United Nations A7796

X)) General Assembly Distr.: General
\\Ii ‘y 13 June 2022
\\A J/y English

7 Original: Arabic/Chinese/English/

French/Russian/Spanish

Seventy-seventh session

Item 107 of the preliminary list*

Promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses in the
context of international security

Promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses in the
context of international security

Report of the Secretary-General

Summary

The present report outlines the views and recommendations of Member States
on all aspects of promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses in the context
of international security, including identifying undue restrictions on exports to
developing countries of materials, equipment and technology for peaceful purposes,
possible measures to achieve a balance between non-proliferation and peaceful uses,
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I1.

Introduction

1. Initsresolution 76/234 on promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses
in the context of international security, the General Assembly:

(a) Urged all Member States, without prejudice to their non-proliferation
obligations, to take concrete measures to promote international cooperation on
materials, equipment and technology for peaceful purposes, in particular not to
maintain any restrictions incompatible with the obligations undertaken (para. 1);

(b) Requested the Secretary-General to seek the views and recommendations
of all Member States on all aspects of promoting international cooperation on
peaceful uses in the context of international security, including identifying undue
restrictions on exports to developing countries of materials, equipment and
technology for peaceful purposes, possible measures to achieve a balance between
non-proliferation and peaceful uses, and the way forward (para. 2);

(c) Also requested the Secretary-General to submit a report containing the
views and recommendations to the General Assembly at its seventy-seventh session
for further discussion by Member States (para. 3).

2. Pursuant to that request, the Secretariat sent a note verbale dated 24 January
2022 to Member States, inviting them to provide information on the subject by
31 May 2022. The replies received are contained in section II below. Any views
received after 31 May 2022 will be posted on the website of the Office for
Disarmament Affairs in the original language of submission. No addendum will be
issued.

Replies
Governments

Australia

[Original: English]
[19 May 2022]

As referred to in the note verbale contained in document ODA/2022-
00036/PICIT, in its resolution 76/234, the General Assembly requested that the
Secretary-General seek the views and recommendations of Member States on all
aspects of promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses in the context of
international security.

Australia submits the following comments in its national capacity but also
drawing on its unique role and deep knowledge, experience and responsibility as
permanent Chair of the Australia Group, an export control regime. To help Member
States’ understanding, a section is also included containing an overview and
explanation of why the Australia Group was created and how it operates. There are
close similarities and parallels with the other export control regimes.

Australia agrees with most of the principles in the preambular paragraphs of
resolution 76/234, in particular on the crucial challenges that the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction poses for international peace and security, and the
obligation of all Member States to help to prevent that proliferation. Australia also
strongly agrees with regard to the important role that the peaceful use of science and
technology plays in economic and social development.
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The premise of resolution 76/234 — that the export control regimes formed to
help to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction discriminate against
and impose undue restrictions on exports to developing countries — is incorrect.
Australia therefore welcomes this opportunity to correct inaccuracies, to outline its
views and to recommend a more constructive way forward. The export control
regimes in fact provide the confidence, trust and assurance necessary to make
cooperation involving potentially sensitive dual-use items possible. Australia
therefore voted against the draft resolution at the 17th plenary meeting of the First
Committee and the plenary meeting of the seventy-sixth session of the General
Assembly, in 2021.

The inherent objective of resolution 76/234 undermines the effectiveness of the
Nuclear Suppliers Group (established in 1974 to help to prevent the proliferation of
nuclear weapons), the Australia Group (established in 1985, which works to prevent
the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons) and the Missile Technology
Control Regime (formed in 1987 to limit the proliferation of missiles that can be used
to deliver weapons of mass destruction). This resolution risks weakening a vital,
practical component of current global arrangements to counter the proliferation of
such weapons, diminishing security for all. It sends the wrong message at a time when
several States (and non-State groups) are continuing to seek to acquire, grow or
employ capabilities related to such weapons. We must do our utmost to restrict and
reduce these weapons’ role in global affairs.

Resolution 76/234 also infringes a fundamental principle of the United Nations.
It risks eroding the basic sovereign right of all Member States to determine how best
to safeguard their national security by regulating their own industries and exports,
including in collaboration with other States, to avoid contributing inadvertently to the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

Australia recommends that the international community focus instead on further
expanding and strengthening existing non-proliferation arrangements while
continuing to safeguard legitimate trade. This focus could include a multilaterally
based approach to identifying needs and providing capacity-building assistance to
those States not yet implementing effective export controls.

Key issues and recommendation

The failing of resolution 76/234 is its claimed aim to enhance developing
countries’ access to goods, materials or technologies for peaceful purposes. The
export control regimes do not impose any impediments on trade for peaceful
purposes. There is no evidence to support the assertion that exports to any developing
or other country for peaceful purposes have ever been denied as a result of an
exporting State’s collaboration in the Australia Group or other export control regimes.
For example, exports of potentially sensitive items on the Group’s control lists are
only refused if a participating State’s own national export licensing authorities
determine, on the basis of all of the information available to them, including from
other Group partners, that there is an unacceptable risk of those exports being used in
or diverted to a suspected weapons of mass destruction programme. Resolution
76/234 will do nothing to change that.

A likely consequence of this resolution, however, would be to unnecessarily
impede access to exports for legitimate, peaceful purposes. If successful in limiting
the ability or willingness of regime participants to share sensitive information with
confidence (e.g. by demanding participation and transparency from all States,
including those seeking weapons of mass destruction), the resolution will force
national export control authorities to adopt more conservative standards in order to
ensure that their exports do not contribute to the proliferation of such weapons,
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resulting in more cautious, risk-averse decisions and an increase in possibly
unnecessary export refusals.

Australia recognizes the role of science and technology as an important
underpinning and enabler for the social and economic development of all States, but
this development should be advanced vigorously in more-relevant United Nations and
other forums, for example the Second Committee. Pursuing it in the context of
disarmament and national security will only raise unnecessary challenges,
sensitivities and distractions.

Australia has carefully considered what would make the most substantive,
practical contribution to advancing global objectives on the non-proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction without damaging the current structures that have been
helping to thwart proliferation.

A key challenge is the emergence of major new producers, exporters or
transhippers of potentially sensitive dual-use materials, equipment and technology.
While those States might aim to implement their own national export control systems,
to do so by relying only on their own information and resources would be exceedingly
difficult and would likely result in their export licensing decisions being either
unnecessarily restrictive of legitimate trade, too permissive, or wilfully ignorant of
the risks, thereby aiding proliferation.

Australia therefore recommends a more constructive approach, achieving a
balance that recognizes the crucial role of the existing regimes but also supports those
countries that are not yet willing or able to contribute effectively as part of those
regimes.

Australia would be open to exploring, with others, how the United Nations could
play a greater role in facilitating or brokering capacity-building for States to
strengthen national export control arrangements. The Security Council Committees
established pursuant to resolutions 1540 (2004) and 1718 (2006), respectively, offer
a useful model for how such multilateral cooperation could operate and contribute to
international peace and security. If such a model were considered, it could operate
under a tightly focused mandate to identify risks and needs and to facilitate or broker
capacity-building for States to rectify significant shortcomings in their national
export control arrangements. Priority could be given to identifying and giving earliest
attention and aid to the export control arrangements of States that could produce the
most substantial improvements in reducing proliferation and enhancing global
security.

While inevitably requiring greater international transparency and cooperation,
such a model could go a long way towards realizing calls previously issued, including
by the Security Council, for all States to implement effective export control measures
to help to prevent the greater challenge posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction.

Australia, including in its capacity as permanent Chair of the Australia Group
and in cooperation with other members of the international community, would stand
ready to support this work with a view to encouraging and helping all Member States
to better meet their international non-proliferation obligations and, in so doing,
enhance security for all.

Australia Group

Like many countries, Australia has been a staunch and highly active advocate
and contributor over many decades in support of strengthening global norms and
structures pertaining to the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. This

22-09134


https://undocs.org/en/S/RES/1540(2004)
https://undocs.org/en/S/RES/1718(2006)

AITT7/96

22-09134

work is critical to the peace, stability and security of all members of the international
community.

Australia has therefore become a party to the primary treaties and a participant
in the key supporting institutions that work to prevent the proliferation or use of such
weapons. These include the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare,
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, the South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty, Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty and the Convention on
the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons and on Their Destruction.

Australia has also been an active proponent of the counterproliferation efforts
of the United Nations itself, including in the First Committee and through support for
the various non-proliferation-related Committees established pursuant to relevant
Security Council resolutions, such as resolution 1540 (2004), which requires Member
States to develop and enforce national measures to prevent the proliferation or use of
weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, in particular by non-State
actors, and resolution 1718 (2006), requiring Member States to, inter alia, prevent the
supply, sale or transfer through their territories of items related to such weapons to
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. Both resolutions, regularly reviewed and
renewed by the Council, require Member States to be able to implement effective
export control measures.

In line with its strong non-proliferation credentials, Australia also actively
participates in each of the informal multilateral export control regimes: the Nuclear
Suppliers Group, the Australia Group and the Missile Technology Control Regime.
All three regimes work to complement the international treaties on the
non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and assist participating and other
States to implement their international and domestic obligations. All three were
created and have continued to evolve as a practical response to revelations of new
threats and gaps that were being exploited by those seeking such weapons in violation
of international treaties, law and norms.

The Australia Group is unique in its capacity as the only export control regime
of the three to have a permanent Chair — a role fulfilled by Australia since the Group’s
inception. The Chairs of the other regimes change annually. Australia also provides a
permanent secretariat for the Group. While not commenting here on behalf of all of
the Group’s countries, these dual roles give Australia particular insights and
credibility to speak on how this export control regime operates and on its activities,
guidelines and principles. The Nuclear Suppliers Group and the Missile Technology
Control Regime operate along essentially the same lines and were formed for very
similar reasons.

The Nuclear Suppliers Group, for example, was formed in reaction to a country
conducting a surprise nuclear explosion, demonstrating that it had nuclear weapons
and shocking the international community. The Missile Technology Control Regime
was created in response to the awareness that several countries were developing
ballistic missiles that could carry weapons of mass destruction. These programmes
threatened international peace and security.

The Australia Group was created following allegations that chemical weapons
were being used in the Iran-Iraq war. The Secretary-General initiated an investigation
pursuant to General Assembly resolution 37/98 D. United Nations team members
from Australia, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland confirmed that chemical weapons
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were being used by Iraq, resulting in many casualties. It also became clear that Iraq
was trying to build a chemical sector using mostly unwitting engineering companies.

In response, in August 1984, Australia placed export controls on eight dual-use
precursor chemicals that Iraq was known to be seeking for chemical weapons
purposes. Fourteen other countries followed suit, placing similar controls on a number
of precursor chemicals. These export controls gave the respective national
Governments the regulatory tools to ensure that legitimate trade would not contribute
to Iraq’s chemical weapons programme.

It was subsequently realized that, despite these export controls, precursors were
still being obtained and used to produce chemical weapons. Variations among
countries’ national export controls, as well as the use of intermediaries, front
companies and other means, helped with efforts to “shop around”.

Australia proposed an informal meeting of 15 countries ! in an effort to
harmonize their various national export control lists. At the first meeting, in June
1985, it was agreed that chemical weapons proliferation posed a serious international
security challenge. Hence, the Australia Group was born as an informal, non-binding
partnership of those 15 original participants.

The basic principles agreed at that first meeting were that the Group should not
inhibit legitimate trade and that export control decisions remained the exclusive
sovereign right of the individual exporting State. No Group participant could veto or
dictate another’s export decisions. It was also agreed that participating in the Group
did not accord any right to controlled goods, equipment or technologies from any of
the other participating members. The Group does not discriminate between Group and
non-Group member countries.

The Group was formed to facilitate the sharing of information and to help the
export licensing authorities in each of the participating States to make better-informed
decisions. This information-sharing cooperation extended to the compilation of
common export control and warning lists of sensitive chemical-weapons-precursor
chemicals and other dual-use chemical materials and production equipment, to serve
as a guide for national export control authorities. Group participants have also shared
information on the constantly shifting deceptive tactics used by actors seeking
weapons of mass destruction. To ensure that the inclusion of items on the control lists
is necessary, appropriate and will not inhibit legitimate trade, each new item must be
agreed to by consensus. Importantly, this information-sharing is also crucial to
avoiding erroneous refusals of exports for legitimate, peaceful uses. These basic
principles continue to guide the Group today.

It soon became clear that the Group’s harmonized export controls were having
some success and that Iraqi chemical weapons production had slowed.

However, further concerns led to the adoption by the Security Council of
resolution 620 (1988) in August 1988, in which it, inter alia, condemned the use of
chemical weapons in violation of the 1925 Geneva Protocol, encouraged the
Secretary-General to promptly investigate any allegations by Member States of the
use of chemical and biological weapons and called upon “all States to continue to
apply, to establish or to strengthen strict control of the export of chemical products
serving for the production of chemical weapons”.

! Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Ireland,
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, New Zealand, United Kingdom and United States.
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This resolution prompted Group participants to develop and adopt, in 1993, a
broader range of control lists covering precursor chemicals and dual-use production
equipment, as well as four lists of items relevant to biological weapons.

Since then, the number of States participating in the Group has grown to 42 plus
the European Union, with the most recent additions being Mexico and India.
Moreover, many non-Group States have largely recognized that the export control
measures developed by the Group have raised the barriers to chemical and biological
weapons proliferation, including chemical and biological weapons terrorism, with
most States parties to the Biological Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons
Convention using them as an international benchmark to implement their own
non-proliferation obligations. Many non-Group countries, for example, now use the
Group’s regularly updated control lists (through the adoption of the European Union
export control lists) to apply their own sovereign export control arrangements for the
non-proliferation of chemical and biological weapons.

Group participants understand how challenging it can be to implement export
controls successfully, which requires complex risk-based assessments. These include
determining whether to permit exports of sensitive dual-use items, given ongoing
efforts by would-be proliferators to obscure exports’ true final destination and use. It
is difficult for any country to make these assessments alone, relying only on its own
resources and information.

Group participants also recognize that the effectiveness of the Group’s various
control lists and other non-proliferation measures derives primarily from their
collective application, which has become increasingly important as a result of the
globalization of the chemical and biological sciences and industries, as well as the
growing number of countries outside the regimes that have become potential
inadvertent suppliers of proliferation-sensitive dual-use items.

The participants in the three export control regimes are regularly assessing,
responding to and improving their own procedures and measures to rectify gaps and
address newly emerging threats, including through ongoing internal capacity-building
activities, to enable participants to implement their own national export controls as
effectively as possible.

Most importantly, the Group’s permanent Chair and other participating
countries also undertake extensive international outreach to explain its activities and
to encourage and support non-Group countries to implement similar non-proliferation
measures, to help them to meet their own non-proliferation obligations. The Group
makes its handbooks, guidelines and common control lists of items of potential
proliferation concern publicly available for use by non-Group countries.

The Group’s outreach has been focused, in particular, on major and newly
emerging producing, exporting or trans-shipment countries, such as India (in the
lead-up to its successful request for admission to the Group in 2018) and China (in
the form of frequent outreach visits and consultation). Engagement is considered with
a possible view to the country’s potential future participation, if and when it decides
it is ready and it is assessed as meeting the selection criteria.

As well as allowing non-Group States free access to its control lists and other
extensive information relating to its objectives and activities, the Group also adopts
a transparent approach to accepting new participants. The membership criteria is
publicly available on its website (www.australiagroup.net). The criteria are designed
to be transparent and inclusive while balancing the need to safeguard the
membership’s agility and effectiveness as a like-minded group that shares a common
commitment to engaging constructively, pragmatically and effectively to prevent
chemical and biological weapons proliferation.
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The criteria include being a party, in good standing, to the Biological Weapons
Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention and willing to participate in the
Group in a primarily technical, collaborative and non-politicized way that will
strengthen rather than detract from its effectiveness. They also require
implementation of a national export control system for all items on the Group’s
control lists, supported by demonstrable licensing and enforcement measures. The
expansion of the Group, including most recently India, has proven that the Group is
inclusive to all States that meet these criteria.

Belarus

[Original: Russian]
[16 May 2022]

The Republic of Belarus considers it important to further develop and strengthen
international cooperation on peaceful uses in the context of international security.

Global efforts to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
their means of delivery should not hamper international cooperation on the exchange
of materials, equipment, information and technology for peaceful purposes.

The obligations to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of relevant equipment
and materials, and scientific and technological information about their use for
peaceful purposes and the right to participate in such exchanges, without prejudice to
disarmament and non-proliferation obligations, are set forth in the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (article [V), the Convention on the Prohibition
of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction (article VI) and the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons and on Their Destruction (article XI).

Multilateral export control regimes (the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the Zangger
Committee, the Missile Technology Control Regime, the Australia Group and the
Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use
Goods and Technologies) are an important element of the global architecture for
international security and non-proliferation, supporting and complementing the
fundamental treaties and agreements in this area. Nevertheless, they must not become
instruments for imposing arbitrary and discriminatory restrictions on the export of
materials, equipment and technology to third countries for peaceful purposes.

One of the most serious obstacles to international cooperation on peaceful uses
in the context of international security is the imposition of unilateral coercive
measures by individual States or groups of States against third countries. These
measures can take many forms, from bans on the export of materials, equipment and
technology to political, economic and other kinds of pressure to discourage potential
exporters from supplying countries that are subject to sanctions.

The Republic of Belarus categorically rejects unilateral coercive measures as
the gravest violation of the rules and principles of international law, and intends to
oppose such a harmful practice in every possible way.

In the view of Belarus, efforts should be made to achieve a balance between
non-proliferation and peaceful uses in the context of international security. This can
be achieved only through a transparent and inclusive multilateral process. The
potential of multilateral disarmament platforms should be fully leveraged to enable
substantive discussions on this topic and to raise broad awareness of the need to
expand and deepen international cooperation on peaceful uses in the context of
international security.
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Belgium

[Original: English]
[18 May 2022]

Belgium shares the view that international cooperation on peaceful uses should
be promoted. Thanks to a voluntary contribution of 2 million euros, Belgium is one
of the major donors of the new Centre for Chemistry and Technology of the
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, which will play an important
role in international cooperation through training activities and scientific support.
Belgium is also an important contributor to the International Atomic Energy Agency’s
technical cooperation programme, paying its target rate in full and on time and adding
additional voluntary contributions to support the use of nuclear technologies to meet
energy needs, improve health, protect the environment and fight zoonotic diseases,
et cetera.

It should be noted that multilateral export control regimes set out rules to
guarantee that trade in strategic goods can proceed without increasing the risk of the
proliferation of sensitive materials and technologies. Robust and trustworthy export
controls play an essential role in preventing the proliferation and diversion of
sensitive items for the purposes of weapons of mass destruction and terrorism. The
regimes’ effective functioning also facilitates legitimate trade.

The multilateral nature of these regimes ensures that countries can participate
on an equal footing and voice potential concerns. The regimes have also shown
transparency in reaching out to non-participating States in order to inform them about
changes in the control lists, to provide explanations, to address membership issues
and to answer questions that non-participating States might have about
implementation. All these principles were high on the agenda during Belgium’s term
as Chair of the Nuclear Suppliers Group for the period 2020-2021.

Considering the importance of export controls for the maintenance of
international peace and security, and in view of the data demonstrating that the effect
of export controls on trade and peaceful uses of sensitive technology is minimal,
Belgium is concerned about the mention of “undue restrictions” on exports of
sensitive items in General Assembly resolution 76/234. We do not believe that export
control regimes impose “undue restrictions” on the export of sensitive materials, nor
do we see the need for a new framework for dealing with these issues. We also note
that the Security Council, through the adoption of its resolution 1540 (2004), has
made it a legal requirement for all Member States to implement effective export
controls in order to prevent illicit exports of sensitive goods to non-State actors.
Similar obligations stem from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their
Destruction and the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production,
Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction.

Cambodia

[Original: English]
[26 May 2022]

Science and technology hold the key to the progress and development of any
nation, as they play a fundamental role in wealth creation, the improvement of quality
of life, and real economic growth and transformation in any society. At the same time,
they may also bring about risks and disaster if not properly or peacefully used.
Therefore, in the context of international security, science and technology are always
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taken up as hot topics for discussion in national and international forums, including
United Nations events, with a view to striking a balance between security risks and
sustainable development. In the spirit of General Assembly resolution 76/234 on
promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses in the context of international
security, and as a sponsor of the resolution, Cambodia wishes to share the views and
recommendations set out below.

1.  International cooperation in science and technology is important and is
one of the most crucial factors for national development. Each nation may need to
rely on science and technology to develop itself, even countries that have abundant
natural resources. All States, especially developing ones, have a dire need for science
and technology to enhance the development of their economies and societies.
Therefore, promoting international cooperation for peaceful purposes and the sharing
of scientific and technological achievements is very significant in speeding up the
development of all and collectively realize the Sustainable Development Goals.

2. As a developing country, Cambodia supports the use of science and
technology for peaceful purposes. Cambodia is at the early stage of technological
adoption and economic digitalization based on the principles of national sovereignty,
mutual respect and win-win cooperation. In this regard, in the context of developing
countries, international cooperation must be bolstered in the area of capacity-building
and technology transfer, including unrestricted exports of materials, equipment, and
technology for peaceful uses, avoiding discriminatory behaviour or double standards,
and should be based on country preference so that developing countries can fairly
benefit from the advancement of science and technology with a view to achieving
global growth and prosperity.

3. The sharing of scientific and technological knowledge for peaceful
purposes has been restricted for global security reasons. The transportation of
materials to and the sharing of technology with developing countries have been
tightened. Even worse, some countries have unreasonably disrupted the sharing
process of science and technology for peaceful purposes, which undermines the
legitimate rights of all nations, in particular the developing world, where demand for
science and technology is high, to boost their economic and social development.

4.  Ttis true that science and technology can threaten global security owing to
the fact that they can be used to develop weapons of mass destruction. However,
international cooperation for peaceful purposes and the sharing of the knowledge of
science and technology should not be interrupted because of this concern, which could
slow down the development process of all countries, especially the developing ones.
In this regard, we should all balance global security and development by initiating a
mechanism that can ensure global security and enhance development by promoting
international cooperation for peaceful purposes and the sharing of the knowledge of
science and technology.

5. Cambodia strongly supports multilateralism as a guiding principle for the
promotion of peaceful uses of science and technology. The establishment of an
international legal framework and cooperation mechanisms will enable all countries
to join any discussion in a transparent manner, providing them with more
opportunities to learn and share experiences and to build trust among them, so that no
country is left behind in the area of technological advancement. Similarly, harmful
security risks associated with the use of science and technology will be minimized in
an effective and timely manner. To this end, standards and regulations on the peaceful
use of science and technology should be developed on the basis of existing rules and
models, such as the Charter of the United Nations and the World Trade Organization,
etc. Accordingly, laws, regulations and normal practices in various countries will need
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to be harmonized in order to smoothen the implementation of the above-mentioned
frameworks.

Canada

[Original: English and French]
[31 May 2022]

Canada has long been active in the promotion of international cooperation on
export controls and is a key global contributor to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
The promotion of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and technologies is an important
part of fulfilling our obligations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, and, in all our engagements, we maintain our international nuclear security
obligations with the utmost regard.

Canada recognizes the important role of the multilateral export control regimes
in balancing non-proliferation and diversion concerns against legitimate research and
trade. Canada fully and unequivocally supports the work of the Australia Group, the
Missile Technology Control Regime, the Nuclear Suppliers Group, Wassenaar
Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and
Technologies and the Zangger Committee.

The multilateral export control regimes have language in their guidelines to
avoid constraining peaceful uses and basic scientific research. In balancing
non-proliferation considerations and development considerations, non-proliferation
must always be of the greatest importance. Where there is a concern about
non-proliferation controls hindering legitimate commerce or stifling scientific
innovation for peaceful ends, the concern is best brought to the attention of the
existing multilateral export control regimes.

Canada fully supports the work of these regimes and rejects the notion that
guidelines built on consensus create “undue restrictions” on exports of sensitive
items. It is simply untrue and amounts to an attempt to undermine the existing export
control regimes.

General Assembly resolution 76/234 creates a disappointing politicization of
export control regimes and their work, when these groups strive to remain apolitical
and focused on the technical nature of their work. This politicization undermines
international science and technology cooperation, as collaboration is impossible in
the absence of a suitable framework that enables it.

At the core of this resolution is the idea that the current system of multilateral
export control regimes is fundamentally flawed and that, rather than addressing that
issue, Member States would find it simpler and more effective to start anew. Doing
so would not address any flaws in the current system, let alone provide the
opportunities to improve it. The guidelines proposed by the various regimes are
negotiated by concerned parties under the principle of consensus. The resolution
further infers that the export control authorities of Member States do not perform their
task correctly, on the basis that export control decisions and the implementation of
States’ various guidelines are non-legally binding and fall to the national competence
of States, taking into account their national, regional and international obligations.

The various multilateral export control regimes are open to membership on the
basis of transparent, objective and non-discriminatory criteria. Multilateral export
control regimes bring together suppliers of sensitive technologies from all parts of
the world and are open to membership to interested parties by consensus of existing
members. Guidelines and control lists are researched, discussed and agreed to by
consensus, and the implementation of these guidelines is the responsibility of each
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State. Multilateral export control regimes contact non-participating States to inform
them of changes to the control lists, provide explanations, address membership issues
and answer any questions that such States may have about implementation. All States,
whether they take part in a particular regime or not, benefit from the guidelines of the
regimes and can choose to apply the publicly available control lists. This openness
and transparency is at the heart of the success of these regimes.

While the regimes are non-legally binding, Security Council resolution 1540
(2004) is the core legally binding element of the international non-proliferation
architecture. All Member States must implement effective export controls in order to
prevent illicit exports and the diversion of sensitive goods for non-peaceful purposes.
This obligation is universally accepted. There has been no finding in the three
comprehensive reviews of the resolution that any undue restriction on export controls
exists.

The regimes serve as the technical instruments that enable us to fulfil our
international obligations and commitments. There is a direct link between the
voluntary regimes and the legal requirements for all Member States to put in place
export controls, which stem from their obligations under certain instruments of
international law, including the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons and on Their Destruction and Security Council resolution 1540 (2004).

Without comprehensive and rigorously implemented export controls, we risk
enabling the proliferation and diversion of sensitive items for the purpose of weapons
of mass destruction and terrorism. The clear guidelines and lists of sensitive items
developed by the regimes give the exporting States the necessary assurances that
exports of sensitive products to trusted recipients are for peaceful uses and will not
undermine international peace and security.

Beyond facilitating trade and industry interests, the regimes conduct important
outreach to industry, academic and research institutions, and civil society in order to
discuss the application of published guidelines, and those best practices are shared
among members of a given regime. This transparency and commitment to outreach
allows all States and relevant stakeholders to be informed of arrangements and ensure
that trade in sensitive materials for legitimate purposes continues unhindered, in
compliance with international obligations and commitments.

There is little to be gained by the creation of a parallel non-proliferation system
in a General Assembly framework in addition to the existing non-proliferation treaties
and conventions, as well as to relevant Security Council resolutions, forums and
processes. Proposals such as General Assembly resolution 76/234 will only
undermine the good functioning of the existing multilateral export control regimes.

Canada, along with international partners, seeks to build support for a new effort
to promote the global understanding of the benefits of cooperation on peaceful uses
in order to raise awareness of the potential impact of nuclear technology on national
development and economic priorities through a new programme, the sustained
dialogue on peaceful uses. This programme will be announced at the upcoming tenth
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, in August 2022, and creates a framework for a practical approach to raising
international awareness of the potential benefits of the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy, science and technology. The broad programme is intended to bring together
traditional and non-traditional stakeholders, including partner Governments,
foundations, research institutions, laboratories, international organizations,
initiatives, private corporations and other interested parties in a cooperative effort to
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identify new opportunities to expand the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The
programme will also seek to help to identify opportunities to build national capacity
to accept and sustain assistance and cooperation on peaceful uses. This dialogue will
avoid duplication with existing structures, in close consultation with the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), to ensure that it will complement and enhance
assistance made available under the IAEA technical cooperation programme.

In summary, and in response to the request of the Secretary-General to seek the
views and recommendations of Member States on General Assembly resolution
76/234, Canada recommends extending support to the existing non-proliferation
framework under the multilateral export control regimes to address any perceived
concerns with the non-proliferation architecture, and stresses the need for all Member
States to ensure the full implementation of obligations under Security Council
resolution 1540 (2004), as well as the universalization of relevant non-proliferation
and disarmament treaties.

China

[Original: Chinese]
[22 April 2022]

Summary

In accordance with resolution 76/234 of the United Nations General Assembly,
States are to submit their views and recommendations to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations on all aspects of “promoting international cooperation on peaceful
uses in the context of international security”. China holds that utilizing science and
technology for peaceful purposes and conducting relevant international cooperation
are inalienable rights of all countries conferred by international law. Against the
background of a new era, the international community urgently needs to strengthen
planning and coordination, effectively promote international cooperation on the
peaceful uses of science and technology and relevant international cooperation,
jointly safeguard universal security and share the achievements of development.

The highest current priority is the need to initiate and sustain an open, inclusive
and just dialogue process within the framework of the General Assembly, to fully
assess the current state of and challenges to peaceful uses and relevant international
cooperation. As we affirm and uphold existing international treaties, organizations
and mechanisms and fulfil relevant international obligations, we need to sort through
the challenges facing the international community, establish guiding principles, and
take tangible actions to promote peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation.
In particular, the long-standing concerns of developing countries should be addressed
by building consensus through dialogue and consultation and removing undue
restrictions, thereby ensuring that they fully enjoy their right to the peaceful use of
science and technology and better achieving the Sustainable Development Goals
while maintaining international peace and security.

The importance of promoting peaceful uses and relevant
international cooperation

Through decades of discussion and practice, the international community has
concluded a series of legal and political instruments and established the basic
principle for peaceful uses, namely, maintaining international peace and security by
guarding against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of
delivery, while also ensuring the legitimate right of States to utilize science and
technology for peaceful purposes and carry out relevant international cooperation in
order to promote sustainable economic and social development. While enjoying the
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right to peaceful uses, States also have the responsibility and obligation to promote
peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation. This principle has been affirmed
repeatedly by such international legal instruments as the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (the “Non-Proliferation Treaty”), the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction (the
“Biological Weapons Convention”) and the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling and Uses of Chemical Weapons and on
Their Destruction (the “Chemical Weapons Convention”), as well as by resolutions
and documents of the General Assembly, the United Nations Security Council and
other relevant international organizations.

Throughout human history, science and technology have always been a key
driving force for economic and social progress. In a globalized world, national
economies are highly interdependent and global industrial and supply chains are
deeply intertwined. Scientific and technological development and industrial
transformation are on the rise in the nuclear, biological, chemical, aerospace,
information and communications fields. Promoting the peaceful use of science and
technology in relevant fields, enhancing international exchanges and cooperation, and
sharing scientific and technological outcomes play important roles in realizing the
Sustainable Development Goals and in ensuring that States fulfil their international
non-proliferation and other obligations. The coronavirus disease (COVID-19)
pandemic makes it all the more urgent for the achievements of science and technology
to be shared with developing countries, the better to tackle development challenges
and bridge the yawning gaps they face in technology and development.

Assessment of the current status of peaceful uses and relevant
international cooperation

1. Over the years, through such international organizations as the United Nations,
the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Organisation for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons, as well as through regional organizations and bilateral channels,
the international community has achieved significant progress in conducting
international cooperation around the peaceful uses of science and technology. The
outcome documents of each of the review conferences for the Non-Proliferation
Treaty, the Biological Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention
have provided positive appraisals of the political commitments and concrete efforts
of States to promote international cooperation on peaceful uses and relevant
international cooperation, and have stressed the importance of these efforts in
realizing the purposes and goals of the aforementioned international legal
instruments.

As the era unfolds, the consensus of the international community on the
significance of peaceful uses grows over time, the aspirations of developing countries
to promote relevant international cooperation intensifies and their needs become more
diverse, along with steadily increasing funds and human resources from assistance
providers and greater stakeholder participation in international cooperation. All
parties have carried out useful discussions and explorations regarding such important
issues as the scope of peaceful uses, the relationship between peaceful uses and
non-proliferation-related export controls, the role of peaceful uses in sustainable
development, the methods and channels for carrying out international cooperation and
the real challenges faced by peaceful uses.

It is worth noting that in the field of international cooperation on peaceful uses,
increasing attention is being paid to integrating resources and enhancing efficiency
by means of cross-cutting and cross-mechanism partnerships. For example, nuclear
technology is widely used in health care, food and agriculture, environmental
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protection and other fields, thus playing an important role in promoting sustainable
development and human welfare. The peaceful uses of biotechnology are instrumental
in the improvement of global public health. In the context of COVID-19, international
cooperation within the framework of the Biological Weapons Convention has become
more closely connected with the efforts of the World Health Organization, the Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations and the World Organization for
Animal Health.

2. On the other hand, developing countries are facing serious challenges in
avoiding discrimination when they take part in international cooperation on peaceful
uses. The root causes of these challenges lie in the fact that, proceeding from a Cold
War mentality and geopolitical motivations, certain States ignore the legitimate right
of developing countries to peaceful uses as well as their own international
responsibilities and obligations to promote peaceful uses. They deviate from the
original purpose of maintaining international security and preventing the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, and even describe the science and technology sector
as a battlefield upon which “democracy confronts authoritarianism”, label other
States as “techno-authoritarian”, politicize scientific and technological issues, and
impose undue restrictions on peaceful uses. Most conspicuous of these are:

— Recklessly discrediting and suppressing foreign Governments and entities under
such pretexts as non-proliferation, national security, and human rights and
values, inter alia.

— Covertly expanding the scope of control, abusing the principle of “catch-all”
controls on exports, ignoring the need for legitimate and reasonable end-uses,
and disrupting or obstructing the normal import and export of items and
technologies not on the control lists.

— Fabricating a variety of discriminatory export control blacklists and
implementing illegal unilateral sanctions and long-arm jurisdiction.

— Promoting decoupling in science and technology, excessively restricting or even
blocking the normal transfer of technology to specific States in such areas as
artificial intelligence, the digital economy, semiconductors, nuclear energy,
aerospace and biomedicine.

— Disrupting or even obstructing normal scientific and technological exchanges
and cooperation projects under the pretext of controlling the “intangible transfer
of technology”; using stigmatization, background checks, visa refusals and
other means to obstruct scientific researchers’ normal interactions, academic
exchanges and participation in international conferences; and restricting normal
overseas study programmes.

— Pushing to transform existing non-proliferation-related export control regimes
into a new “Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Strategic Export Controls
(COCOM)”, and roping in allies to form various small cliques in an attempt to
multilateralize their own unilateral policies and measures.

— Obstructing the participation of developing countries in setting standards and
rules related to science and technology sector, particularly with regard to
emerging technologies.

These wrong practices have not only seriously undermined the legitimate rights
and interests of developing countries, but also fundamentally shaken the legal basis
for promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses, intensifying the concerns
of developing countries regarding the lack of guarantees for their right to peaceful
uses, and obstructing discussion by the international community of promoting
peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation. These wrong practices have also
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seriously damaged confidence in normal international economic and trade exchanges
as well as in scientific and technological cooperation among States.

The wrong practices of certain States have long stirred broad concerns within
the international community. The Movement of Non-Aligned Countries has voiced
serious concerns over undue restrictions on peaceful uses in the outcome documents
of every one of its summits since its 1998 summit in Durban. Developing countries
have repeatedly called, within the framework of the United Nations as well as those
of relevant treaties and organizations, for the removal of discriminatory export control
measures. The arbitrarily intensified restrictive measures taken by certain States in
their implementation of the sanctions resolutions of the United Nations Security
Council have further escalated humanitarian crises in the countries and regions
concerned, and have drawn the strong condemnation of the international community.
In the context of COVID-19, many developing countries have pointed out that their
access to the supplies, medicines, and vaccine research and development technologies
they need to combat the epidemic have been repeatedly stymied, along with the
profound impact on the effectiveness of their efforts in that regard.

As the largest developing country, China has also been harmed by the wrong
practices of certain States. In recent years, certain States have repeatedly clamoured
for “technological decoupling” from China and, by such means as formulating
sanctions and control lists and revising export control rules, have attempted to cut off
the channels through which China acquires technologies, products and equipment in
the semiconductor, biomedical and other sectors. Certain States even bring political
pressures to bear on other countries, in order to massively interfere with the normal
trade and science and technology cooperation of those countries with China,
obstructing the export to China of high-tech products from companies in the countries
concerned and even restricting normal interactions among scientific researchers.
China has repeatedly voiced its serious concerns over these issues and has taken
necessary countermeasures.

3. The existing non-proliferation-related export control regimes, namely the
Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), the Wassenaar Arrangement (WA), the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and the Australia Group (AG) play important
roles in achieving the objectives of non-proliferation. Their best practices and control
lists are valued and drawn upon by many countries, including China. China will stay
committed to promoting the sound and sustainable development of NSG and
upholding the authority of the international nuclear non-proliferation regime. China
is also willing to conduct dialogue and develop relations with WA, MTCR and AG in
the spirit of equality and mutual benefit.

The purposes and goals of these regimes all highlight the importance of peaceful
uses. For example, NSG emphasizes the need to ensure that international trade and
cooperation in the nuclear field is not damaged. WA emphasizes that it is not targeted
at any State and does not impede the civilian transfer of dual-use products and
technologies. MTCR emphasizes that it has no intention of blocking national space
programmes or international cooperation in such programmes. AG emphasizes that
its guidelines are not intended to impede trade or international cooperation in
biological or chemical-industry fields.

But on the other hand, the above-mentioned existing regimes also face
developmental challenges of their own. Despite their outreach efforts, the issue of
their inadequate inclusiveness and transparency has not been fully resolved. The
control of certain items and technologies concerns the vital interests of all countries.
Developing countries have been calling continuously for the removal of undue
restrictions on normal personnel exchanges, scientific and technological
communications and international trade. Scientific and technological advancement
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requires timely updating of the export control standards and lists in different fields,
in order to implement necessary controls and at the same time avoid hampering the
application and sharing of scientific and technological achievements. These issues
should be resolved by joint negotiations among exporters, importers and users, rather
than being solely decided by States members of the regimes concerned. Certain States
are attempting to remodel existing regimes along the lines of a new “COCOM”,
further exacerbating the inherent problems of these regimes and very likely resulting
in their being pushed in the wrong direction. Other States members of these regimes
should remain on high alert against such attempts.

Basic principles to be followed in promoting peaceful uses and relevant
international cooperation

China advocates that all countries should proceed from a spirit of “Peaceful
Uses for the Benefit of All Humanity”, and jointly abide by and promote the following
principles:

1. Practice true multilateralism; uphold the principle of shared consultation,
contribution and benefits; effectively ensure that all countries enjoy the legitimate
right to the peaceful use of science and technology; and work together to promote
peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation.

2. Give full play to the role of the United Nations as the most universal
international organization and the core platform of global governance; and conduct
regular and comprehensive dialogues in an open, inclusive and just manner to
promote peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation.

3. Make full use of existing international, regional and bilateral treaties,
organizations, mechanisms and arrangements; and promote peaceful uses and relevant
international cooperation within their respective mandates in order to make them
mutually complementary with the dialogue within the framework of the United
Nations General Assembly.

4. Take a well-coordinated approach to the planning of security and
development; continuously promote peaceful uses and relevant international
cooperation; and facilitate the attainment of the Sustainable Development Goals while
effectively addressing the security challenges posed by scientific and technological
progress.

5.  Strike a balance between non-proliferation-related export control and
peaceful uses. Non-proliferation goals should not be achieved at the cost of the right
to peaceful uses, and upholding the legitimate right to peaceful uses does not
prejudice the fulfilment by States of their international non-proliferation obligations
and the exercise of their national sovereignty over export controls.

6. Non-proliferation-related export control should not become an ideological
and geopolitical tool. All States should ensure that their policies, laws and practices
do not conflict with the promotion of peaceful uses and relevant international
cooperation, and should abolish excessive and unreasonable restrictions.

7.  Maintain a goals-oriented and results-oriented approach; fulfil obligations
and commitments through concrete actions; strengthen cross-cutting and cross-
organizational collaboration; integrate resources and enhance efficiency on a global
scale; and continue to promote peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation.
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Future directions for promoting peaceful uses and relevant international
cooperation under new circumstances

1. Promote dialogue within the framework of the United Nations General
Assembly. Explore the following approaches, based on General Assembly resolution
76/234 on promoting international cooperation on peaceful uses in the context of
international security: holding an annual meeting of the First Committee or a joint
annual meeting of the First and Second Committees of the General Assembly; holding
a high-level thematic conference every two years at the General Assembly;
establishing a Group of Governmental Experts or an Open-ended Working Group
within the framework of the General Assembly; encouraging Member States to submit
reports to the Secretary-General every two years; and requesting the Secretary-
General to submit a report to the General Assembly on that basis.

2. Make full use of the review mechanisms of existing treaties and conventions.
Conduct a comprehensive review of peaceful uses and relevant international
cooperation within the respective mandates of the 2022 Tenth Review Conference of
the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the Ninth
Review Conference of the Parties to the Biological Weapons Convention, as well as
the 2023 Fifth Review Conference of the Parties to the Chemical Weapons
Convention, and assign the highest priority to that review in the follow-up review
process. Encourage States to draw up action plans on promoting peaceful uses and
relevant international cooperation in the outcome documents of the aforementioned
review conferences. Strengthen coordination with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development and the related Technology Facilitation Mechanism. Optimize the
dispute settlement mechanisms of the aforementioned treaties and conventions to
resolve differences through dialogue and consultation.

3.  Optimize the existing non-proliferation-related export control regimes.
Encourage NSG, WA, MTCR and AG to admit all interested and eligible States in
accordance with the principle of openness. Encourage those regimes to further
enhance their transparency, and to inform the international community of their efforts
to achieve their goals and objectives through participation in the above-mentioned
dialogue process of the General Assembly and the treaty review conferences. In
particular, in reporting their moves to tighten controls on certain items and
technologies, they should explain the rationality of the relevant decisions, while
seeking the views and recommendations of other States.

4.  Explore the feasibility of establishing confidence-building measures. Encourage
Member States to report, on a voluntary basis, on their national implementation
measures, progress and action plans for promoting peaceful uses and relevant
international cooperation, as well as on their needs and difficulties with regard to
participating in relevant international cooperation on peaceful uses, through the
medium of their national reports submitted to the Secretary-General.

5. Explore the feasibility of establishing a new global regime. Look into the
establishment, through multilateral negotiations, of a universal, comprehensive and
non-discriminatory regime within the framework of the General Assembly. Its main
responsibilities could include serving as a platform for regular dialogues and policy
coordination, sharing and integrating resources and requirements for peaceful uses
and relevant international cooperation and assistance, establishing and managing a
voluntary fund to promote peaceful uses and relevant international cooperation, and
hosting discussions on universally applicable export control rules and control lists.

6.  Urge more stakeholders to participate. Encourage all countries to broaden the
scope of their publicity and implementation efforts to increase the general public’s
understanding of the importance and validity of peaceful uses. Bring the business and
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scientific communities and relevant non-governmental organizations into the
dialogue and cooperation processes.

Cuba

[Original: Spanish]
[31 May 2022]

Cuba neither possesses nor intends to possess weapons of mass destruction. It
strongly supports their total and complete prohibition and elimination in a transparent,
verifiable and irreversible manner, within time frames agreed upon multilaterally. We
are committed to fulfilling our obligations as a party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin
Weapons and on Their Destruction, the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their
Destruction, and the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons, among other
instruments. The provisions on international cooperation contained in these legal
instruments must be fully implemented in a non-discriminatory manner.

The dual-use nature of these technologies and materials, by itself, should not
hinder in any way the free and full exchange of technologies between the States
parties to the various instruments, especially with developing countries, many of
which have fledgling programmes with peaceful purposes in areas such as
biotechnology and industrial chemistry.

Cuba has the necessary export and import control mechanisms in the nuclear,
biological and chemical fields. These mechanisms do not limit or undermine the
promotion of international cooperation as a path to development, as they allow for
imports of dual-use products and materials, whose peaceful use is subsequently
verified.

We support the identification of measures that undermine normal international
exchange and cooperation for peaceful purposes in the field of disarmament,
non-proliferation and arms control. On that point, we emphasize that
non-proliferation control arrangements should be transparent and open to
participation by all States and should ensure that no restrictions are imposed on access
to materials, equipment and technology for peaceful purposes required by developing
countries for their sustainable development.

The economic, commercial and financial blockade imposed by the Government
of the United States of America against Cuba constitutes an obstacle to international
cooperation for peaceful purposes and violates the provisions in this regard contained
in international legal instruments such as the Chemical Weapons Convention and the
Biological Weapons Convention. Cuba systematically endures limited access to state-
of-the-art or more efficient technologies, due to the intensified United States blockade
and its extraterritorial nature. Such limitations have even directly affected the
procurement of verification equipment, which would contribute to monitoring of the
peaceful use of dual-use technologies and materials and to non-proliferation as
promoted by those instruments.

The set of unilateral coercive measures represented by the blockade limits
access to technologies and components containing more than 10 per cent of United
States inputs.

Examples of the losses caused by the blockade policy in the field of chemistry
from January to July 2021 in Cuba include:
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— The companies Importadora Exportadora de la Industria Quimica (Quimimpex),
Mixta Productos Sanitarios and Mixta Oxicuba lost significant income owing to
reduced exports of goods and services, the geographical relocation of trade,
monetary-financial losses and losses resulting from the impossibility of
accessing United States technology. The lost income amounts to $4,206,740.

— The difficulties experienced in accessing the North American market to
purchase raw materials, spare parts and equipment disproportionately increase
transportation costs and unnecessarily delay the arrival of supplies, which must
be purchased mainly in Europe and Asia.

— Cuba has to purchase products in high industrial demand, such as calcium
chloride, the San Nopco brand defoamer, and bladders, at a price exponentially
higher than they could be purchased in United States markets. This also applies
to supplies such as cutting and welding equipment, cooling tower gaskets and
cryogenic perlite, which results in additional costs for the country.

— The difficulty in purchasing computer equipment with superior hardware
performance for the Cuban chemical industry, which includes the installation of
servers and access to spare parts to replace obsolete technology, has resulted in
estimated losses of $300,000.

— The restrictions on Cuban Internet Protocol (IP) addresses due to the blockade
make it impossible to access consultation sites, technical forums, sites providing
training for information technology staff, data downloads or online classes and
seminars, which has a detrimental effect on the Cuban chemical industry.

Concrete and recent examples of the impact of the blockade on the field of

biology are as follows:

— From April to December 2020, the Government of the United States deliberately
blocked the import of supplies needed to tackle the coronavirus disecase
(COVID-19) pandemic. This was seen, for example, on 18 November, when the
Department of Transportation denied, on the orders of the State Department, a
request from IBC Airways and Skyways Enterprises to operate humanitarian
cargo flights to Cuba.

— The extraterritorial application of the blockade has continued to impede the
access of Cuba to medical technologies containing more than 10 per cent of
United States parts and components, as well as the procurement of over 30
products and supplies that are urgently needed for COVID-19 prevention and
treatment protocols.

— In particular, the German companies Sartorious and Merck, as well as Cytiva
and other regular providers of laboratory material, reagents and supplies,
stopped their shipments to Cuba in 2020 owing to the tightening of the blockade.
During the period, the country was unable to obtain a total of 32 pieces of
equipment and supplies related to the production of candidate vaccines against
COVID-19 or to the conduct of phases necessary for the completion of the
clinical trials of the vaccine, including equipment for the purification of the
candidate vaccines, accessories for production equipment, filtration tanks and
capsules, potassium chloride solution, thimerosal, bags and reagents.

— The resulting impact on the health sector amounted to $198.3 million between
April and December 2020. This exceeds the figure reported for the period April
2019 to March 2020 by $38 million, despite covering a shorter time frame (nine
months only).

In the nuclear field, the secretariat of the International Atomic Energy Agency

faces continuing and increasing difficulties in procuring the scientific equipment
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approved in the context of the projects with Cuba. United States companies, or those
with United States capital participation, cannot sell such equipment to Cuba as a result
of the blockade. One consequence of this situation is that impleme