Rub 1.9 trillion over the next decade to modernise its 
strategic nuclear forces, while the united Kingdom 

estimates the cost of trident replacement at £25 
billion.1 

Why, two decades after the Cold War ended, must the 
united States, along with Russia, france, Germany, Italy, 
the united Kingdom, and other European countries, 
spend hundreds of billions of dollars, roubles, euros, 
and pounds in response to these tensions, while both 
local and national leaders face a growing list of fiscal 

1 Estimates relating to the costs for maintaining and modernising nucle-
ar forces in the united States, Russia, and the united Kingdom vary.  See 
“u.S. Nuclear Weapons Budget:  An overview,” Center for Nonproliferation 
Studies, March 7, 2013, http://www.nti.org/analysis/articles/us-nuclear- 
weapons-budget-overview/; I. Kearns, “Beyond the United Kingdom:  Trends 
in the Other Nuclear Armed States,” discussion paper 1 of the BASIC trident 
Commission, British American Security Information Council, November 
2011, http://www.basicint.org/sites/default/files/commission-briefing1.pdf;  
and d. priest, “The B61 bomb: A case study in costs and needs,” The 
Washington Post, 17 September, 2012. 
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demands and unmet needs? Recognising that there is 
an inherent limit to nuclear reductions if some nucle-
ar-weapon states are building up their inventories or if 
new nuclear powers emerge, might a new approach to 
Euro-Atlantic security not only reduce these staggering 
costs, but also improve security for all peoples in the 
Euro-Atlantic region?

The most significant obstacle in the way of achieving 
this goal remains a lack of trust, fuelled by historical an-
imosities and present uncertainties in the European and 
global security landscape. This corrosive lack of trust 
undermines political and military cooperation, increas-
es bilateral and multilateral tensions, and threatens to 
derail hopes for improving the lives of people across the 
region.

Although much of the global security discussion today 
revolves around Asia, there remains an urgent need for 
a new strategy for building mutual security in the Euro-
Atlantic region—an area that includes six of the world’s 
10 largest economies, four of the five declared nucle-
ar-weapon states, and more than 95 percent of global 
nuclear inventories. today, the common interests of na-
tions in the Euro-Atlantic region are more aligned than 
at any point since the end of World War II. It would be a 
tragic mistake, however, to assume that the window for 
developing a new strategy for building mutual security 
will remain open forever. We must seize the opportunity 
and move now.

Although much of the global security  
discussion today revolves around Asia, there 
remains an urgent need for a new strategy  
for building mutual security in the Euro-
Atlantic region. 

over the past year, more than 30 senior political, mili-
tary, and security experts from the Euro-Atlantic region 
have worked together to address this challenge and pro-
duce a report that recommends a fresh approach, one 
that could be developed jointly by all nations in the 
Euro-Atlantic region. The key to this strategy is a new 
continuing process of dialogue mandated by the high-
est political levels, where security could be discussed 
comprehensively and practical steps could be taken on 
a broad range of issues.

Building Mutual Security in the Euro-Atlantic Region: 
Report Prepared for Presidents, Prime Ministers, 
Parliamentarians, and Publics outlines objectives and 
steps that could be discussed as part of this new dia-
logue in six areas (nuclear forces, missile defences, 
prompt-strike forces, conventional forces in Europe, cy-
bersecurity, and space). The four of us—joined by our 
distinguished military and civilian colleagues associat-
ed with this initiative—believe this new approach for 
building mutual security can move Europe, Russia, the 
united States, and, ultimately, other regions towards a 
safer and more stable form of security with decreasing 
risks of conflict and greater cooperation, transparency, 
defence, and stability worldwide.

The report’s key findings and illustrative matrix of steps 
follow. The full report, in Russian and English, is avail-
able at www.BuildingMutualSecurity.org.
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the following six recommendations provide a foundation for building a new strategy through 
dialogue and practical steps. 

1. a new dialogue on building mutual security must 
address core security issues through a dynamic pro-
cess that directly deals with key divides. A fresh ap-
proach to building mutual security in the Euro-Atlantic 
region could ensure that all states confront one anoth-
er’s fears and distrusts and that lingering divides are ef-
fectively bridged. The goal would be to understand and 
address different threat perceptions; decrease risks of 
conflict; and increase security, cooperation, transparen-
cy, mutual defence, and stability for all nations.

This approach to building mutual security could facili-
tate progress on a broad range of issues. If all parties be-
lieve that a serious dialogue is underway to understand 
and deal with different threat perceptions, the parties 
can make progress, recognizing that these issues are 
all related to overall security and stability in the Euro-
Atlantic region.

2. Political leaders must mandate the dialogue. 
Establishing a politically mandated dialogue in which 
senior civilian and military leaders are continuously en-
gaged is the crucial first step. In its absence, no institu-
tion or forum is likely to succeed in developing a new 
approach to Euro-Atlantic security. This initiative is 
not likely to spring up from existing official institutions 

and bureaucracies. A successful process will require 
that heads of state or heads of government (whichev-
er is appropriate) in Moscow, European capitals, and 
Washington mandate the dialogue between civilian and 
military leaders. 

Such a mandate could help create the essential positive 
dynamic for discussions that would further boost what 
must be a systematic effort to deepen cooperation and 
mutual understanding. As part of this dialogue, nations 
could discuss a range of practical, concrete steps relat-
ing to core security issues that together could increase 
transparency, mutual understanding, decision time for 
political leaders in extreme situations, and mutual de-
fence capabilities.

A framework to advance dialogue could include in-
creasing leadership decision time. The new dialogue on 
building mutual security could address practical steps 
to increase decision time and crisis stability for leaders, 
particularly during heightened tensions and extreme 
situations. taking surprise or short-warning fears off 
the table by mutual understandings and subsequent 
agreements would significantly improve stability, par-
ticularly in a potential crisis.
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to get started, leaders from a core group of Euro-
Atlantic nations could appoint an informal Euro-
Atlantic Security Contact Group, perhaps joined by 
a representative from the European union (Eu), the 
North Atlantic treaty organization (NAto), and the 
organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 
(oSCE). The purpose of the Contact Group would be to 
develop recommendations to leaders on key points, in-
cluding the principles guiding this new dialogue, the ci-
vilian and military leaders who should be charged with 
this new responsibility, the issues to be addressed, and 
any early priorities.

Leaders could then meet to initiate the new dialogue 
on building mutual security in the Euro-Atlantic re-
gion, informed by the recommendations of the Contact 
Group. This meeting would provide a clean launch to 
a new process and new approach. Leaders could make 
clear that they seek to develop a process that will re-
spond more quickly to changing technological and 

political developments and will avoid rigid linkages that 
can result from a situation where every nation insists 
that their issues be addressed first or resolved before any 
others.

The dialogue could then proceed in both concept and 
practice in other tracks, including new ones, with the 
continuing involvement of leaders and the Contact 
Group. Existing tracks—such as the Russia-NAto 
Council and the forum for Security Cooperation in 
the oSCE—could provide avenues for advancing spe-
cific issues. Some issues may be bilateral, involving 
neighbouring states; other issues might be multilateral, 
involving certain regions of Europe; and still other is-
sues might be applicable throughout the Euro-Atlantic 
region and have broad implications for Asia and other 
regions, meaning that China and other key states will 
need to be engaged and their perspectives taken into 
account. other existing agreements and decision-mak-
ing mechanisms also could be considered. Clearly, the 
united States and Russia would have to work bilaterally 
to begin and advance key elements of this agenda.

3. Core principles should guide the new dialogue on 
building mutual security. Implementing the approach 
to building mutual security described in this report 
should be guided by a set of core principles consistent 
with the development of a flexible, phased, consulta-
tive approach to building mutual security in the Euro-
Atlantic region. These guiding principles could include 

• Considering offence and defence, nuclear and con-
ventional weapons, and cybersecurity in a new secu-
rity construct

• Reducing the role of nuclear weapons as an essential 
part of any nation’s overall security posture without 
jeopardizing the security of any of the parties

• Creating robust and accepted methods to increase 
leadership decision time during heightened tensions 
and extreme situations

• transitioning from the remnants of mutual assured 
destruction to mutual understanding to mutual early 
warning to mutual defence to mutual security

• Enhancing stability by increased transparency, coop-
eration, and trust

ProPosed GuidinG PrinCiPles 
for suCCessful dialoGue 

• Considering offence and defence, nuclear and con-
ventional weapons, and cybersecurity in a new se-
curity construct

• Reducing the role of nuclear weapons as an essen-
tial part of any nation’s overall security posture 
without jeopardizing the security of any of the 
parties

• Creating robust and accepted methods to increase 
leadership decision time during heightened ten-
sions and extreme situations

• transitioning from the remnants of mutual as-
sured destruction to mutual understanding to 
mutual early warning to mutual defence to mutual 
security

• Enhancing stability by increased transparency, co-
operation, and trust
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4. The dialogue could support specific steps that 
would not require new legally binding treaties but 
could help facilitate treaties where necessary. The 
objective of the dialogue would be to develop practical 
steps that could be taken through politically binding 
arrangements. This approach could create a positive 
dynamic for discussions among member states of the 
Euro-Atlantic region and further boost what will be a 
continuing effort in the years ahead to deepen coopera-
tion. Such an approach could also

• Inform negotiation of any new legally binding treaties 
and improve prospects for their approval by legisla-
tures and parliaments

• Include efforts to adjust or update existing treaties 
and agreements to ensure that they are appropriate to 
the current security environment

5. Priorities will be essential for making progress. The 
approach recommended in this report is meant to be 
applied broadly. It could cover nuclear forces, missile 
defences, prompt-strike capabilities, conventional forc-
es, cybersecurity, and space, as well as their relevant do-
mains (e.g., air, sea, land, and space). 

Within this flexible framework for dialogue, priori-
ties could be established and progress implemented in 
phases over the next 15 years. over time, increasing 
transparency, awareness, decision time in extreme sit-
uations, and capabilities for cooperative defence—both 
active and passive—could increase trust, build confi-
dence, and provide a foundation for subsequent steps.

Issues relating to nuclear weapons and missile defence 
should receive the highest priority in the first five years, 
with a premium on the early implementation of options 
that will increase transparency, confidence, and trust. 
however, it should also be possible to take steps relating 
to conventional forces, cybersecurity, and space during 
the initial phase. In all instances, practical progress in 
one area will help catalyze progress in others. Specific 
illustrative steps with phasing are laid out in Section III 
of this summary.

6. a new euro-atlantic security forum could be es-
tablished to implement many of the specific steps 
proposed in this report and further ongoing discus-
sions. A principal recommendation of this report is that 
although existing structures can and should be used and 
improved where necessary, a new Euro-Atlantic Security 
forum that begins with a new process of dialogue could 

reCommendations 

1.  A new dialogue on building mutual security must address core security issues through a dynamic process 
that directly addresses key divides.

2.  Political leaders must mandate the dialogue.

3.  Core principles should guide the new dialogue on building mutual security. 

4.  The dialogue could support specific steps that would not require new legally binding treaties but could help 
facilitate treaties where necessary. 

5.  Priorities will be essential for making progress. 

6.  A new Euro-Atlantic Security Forum could be established to implement many of the specific steps 
proposed in this report and further ongoing discussions.
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be established. Such a forum could play a crucial role in 
(a) implementing key steps once agreements have been 
reached and (b) sustaining the dialogue on building 
mutual security. The establishment of this new forum 
also could elevate the profile of this new initiative and 
help symbolise and instil this fresh approach to building 
mutual security. Specifically, the forum could 

• provide a mechanism for implementing many of the 
specific steps discussed in this report relating to nu-
clear forces, missile defence, prompt-strike capabil-
ities, conventional forces, cybersecurity, and space. 
for example, the forum could begin as a venue for 
establishing Missile defence Cooperation Centres 
and later for implementing reciprocal transparency 
and confidence-building measures relating to nuclear 
forces, or the pooling and sharing of data relating to 
cyberthreats

• provide an integrating platform across all potential 
military domains—land, sea, air, and space

• over time, be used as a venue for discussions between 
civilian and military specialists on core Euro-Atlantic 
security issues, such as comparison and development 
of joint threat assessments, both regionally and glob-
ally; military doctrines; and so forth

In summary, addressing core security issues within the 
unifying policy framework of a dialogue for building 
mutual security could yield an historic and long overdue 
transformation in Euro-Atlantic security. Most import-
ant, the process could assist all parties in overcoming 
many of the political fears and divides that have bogged 
down progress in the past. It could also provide an im-
portant impetus to cooperation in the Euro-Atlantic 
region on an even broader front, including econom-
ics, energy, and other vital areas of the globalization 
process. 
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PrIorItIES AND PhASINg

A new, continuing process of dialogue mandated by the highest political levels, where security 
could be discussed comprehensively and practical steps could be agreed upon and taken on 

a broad range of issues, is the critical first step and the necessary foundation for building mutual 
security.

The following includes practical steps that are exam-
ined by a group of experts as part of this initiative and 
that could be considered as part of a new dialogue. of 
course, once governments launch the official process, 
the actual steps, priorities, and phasing would be decid-
ed by participating nations.

nuClear forCes 

years 1–5
• Commit to remove all nuclear weapons from prompt-

launch status globally over the next 10–15 years. As a 
first step in this gradual process, the united States and 
Russia could remove a percentage of strategic nuclear 
warheads operationally deployed today from prompt-
launch status as early as possible.

• Implement reciprocal transparency, security, and 
confidence building on tactical nuclear weapons.

• Implement a 50 percent reduction in u.S. tactical nu-
clear weapons now stationed in Europe, with a target 
for completing consolidation of all u.S. tactical nu-
clear weapons to the united States within five years; 
reciprocal steps by Russia.

• Implement uK-french shadow declarations as a vol-
untary confidence-building measure. 

years 6–15
• The united States and Russia limit the number of war-

heads on prompt-launch status to several hundred de-
ployed on intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) 
and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs).

• Implement reciprocal confidence-building measures 
relating to ballistic missile submarines.
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• Seek agreement with the united Kingdom and france 
removing all warheads from prompt-launch status 
and gain mutual assurances that no nuclear-armed 
state, in the absence of an actual or imminent threat, 
will operationally deploy its nuclear weapons on 
prompt-launch status.

• Remove all warheads from prompt-launch status.

missile defenCes

years 1–5
• Implement, through the new Euro-Atlantic Security 

forum, the establishment of a Missile defence 
Cooperation Centre and the pooling and sharing of 
data and information from early-warning radars and 
satellites.

• Implement reciprocal transparency measures re-
garding missile defence systems and capabilities and 
annual declarations looking ahead 5–10 years (e.g., 
numbers of silos and mobile launchers, missiles, ra-
dars, ships, and so forth). 

• Continue joint missile defence exercises.

• Implement written political commitments not to de-
ploy missile defences in ways that would undermine 
stability.

years 6–15
• The content and character of future cooperation 

against longer-range ballistic missile threats—includ-
ing issues associated with long-range (or strategic) 
ballistic missiles—would be considered.

• Implement agreements relating to future cooperation 
against longer-range ballistic missile threats and ad-
dress concerns relating to the impact of missile de-
fence systems on strategic arms.

PromPt-strike forCes

years 1–5
• Conceptual discussions would begin in years 1–5; 

however, many of the issues associated with prompt-
strike forces and the implementation of specific steps 
would be addressed in years 6–15.

years 6–15
• If and as prompt-strike programmes emerge, provide 

programmatic transparency. 

• Implement operational transparency and confidence 
building, including a system of advance notification 
and observation (where relevant) of prompt-strike 
system test launches, prompt-strike forces exercises, 
and their imminent use.

• Implement reciprocal basing commitments, announc-
ing at which bases and in what numbers prompt-strike 
forces will be deployed and segregating bases and sys-
tems from any nuclear weapons-related activities or 
deployments, with visits to these bases. 

Conventional forCes

years 1–5
• Increase evaluation visit quota under the Vienna 

document and ensure each participating state can ad-
equately participate; consider regional military liaison 
missions to conduct Vienna document observations. 

• Expand the application of the treaty on open Skies 
within the oSCE, and allow additional collection ca-
pabilities such as digital photography.

• Intensify consultations regarding key Conventional 
Armed forces in Europe (CfE) treaty-related provi-
sions that could be included in a politically binding 
agreement applying to all nations in the Euro-Atlantic 
region. 

years 6–15
• Agree on key CfE treaty–related provisions essential 

to building mutual security, and conclude a political-
ly binding agreement to extend and implement these 
provisions with Confidence- and Security-Building 
Measures (CSBMs).

• Implement new agreements on conventional forces in 
Europe with CSBMs.
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CyberseCurity

years 1–5
• Begin discussing and implementing, through the new 

Euro-Atlantic Security forum, a process of reporting 
dangerous events in cyberspace, pooling and sharing 
data to provide an enhanced cyberthreat picture, and 
using the Euro-Atlantic Security forum as a conduit to 
coordinate and provide other nations with assistance. 

• using the new Euro-Atlantic Security forum as a ven-
ue, senior cyber officials discuss shared approaches to 
the defence of networks, responses to cyberattacks, 
and means of strengthening international partner-
ships to address cybersecurity. This collaboration 
could include discussions relating to the development 
of an international agreement or agreements that 
would limit cyberwar.

years 6–15
• Implement shared approaches to cybersecurity, in-

cluding any agreements relating to limiting cyberwar. 

sPaCe

years 1–5
• Implement the Information Exchange pilot proj-

ect for the International Code of Conduct for outer 
Space Activities using the new Euro-Atlantic Security 
forum and the Missile defence Cooperation Centres.

years 6–15
• using the new Euro-Atlantic Security forum as a ven-

ue, discuss future transparency and confidence-build-
ing measures or legally binding agreements relating 
to space.

a new euro-atlantiC 
seCurity forum

A new Euro-Atlantic Security Forum begins with a new 
process of dialogue mandated by political leaders. That 
dialogue can lead to agreements on practical steps and 
further discussions. The forum could play a key role in 
implementing specific steps and building mutual security. 

years 1–5
• Within the framework of the new Euro-Atlantic 

Security forum, implement the establishment of a 
Missile defence Cooperation Centre to provide an 
enhanced threat picture and notification of missile 
attack. 

• Begin consultations regarding possible steps that 
could be included in a Euro-Atlantic security regime 
for conventional forces. 

• Report dangerous events in cyberspace, pool and 
share data to provide an enhanced threat picture, and 
coordinate assistance.

• provide a venue for cyber officials to meet to discuss 
shared approaches to the defence of networks, re-
sponses to cyberattacks, and means of strengthening 
international partnerships to address cybersecurity.

• Implement the Information Exchange pilot project for 
the International Code of Conduct for outer Space 
Activities. 

years 6–15
• discuss future transparency and confidence-building 

measures or legally binding agreements relating to 
space.
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NuclEAr ForcES MISSIlE DEFENcES
ProMPt-StrIKE 
ForcES

coNvENtIoNAl  
ForcES IN EuroPE cyBErSEcurIty SPAcE

yEArS 
1–5

Commit to remove all nuclear 
weapons from prompt-launch 
status globally over next 10–15 
years; u.S. and Russia remove % of 
strategic forces off prompt launch.

Reciprocal transparency, security, 
and confidence-building on 
tactical nuclear weapons.

fifty percent reduction in 
u.S. tactical nuclear weapons 
in Europe, with a target for 
completing consolidation of all 
u.S. tNW in 5 years; reciprocal 
steps by Russia.

Voluntary uK-french shadow 
declarations. 

Establish Missile defence
Cooperation Centre through 
new Euro-Atlantic Security 
forum; data sharing from
early-warning radars and
satellites.

Reciprocal transparency measures 
regarding missile defence systems 
and capabilities with annual 
updates.

Continue joint missile defence 
exercises.

Written political commitments 
not to deploy missile defences that 
would undermine stability.

Begin conceptual discussions. Increase evaluation visit quota 
under Vienna document and 
ensure full state participation; 
consider regional military 
liaison missions.

Expand open Skies treaty 
within the oSCE; allow 
additional collection 
capabilities.

Intensify consultations on 
CfE provisions that could
be included in politically
binding agreement.

Begin reporting dangerous 
events in cyberspace through 
new Euro-Atlantic Security 
forum; pool and share data; 
coordinate and provide nations 
with assistance.

discuss shared approaches to: 
defence of networks; 
responses to cyberattacks; and 
strengthening international 
partnerships.

Implement pilot project for 
International Code of Conduct 
for outer Space Activities
through Euro-Atlantic Security
forum.

yEArS 
1–5

yEArS 
6–15

u.S. and Russia limit number of 
warheads on prompt-launch status 
to several hundred.

Implement reciprocal confidence-
building measures relating to 
ballistic missile submarines.

uK-france agree to remove 
warheads from prompt-launch 
status; gain mutual assurances 
that no nuclear-armed state, 
without actual or imminent threat, 
will deploy nuclear weapons on 
prompt-launch status.

Remove all warheads on prompt-
launch status.

Consider future cooperation 
against longer-range ballistic 
missile threats.

Implement agreements relating 
to longer-range ballistic missile 
threats; address concerns over 
impact of missile defence on 
strategic arms.

If and as prompt-strike 
programmes emerge, provide 
programmatic transparency.

Implement operational 
transparency- and confidence-
building, including system 
of advance notification and 
observation (where relevant) 
of test launches, exercises, and 
imminent use. 

Reciprocal basing 
commitments; segregating 
bases and systems from any 
nuclear weapons-related 
activities or deployments; base 
visits.

Agree on key CfE provisions 
essential to building mutual 
security; conclude politically 
binding agreement, with 
CSBMs.

Implement new agreements on 
conventional forces in Europe, 
with CSBMs.

Implement shared approaches 
to cybersecurity, including 
agreements relating to limiting 
cyberwar.

discuss future transparency and 
confidence building measures or 
agreements.

yEArS 
6–15

Indicates a possible agenda item for the Euro-Atlantic Security forum; other steps also could be included.

Priorities and PhasinG
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steps by Russia.
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declarations. 
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Cooperation Centre through 
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forum; data sharing from
early-warning radars and
satellites.

Reciprocal transparency measures 
regarding missile defence systems 
and capabilities with annual 
updates.
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exercises.

Written political commitments 
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Begin conceptual discussions. Increase evaluation visit quota 
under Vienna document and 
ensure full state participation; 
consider regional military 
liaison missions.

Expand open Skies treaty 
within the oSCE; allow 
additional collection 
capabilities.

Intensify consultations on 
CfE provisions that could
be included in politically
binding agreement.

Begin reporting dangerous 
events in cyberspace through 
new Euro-Atlantic Security 
forum; pool and share data; 
coordinate and provide nations 
with assistance.

discuss shared approaches to: 
defence of networks; 
responses to cyberattacks; and 
strengthening international 
partnerships.

Implement pilot project for 
International Code of Conduct 
for outer Space Activities
through Euro-Atlantic Security
forum.

yEArS 
1–5

yEArS 
6–15

u.S. and Russia limit number of 
warheads on prompt-launch status 
to several hundred.

Implement reciprocal confidence-
building measures relating to 
ballistic missile submarines.

uK-france agree to remove 
warheads from prompt-launch 
status; gain mutual assurances 
that no nuclear-armed state, 
without actual or imminent threat, 
will deploy nuclear weapons on 
prompt-launch status.

Remove all warheads on prompt-
launch status.

Consider future cooperation 
against longer-range ballistic 
missile threats.

Implement agreements relating 
to longer-range ballistic missile 
threats; address concerns over 
impact of missile defence on 
strategic arms.

If and as prompt-strike 
programmes emerge, provide 
programmatic transparency.

Implement operational 
transparency- and confidence-
building, including system 
of advance notification and 
observation (where relevant) 
of test launches, exercises, and 
imminent use. 

Reciprocal basing 
commitments; segregating 
bases and systems from any 
nuclear weapons-related 
activities or deployments; base 
visits.

Agree on key CfE provisions 
essential to building mutual 
security; conclude politically 
binding agreement, with 
CSBMs.

Implement new agreements on 
conventional forces in Europe, 
with CSBMs.

Implement shared approaches 
to cybersecurity, including 
agreements relating to limiting 
cyberwar.

discuss future transparency and 
confidence building measures or 
agreements.
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