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Conference on Disarmament 25 August 2014

Original: English

L etter dated 12 August 2014 from the President of

the Conference on Disar mament addressed to the Acting

Secr etary-General of the Conference transmitting thereports
of the Coordinatorson the various substantive agenda items
in accor dance with decision CD/1978 adopted by

the Conference on 26 March 2014 establishing a schedul e of
activities of the 2014 session

| have the honour to transmit to the Conference on Disarmament the following
reports in accordance with decision CD/1978 adopted by the Conference on 26th March,
2014 establishing a Schedule of Activities;

1 Agenda Items 1 and 2 with a general focus on nuclear disarmament
coordinated by Mr. Walid Abdelnasser, Ambassador of Egypt

2. Agenda Items 1 and 2 with a general focus on the ban of the production of
fissle materials for nuclear weapons and other explosives devices coordinated by
Mr. Micheal Biontino, Ambassador of Germany.

3. Agenda Item 3 Prevention of an arms race in outer space coordinated by
Mr. Matthew Rowland, Ambassador of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland.

4. Agenda item 4, on Effective international arrangements to assure non-

nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons coordinated by
Ms. Marta Mauras, Ambassador of Chile.

5. Agenda Items 5, 6 and 7 on new types of weapons of mass destruction and
new systems of such weapons, radiological weapons, Comprehensive programme on
disarmament and Transparency in armament coordinated by Mr. Mikhail Khvostov,
Ambassador of Belarus

The reports were submitted by the coordinatorsin their personal capacity.

| request that the reports be circulated to member States of the Conference in a
single official document of the Conference on Disarmament.
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Annex |

Report on the informal meetings on agenda items

1" Cessation of nuclear armsrace and Nuclear
Disarmament" and 2" Prevention of nuclear war, including
all related matters', with a general focus on nuclear
disarmament, held from 21 to 23 May 2014

Submitted by Mr. Walid M. Abdelnasser, Ambassador and
Permanent Representative of Egypt

1 On March 26th, 2014 the Conference on Disarmament agreed in its decision
CD/1978 that “while continuing to seek the path towards renewed negotiations, it is
important that the Conference holds structured and substantive discussions on al the items
listed in its agenda contained in document CD/1965”. Pursuant to this decision informal
meetings were held on items 1 “Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament” and 2 “Prevention of nuclear war, including all matters’ of the agenda of the
Conference on Disarmament, with a general focus on nuclear disarmament. The five
sessions devoted to this theme took place on 21-23 May 2014.

2. The item “cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament” has been on
the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament since its inception. While consensus on a
programme of work remains elusive, the Conference on Disarmament has often held
substantive discussions on items 1 and 2 of its agenda from 2006 to 2013. Based on the
work of the Conference on this issue, and with the aim of fostering the start of the related
substantive work in the context of an agreed programme of work for the Conference on
Disarmament, the discussions focused on: (@) an overview of nuclear disarmament;
(b) elements and approaches of legally binding commitments towards nuclear disarmament;
(c) related measures to accelerate progress towards a world free of nuclear weapons,
(d) confidence building measures and the way forward.

3. In order to facilitate the proceedings, the following documents were distributed to
the delegations:

(& A work plan for discussions prepared by the Coordinator highlighting some
landmarks related to nuclear disarmament (annex 1);

(b) A brief summary by the Conference on Disarmament Secretariat on previous
discussions on the topic from 2006 to 2012;

(c) The Secretariat’s listing of the official documents of the Conference on
Disarmament on nuclear disarmament since 1993;

(d)  Theremarks of the coordinator (annex 2);

(60  UNIDIR presentation on the legal elements and approaches for achieving
nuclear disarmament (annex 3).

4, The delegations were provided with oral summaries of the meetings.
5. During the discussions useful presentations were made by some delegations on:

(&  Actions taken to reduce nuclear arsenals and an assessment of where we
stand now from achieving nuclear disarmament. How much has been achieved since the
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1980s? Some nuclear weapon States recalled their actions in favour of reducing nuclear
weapons and their reports submitted recently to the Third Preparatory Committee for the
2015 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. Some other states pointed to the continued development of new categories of
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems, together with the fact that nuclear weapons
continued to remain at the heart of security doctrines. Those States further added that vast
public spending being diverted towards the modernization of nuclear weapons is
unsustainable in aworld where basic human needs are not being met.

(b)  How perceptions and views affect nuclear disarmament especially relating to
the quality and status of obligations and commitments as well as to what constitutes
credible progress on nuclear disarmament?

(c) How nuclear disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation are interlinked?

(d)  Nuclear disarmament framework and elements required to achieve nuclear
disarmament.

(e)  The approaches on how to achieve nuclear disarmament.

()] The measures related to accelerating progress towards a world free of nuclear
weapons.

6. Reference was made to the important developments that took place outside the
Conference on Disarmament, namely: the two conferences on the humanitarian
consequences of nuclear weapons in Oslo in 2013 and Nayarit in 2014, the preparation for
the third conference in Vienna, the follow-up process to the United Nations General
Assembly High-level Meeting on nuclear disarmament, the Open-ended Working Group on
taking forward nuclear disarmament negotiations, the Nuclear Security Summit in
The Hague in March 2014, the United Nations Disarmament Commission session in April
2014 and the 2014 Third Preparatory Committee for the 2015 Review Conference of the
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. All of these events, as
considered by some delegations, substantiated the need to address the issue of nuclear
disarmament in the Conference on Disarmament.

7. Most delegations who expressed themselves renewed their commitment to achieving
nuclear disarmament as a priority for the international community. Severa delegations
recalled the priority assigned to nuclear disarmament in the specia session of the General
Assembly devoted to disarmament SSOD-I and underscored that the priority should be
given to negotiating a legally binding nuclear disarmament instrument in a time-bound
framework with specified deadlines to eliminate nuclear weapons.

8. Some delegations underlined the importance to fulfill the mandate given to the
Conference on Disarmament under United Nations General Assembly resolution 68/32
which caled for the urgent commencement of negotiations in the Conference on
Disarmament for the early conclusion of a comprehensive convention on nuclear weapons
to prohibit their possession, development, production, acquisition, testing, stockpiling,
transfer, use or threat of use and to provide for their destruction.

9. Those delegations called for the establishment of an ad hoc committee in the
Conference on Disarmament to negotiate a legally binding nuclear disarmament instrument
in a time-bound framework to eliminate nuclear weapons. They argued that the mere
existence of nuclear weapons poses a threat to humanity and that nuclear disasrmament is a
legal obligation under Article 6 of the NPT.

10. Some delegations also insisted that, as it has been the case with other disarmament
conventions, nuclear weapons should first be banned and then destroyed. Progressive de-
legitimization of nuclear weapons, decreasing their military utility and negotiation of a
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global non-discriminatory convention aong the lines of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, were a so highlighted by some States.

11.  Other delegations emphasized the need for urgent progress on nuclear disarmament,
given the catastrophic consequences of nuclear weapons detonation. In so doing, they drew
attention to the immense, uncontrollable capability and indiscriminate nature of a nuclear
weapons detonation, whose devastating impact reaches well-beyond national borders. They
argued that the only way to guard against a nuclear weapons detonation - whether by
accident, miscalculation or design - is to ensure the total elimination of nuclear weapons
and the assurance that they will never be produced again. As such, they emphasized that
humanitarian considerations are now recognized as a fundamental global concern and stated
that such considerations must underpin al approaches, efforts and international
commitments towards nuclear disarmament.

12.  Some other States, whilst acknowledging the importance of the humanitarian
dimension, highlighted the importance of the security considerations and underlined the
need to foster international conditions in which the possession of nuclear weapons would
no longer be seen as necessary or legitimate for the preservation of national and global
security. In response, some States maintained that such assertions only serve to fuel
proliferation.

13.  Other delegations have discussed the feasibility of establishing a timetable for
nuclear disarmament. They preferred to move along “a pragmatic and redlistic path” by
adopting a “step by step” approach through selecting feasible measures that lead to
significant reductions in the numbers of nuclear warheads. Other states still underscored
“building blocks’ as a suitable approach towards the ultimate goal of nuclear disarmament.

14.  Some States, however, argued that nuclear weapons served to undermine, rather than
enhance security. They stated that the necessary conditions for nuclear disarmament had
been created with the entry into force of the NPT and the subsequent undertakings that had
been made since then. Some added further that argument in favour of creating the necessary
conditions for nuclear disarmament undermine NPT commitments, including the
unequivocal undertaking made by the nuclear weapons States. For these States, the
agreements made in 2000 within the NPT context demonstrate that nuclear disarmament is
a step in the process towards general and compl ete disarmament.

15. It has been aso emphasized by some delegations that while pursuing the goal of
nuclear disarmament, measures should be taken to reduce the nuclear danger including de-
aerting. The need for changing military or national security doctrines, ending the legacy of
the Cold War and think through a new framework for nuclear disarmament was also
stressed by some delegations.

16. Other States reaffirmed the established principle enshrined in the SSOD-1 Final
Document that the adoption of disarmament measures should take place in such an
equitable and balanced manner as to ensure the right of each State to security and to ensure
that no individual State or group of States may obtain advantages over others at any stage.
At each stage the objective should be undiminished security at the lowest possible level of
armaments and military forces.

17. The entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), the
negotiations on a treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices, the enhancement of the level of security and confidence,
the no First use, the negative security assurances, the universalization of NPT, prevention
of an arms race in outer space (PAROS), the renunciation of the extended nuclear
deterrence and the removal of nuclear weapons from territory of non-nuclear weapon states
were referred to as examples of practical steps towards nuclear disarmament. It has also
been underscored that some Conference on Disarmament members are not parties to the
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NPT and that the focus should be directed to how to initiate negotiations in the Conference
on auniversal non-discriminatory convention on nuclear disarmament.

18. It was mentioned that there should be greater transparency in nuclear policy of
countries under the nuclear umbrella.

19. Some delegations expressed their continued concern that one of the important
decisions of the 2010 NPT Review Conference, namely convening a conference by the
United Nations and sponsors of the 1995 NPT Review Conference resolution on the
establishment of a Nuclear Weapons Free Zone and other Weapons of Mass Destruction in
the Middle East in 2012, was not realized. They stressed that the agreed mandate of the
conference as contained in 1995 NPT Review Conference Resolution on the Middle East
and the 2010 NPT Review Conference Action Plan should be maintained and constitute the
basis for convening the conference without further delay.

20. The inclusion of stocks of fissile material as part of the scope of any future
meaningful treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices aimed at achieving nuclear disarmament was also underlined by
some delegations, while other delegations mentioned that such treaty should focus only on
banning future production.

21. In conclusion, the five sessions devoted to the informal discussions on nuclear
disarmament proved to be a useful exercise since they provided member States with a
renewed opportunity to discuss in depth their views on different matters related to one of
the “core issues’ on the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament. These informal
discussions were helpful in enhancing mutual understanding of the positions of member
States and the considerations on which these positions were based.

22.  The atmosphere during the meetings was positive and constructive. The debates
were rich, focused and interactive. This was indicative of the extent of work that awaits the
Conference on Disarmament when it assumes its substantive work on the issue.

23.  However, as reflected throughout this report, the views are still divided on many
fundamental related issues including the legal framework, the approaches to achieve
nuclear disarmament, and the timing and content of the mandate of the Conference on
Disarmament. Differences and disagreements are mainly related to the fact that some States
believe that it is time to initiate negotiations on a nuclear weapons convention while others
do not.

24.  The prospects for substantive discussions cannot be dissociated from the context of
an agreed programme of work in the Conference on Disarmament which is still
unfortunately out of reach.
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Work plan proposed by the Coor dinator

1. While continuing to seek the path towards renewed negotiations, the Conference on
Disarmament decided to convene informal open-ended meetings for holding structured and
substantive discussions on its agendaitems. The objective of the first part of these informal
discussions would be to identify and discuss issues and sub-issues within items 1 and 2 of
the Conference on Disarmament 2014 agenda contained in document CD/1965, with a
focus on the issue of nuclear disarmament. This exercise provided the opportunity to all
members of the Conference to share their views on these matters, to validate items
identified previously, suggest new elements, if any, and determine what aspects would
deserve specid attention. All this with a view to benefit from further discussions to
facilitate future negotiations following the adoption of a program of work which will allow
the Conference on Disarmament to appropriately resume the work incumbent upon it.

2. Members recalled that during previous the Conference on Disarmament formal and
informal discussions on this topic from 2006-2012, they focused, inter aia, on the
following issues:

(@ Convention prohibiting possessing, acquiring, developing, testing, producing,
stockpiling, transferring, use or threat of use of nuclear weapons;

(b)  Phased programme nuclear disarmament;
(c)  Other related legal instruments and procedures,

(d)  The establishment of an ad hoc committee on nuclear disarmament to start
negotiation on a phased program for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons,

(e)  Transparency, irreversibility, verification and confidence building measures,
()] De-alerting and de-activation of nuclear systems,
(@  Other specific measures.

3. Based on the work of the Conference on Disarmament in the last seven years on this
issue, and with the aim of initiating further discussion to facilitate future negotiations in the
Conference on Disarmament, the following list of topics were prepared for the purpose of
facilitating a structured discussion at the informal meetings on the substance of agenda
items 1 and 2, with a general focus on nuclear disarmament. It is understood that members
wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to these agenda items, as is the normal
practice of the Conference. The discussions focused on an overview of nuclear
disarmament, elements and approaches of legally binding commitments towards nuclear
disarmament, related measures to accelerate progress towards a world free of nuclear
weapons, confidence building measures and the way forward.

Wednesday, 21 May 2014, 3:00-6:00 p.m.

Overview of nuclear disar mament

4, Brief summary by the Conference on Disarmament Secretariat on previous
discussions on the topic from 2006 to 2012.

5. General Statements. This part allowed delegations to have a first general exchange
of views.
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6. An assessment of where do we stand now from achieving nuclear disarmament.

7. Perceptions and views on nuclear disarmament relating to the quality and status of
obligations and commitments for nuclear disarmament as well as to what constitutes
credible progress on nuclear disarmament.

8. How to address the issue of nuclear disarmament and whether alegal framework is
needed?
9. Role of different actorsin achieving nuclear disarmament.

10.  Nuclear disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation.

Thursday, 22 May 2014, 10:00 a.m.—1:00 p.m.

L egal framework

11. To be able to achieve nuclear disarmament, certain key prohibitions will need to be
established through legally binding commitments, as follows:

Elementsrequired to achieve nuclear disarmament
12.  Thissegment may include the following items:

@ Scope: prohibition to possess, acquire, develop, test, produce, stockpile,
transfer, use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, Control of nuclear weapons and fissile
material holdings, Steps for destruction of all nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles, and
Mechanisms for verifying destruction and ensuring compliance.

(b)  Principles: transparency, irreversibility, verification and confidence building
measures.

(c) Lega and institutional issues. international organization to coordinate
verification, implementation, compliance and enforcement under international control,
procedures for national implementation, dispute resolution procedure, penalties for
noncompliance, recourse to the United Nations Security Council, UNGA and ICJ for
further action.

Thursday, 22 May 2014, 3:00-6:00 p.m.

Approaches on how to achieve nuclear disarmament

13.  Discussionsin this segment focused on how effective are the proposals for achieving
nuclear disarmament, including:

(@  Negotiation of a single comprehensive Nuclear Weapons Convention, or a
ban treaty which would establish the key prohibitions necessary for the achievement of
nuclear disarmament;

(b) A lega framework aimed at Developing a clear time-bound internationally
verifiable and transparent road map for achieving nuclear disarmament;

(c)  Step by step or building blocs within clearly identified elements including a
number of free standing instruments or treaties dealing with specific aspects of nuclear
disarmament;

(d) A combination arrangement which might include elements of all or any of the
above options, or new elements;
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Friday, 23 May 2014, 10:00 a.m.—1:00 p.m.

Nuclear disarmament framework (related legal instruments)

14.  This segment also dealt with measures related to accelerating progress towards a
world free of nuclear weapons, such as:

@ Negotiation of alegal agreement among nuclear-weapon States on "no-first-
use" of nuclear weapons.

(b)  Negotiation of a treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear
weapons and other explosive devices;

(c)  Theuniversalization of the NPT;
(d)  Theentry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT);

(e)  Adoption of legaly binding measures to enhance the security of nuclear
weapons and to reduce the operational readiness of nuclear-weapons systems,

()] Providing legally binding negative security assurances,

(@ Enhancing the role of nuclear-weapon-free zones and broadening their reach
by establishing new zones where they do not already exist, particularly in the Middle East;

Friday, 23 May 2014, 3:00-6:00 p.m.

Confidence building measur es, the way forward
15.  Confidence building measures needed to initiate negotiations.

16.  Building upon the common ground among the different stakeholders to achieve
nuclear disarmament;

17. Enhancing principles on transparency, irreversibility, verification of nuclear
disarmament, including data sharing, international monitoring system, consultation and
clarification procedures, on-site inspections, registry;

18.  Mechanism for providing information on number and types of nuclear weapons in
current arsenals and status on weapons and delivery systems removed from active service
or dismantled, and conversion efforts;

19.  Reducing the operational readiness of deployed nuclear systems, de-alerting and de-
activation of nuclear weapon systems;

20.  Reduction of the role of nuclear weapons in security policy;

21.  Nuclear-weapon States to fulfill disarmament obligations under the NPT;
22.  Mechanismsand preliminary steps needed to initiate negotiations;

23.  Establishment of an ad hoc committee to lead the negotiations;

24.  Timing and scope of negotiations on nuclear disarmament;

25.  Should the Conference on Disarmament be provided with a broad negotiating
mandate? How could this mandate be reflected in a programme of work?
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Remar ks by the Coordinator

1. On March 26th, 2014 the Conference on Disarmament agreed in its decision
CD/1987 that "while continuing to seek the path towards renewed negotiations, it is
important that the Conference holds structured and substantive discussions on all the items
listed in its agenda contained in document CD/1965". To this end the President of the
Conference on Disarmament decided to hold a series of informal open-ended meetings.
Today, the Conference proceeds with the informal meetings on agenda items 1 "Cessation
of nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament” and 2 "Prevention of nuclear war, including
al related matters”, with ageneral focus on nuclear disarmament.

2. The United Nations, ever since its inception, has sought to eliminate nuclear
weapons. The first resolution adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 1946, a
year after the detonation of nuclear weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, sought, inter alia,
to deal with problems related to the discovery of atomic energy. The resolution called for
proposals for "the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other
maj or weapons adaptable to mass destruction”.

3. In 1978, the First Special Session of the General Assembly on Disarmament
(SSOD-!) identified the “general and complete disarmament under effective international
control” as the “ultimate objective”, while nuclear disarmament and prevention of nuclear
war was described as “the highest priority”. The International Court of Justice, in its 1996
advisory opinion, concluded unanimously that there exists an obligation to pursue in good
faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects
under strict and effective international control.

4, A number of multilateral legal instruments attempted to address issues related to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, notably among them is the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. However, almost seventy years after
the first United Nations General Assembly resolution, nuclear weapons are still present and
has the potential to create humanitarian catastrophe if nuclear detonation ever to take place
whether by design, miscal culation or accident.

5. A wide range of resolutions on nuclear disarmament are tabled in the First
Committee of the United Nations General Assembly every year. The most recent of which
is resolution 68/32 adopted on 5 December 2013, entitled “Follow-up to the 2013 High-
level Meeting of the General Assembly on Nuclear Disarmament”. The resolution called for
the urgent commencement of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament for the early
conclusion of a comprehensive convention on nuclear weapons to prohibit their possession,
development, production, acquisition, testing, stockpiling, transfer, use or threat of use and
to provide for their destruction.

6. The item “cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament” has been on
the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament since its inception. While consensus on a
program of work remains illusive, the Conference on Disarmament has often held
substantive discussions on items 1 and 2 of its agenda from 2006 to 2012. It has to be
emphasized that the way of approaching the issue of nuclear disarmament in the
Conference on Disarmament over these years has developed. However, there is still need
for further discussion to elaborate concepts and bridge positions.

7. The Conference on Disarmament does not operate in a vacuum untouched by the
broader security environment. Certain developments outside the Conference impact its
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work. Recently and due to the growing concern on the lack of development on nuclear
disarmament, several important developments took place outside the Conference on
Disarmament, namely, the two conferences on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear
weapons in Oslo in 2013 and Nayarit in 2014, the follow-up process to the United Nations
General Assembly High-level Meeting on nuclear disarmament, the Open-ended Working
Group on taking forward nuclear disarmament negotiations, the Nuclear Summit in Hague
March 2014, the United Nations Disarmament Commission session in April 2014 and
Preparatory Committee for the 2015 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. All of these events substantiate the need to address
the issue on nuclear disarmament in the Conference on Disarmament.

8. The purpose of the informal meetings was to promote better knowledge and
understanding of the different aspects on nuclear disarmament and engage in an interactive
dialogue and brainstorming on how to address the elements and approaches needed to
achieve nuclear disarmament. It is hoped that the 2014 informal meetings on agenda items
1 and 2 provided an opportunity for in-depth discussions that might underscore the common
grounds for the commencement of substantive work in the Conference on Disarmament.
What made this year's discussions distinctive is hopefully, its timeliness;
comprehensiveness; attention to existing commitments as well as inclusive solutions for
existing differences.

9. A work plan prepared by the Coordinator was distributed by the Secretariat last
week to al distinguished members of the Conference on Disarmament. The work plan
included alist of topics for the purpose of facilitating a structured discussion at the informal
meetings on the substance of agenda items 1 and 2, with a general focus on nuclear
disarmament. Members that wished to raise any issue relevant to the informal discussions
were allowed to do so, asis the normal practice of the Conference. The discussions focused
on an overview of nuclear disarmament, elements and approaches of legaly binding
commitments towards nuclear disarmament, related measures to accelerate progress
towards a world free of nuclear weapons, confidence building measures and the way
forward.
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Some legal elements and approaches for achieving nuclear
disar mament presented by Mr. Tim Caughley from UNIDIR
on Thursday, 22 May 2014

1. The paper is not a complete survey, but merely a sample of relevant initiatives,
proposals and papers.

Elementsrequired for the achievement of nuclear disarmament:
Key prohibitions

2. To be able to achieve nuclear disarmament, certain key prohibitions will need to be
established through legally binding commitments. These may include obligations:

(@  not to retain, produce, develop, acquire, test, deploy, stockpile, maintain,
transfer or finance the development of nuclear weapons,

(b)  not to retain, produce, develop, acquire, test, deploy, stockpile, maintain, or
transfer related nuclear materials, delivery systems and components,

(c)  not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons;

(d) to destroy or convert for non-weapon purposes al production and
development facilities, as well as delivery systems, and command and control facilities; and

(e)  to place under international safety controls, materials for nuclear weapons
(highly-enriched uranium, uranium-233, plutonium, tritium, etc.).

3. To implement these obligations effectively, it will be necessary to agree on some or
all of the following aspects:
(8  definitions;

(b)  phasesor stages or sequences for implementation;
(c) verification;
(d)  animplementing secretariat or international agency;

(e) individual declarations by nuclear weapon states on aspects of elimination
specific to each such state;

) national implementation through enactment of appropriate domestic laws;
(g)  cooperation, compliance and dispute settlement; and

(h)  final clauses on entry into force, signature, ratification and accession,
financing, amendments, withdrawal, reservations, etc.

4, In addition to declarations (above), there are likely to be — as in the Chemical
Weapons Convention - various annexes and protocols on handling confidential information.
Some details of verification, confidence building measures, nuclear activities, delivery
vehicles and disposition of special nuclear materials may also be set out in annexes.

11
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Approacheson how to achieve nuclear disarmament

5. Approaches on how to achieve nuclear disarmament can be categorised as follows:
(@)  thelegal vehicle or vehicles or means of achieving nuclear disarmament;

(b) a mixture - that is, a legaly binding process describing agreed stages by
which nuclear disarmament would be achieved and prescribing the legal form of them; and

(c)  descriptions of possible processes for making progress in the interim towards
the initiation of legally binding processes for achieving nuclear disarmament.

The legal vehicle or vehicles or means of achieving nuclear disar mament
6. Under this heading, the most commonly mentioned treaty-based approaches are:

7. A comprehensive Nuclear Weapons Convention, an example of which is the
model Nuclear Weapons Convention tabled in the United Nations General Assembly by
Costa Rica and Malaysia (A/C.1/52/7), discussed in the Conference on Disarmament,
Open-ended working group to develop proposals to take forward multilateral nuclear
disarmament negotiations for the achievement and maintenance of a world without nuclear
weapons and in the NPT. The Convention would prescribe prohibitions and general
obligations for effecting a time-bound, irreversible and verifiable nuclear disarmament
treaty, complementing the Biologica and Toxin Weapons and Chemical Weapons
Conventions. This approach more or less seeks to achieve the elimination of nuclear
weapons in a single, legaly binding step, although it would supplement existing treaties
such as the NPT and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (when in force). And while it would
encapsulate nuclear disarmament in a single treaty it nonetheless entails a staged approach
for elimination over five, time bound phases.

8. Negotiating a comprehensive nuclear disarmament regime in one instrument would
clearly be ambitious and complex, and its critics prefer to tackle the phases in separate legal
instruments.

9. A Convention Prohibiting the Use of Nuclear Weapons. In 1961, the United
Nations General Assembly adopted resolution 1653 (XVI) declaring the use of nuclear
weapons “a crime against mankind and civilization”. A Convention on the Prohibition of
Use of Nuclear Weapons was proposed by India originally in 1978 and in a United Nations
General Assembly resolution in 1982 and in the Conference on Disarmament (CD/1816) in
2007. India argued that reducing the salience of nuclear weapons in strategic and security
doctrines and policies was essential for realizing the goal of complete elimination of
nuclear weapons. Alignment of nuclear doctrines to a posture of ‘no-first-use’ and non-use
against non-nuclear-weapon states by all nuclear weapon states would, in India’s view, be
an important step towards achieving that objective.

10.  Critics of an approach that would only prohibit use argue that, on its own, it would
still leave nuclear weapons in the hands of existing possessors unless it was coupled with
binding commitments leading to time bound elimination. There is also the question, raised
by the International Court of Justice in its 1996 advisory opinion, as to whether use in self-
defence would be outlawed by a prohibition on use.

11.  No First Use Convention. This approach envisages a binding legal commitment by
nuclear-armed states that they would never, under any circumstances, be the first to use
nuclear weapons. The International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and
Disarmament said that it was clear from the soundings they had taken that international
civil society organizations were unlikely to be enthusiastic about a treaty “which (even if
‘no first use’ is acknowledged as a useful station on the way to zero) is not itself premised
on the elimination of nuclear weapons’ (www.icnnd.org).
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12. A Nuclear Weapons Ban Convention. Such atreaty would set out the prohibitions
required for the pursuit, achievement and maintenance of a world free of nuclear weapons.
It would prohibit the parties from engaging in any activity related to the use, development,
production, stockpiling, acquisition, deployment, transfer or financing of nuclear weapons.
This approach might explicitly or tacitly recognise that further legally binding steps would
be needed to secure the elimination of nuclear arsenals.

13.  Detractors of this approach argue that it would be sustainable only if the nuclear
weapons possessing states participated and became party to the resulting treaty. On the
other hand, the case against proliferation of nuclear weapons — supported strongly by all
countries including nuclear-weapon States - rests heavily on their prohibition. The recent
paper of NGOs Reaching Critical Will and Article 36 on a legal framework for the
prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons explores these issues further.

A framework - that is, a legally binding process describing agreed stages by which
nuclear disarmament would be achieved

14.  Aninterim step, pending the negotiation of an agreement of the kinds just outlined,
would be to negotiate alegally binding framework under which nuclear disarmament would
be achieved on a serial basis through completing the various stages set out in that
framework — that it, a treaty-based recipe for the route to eventual elimination. Examples
are the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons with its 5 Protocols and the Geneva
Conventions on the law of armed conflict with their Additional Protocols.

15.  Inhisfive-point proposal for nuclear disarmament referred to as the action plan for
nuclear disarmament, the United Nations Secretary-General described that approach as “a
framework of separate, mutually reinforcing instruments’. Recently, this point was
expanded dightly in a paper tabled in the NPT by the New Agenda Coalition. That paper
envisaged a step-by-step or building blocks approach within “clearly identified elements
including a number of free standing instruments or treaties dealing with specific aspects of
nuclear disarmament”.

16. In these examples, use of the word “instruments’ could conceivably be interpreted
flexibly to include non-legally binding frameworks. If so, it might be a matter for
discussion in this Conference as to whether a framework covering something as complex
and necessarily lengthy as the sequence of agreements leading ultimately to the elimination
of nuclear weapons can be left to a non-binding arrangement. On the other hand, the
development of a framework without determining at the outset whether it was to be legally
binding might be a useful confidence building measure, offering a new perspective to the
Conference on Disarmament deadlock over some of the individual components of a
framework such as a fissile material treaty, negative security assurances and nuclear
disarmament in general.

Descriptions of possible processes or rationalesfor making progresson or achieving
nuclear disarmament

Sequential stages towards elimination

17. There is not time or space here to list al the proposals, processes or means of
making progress on nuclear disarmament favoured by states and groups of states. Some of
them are inherent in legally binding approaches just described. The most commonly voiced
involve the idea of sequential stages towards eimination. These include general
descriptions such as building blocks, step-by-step or phased approaches. In readlity, such
descriptions do not - on their own - take us very far. Not only are the next steps deadlocked
or unavailing (e.g., programme of work in the Conference on Disarmament, entry into force
of the CTBT), but also it is axiomatic that in something as complex politically and
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technically as the verifiable elimination of nuclear weapons a series of measures is
inescapable. A challenge for those advocating a step-by-step or building blocks or phased
approach isto articulate clearly the actual steps or blocks or phases and their sequence.

Additional specific proposalsor possible approaches

18.  Timebound: A programme of action was tabled in the Conference on Disarmament
by the Group of 21 in August 1996 caling for negotiations on a phased programme of
nuclear disarmament for the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons with a specified time
frame as soon as the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty negotiations were concluded.

19.  Venue for negotiations: In 1998 South Africa proposed that the Conference on
Disarmament establish an ad hoc committee on nuclear disarmament to deliberate upon
practical steps for systematic and progressive efforts to eliminate nuclear weapons as well
as to identify if and when one or more such steps should be the subject of negotiations in
the Conference. That same year Canada proposed that the Conference on Disarmament
establish such a committee with a view to identifying if and when one or more nuclear
disarmament issues might be negotiated multilaterally.

20. “Effective measures’: The New Agenda Codlition recently tabled a paper in the
NPT with a number of options for the development of “effective measures’ drawing on the
wording of article VI of the NPT. One of those options, as aready mentioned, is a
framework arrangement of mutually supporting instruments aimed at achieving and
mai ntaining a world free of nuclear weapons.

21.  Nuclear Weapons Free Zones. Another approach sometimes pondered in the
margins might be to develop and expand nuclear weapon free zones, perhaps through
focusing first on similarities amongst existing zones and then by exploring scope for
synergies amongst them.

22.  And lastly among this small sample of approaches are action plans: In the case of the
NPT, there are the 13 steps of the 2000 Review Conference, reiterated (though modified) in
the more comprehensive 2010 action plan.

Rationales for nuclear disar mament

23.  Under this heading, it should be mentioned (even though its context here is related
more to the NPT than the Conference on Disarmament) that the rationales of the NPT are
threefold: to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and weapons technology, to promote
cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to further the goal of achieving
nuclear disarmament as part of general and complete disarmament.

24.  Findly, a rationale for nuclear disarmament that appeared in the agreed principles
and objectives in the 2010 NPT action plan included, amongst others, deep concern at the
catastrophic humanitarian consequences of any use of nuclear weapons. Presumably,
agreed principles and objectives such as this one are seen as offering a rationale for al the
legal vehicles outlined under section (a) above.

Tosummarise
25. Thereis areasonably clear list of legal obligations that will be required to secure
nuclear disarmament on a multilateral basis.

26. There is aso a range of legal vehicles through which those obligations can be
expressed.
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27.  In the meantime, in order to get down to the task of actually negotiating those
vehicles, various approaches or frameworks are possible and warrant consideration,
whether they are of alegally or politically binding nature.

28.  In exploring the way forward — as in this informal meeting, a number of rationales
for and approaches to nuclear disarmament are also in play.

29. Understanding and clarifying what is contemplated by the various approaches
outlined here will be an important precursor to progress towards setting alegal course to the
elimination of nuclear weapons.

30.  This forum, which includes all nuclear weapons-possessing states, is an obvious
starting point for clarifying objectives, mechanisms and vehicles, although the open-ended
working group to develop proposals to take forward multilateral nuclear disarmament
negotiations for the achievement and maintenance of a world without nuclear weapons and
at least theoretically the NPT have potential in affording wider representation of States and
the presence of civil society. Progress on nuclear disarmament — the oldest issue on the
Conference on Disarmament agenda— may be the touchstone of this body’s future.
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Report on theinformal meetings of the Conference on
Disar mament on agenda items 1 and 2 with a general focus
on the ban of the production of fissile materialsfor nuclear
weapons and other explosive devises held from 4 to

6 June 2014

Submitted by Mr. Michael Biontino, Ambassador and
Permanent Representative of Germany to the Conference on
Disar mament

1 According to the decision CD/1978 of the Conference on Disarmament at its plenary
of 26 March 2014, a series of informal open-ended meetings were held on agenda items 1
and 2 with a general focus on the ban of the production of fissile materials for nuclear
weapons and other explosive devices from 4 to 6 Junein Geneva.

2. The meetings were coordinated by Mr. Michael Biontino, Ambassador, Permanent
Representative of the Federal Republic of Germany to the Conference on Disarmament.

3. The discussion followed the structure as proposed by the Coordinator in his letter of
21 May 2014 and covered in particular the elements of how to take forward the
discussions/negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on the ban of the production of
fissle materials for nuclear weapons and other explosive devices, its scope, required
definitions, the appropriate verification system and legal and institutional aspects of afuture
Treaty.

4. At the outset a brief reference was made by the Coordinator to the genera
framework in which a ban of the production of fissile materials for nuclear weapons and
other nuclear explosive devices has been or is currently being discussed:

5. On the basis of the General Assembly resolution 48/75 L entitled “Prohibition of the
Production of Fissile Material for Nuclear Weapons or Other Nuclear Explosive Devices”
of 1993 it was concluded that the Conference on Disarmament would indeed be the
appropriate body to negotiate a “non-discriminatory multilateral and internationally and
effectively verifiable treaty” to ban the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices.

6. Subsequently, the then Ambassador of Canada was tasked to collect the views of the
Conference on Disarmament members concerning a treaty in 1994. One year later, he
published his report CD/1299 which has become known as the “Shannon Mandate’.
According to this contribution, the Conference on Disarmament finally managed to set up
an Ad-Hoc-Committee in 1998 which unfortunately could not carry out its mandate due to
a lack of consensus on the programme of work. Finally, in 2009 - one decade later - the
Conference on Disarmament in CD/1864 was able to reach consensus on a programme of
work and established a Working Group which was assigned to negotiate a treaty banning
the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other explosive devices on the
basis of the document CD/1299 and the mandate contained therein.

7. Between 2006 and 2012 the issue of banning the production of fissile materials has
been continuously discussed in the Conference on Disarmament, and is of course one of its
“core items’. It has been addressed both in informal as well as plenary meetings, working
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papers as well as in expert side events upon the initiative of a number of the Conference on
Disarmament member States. However, the Conference on Disarmament has not yet seen a
thorough discussion of the more technical details of a future treaty.

8. Recent contributions to revive the debate on afissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT)
were initiated by Canada in the United Nations General Assembly in 2012. A Group of
Governmental Experts was tasked to meet for four two-week sessions in 2014 and 2015 to
elaborate “recommendations on possible aspects that could contribute to, but not negotiate a
treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices’ on the basis of Genera Assembly resolution 67/53. The Group of
Governmental Experts started its work in March 2014 and report to the General Assembly
a its 70th Session. It is important to note that General Assembly resolution 67/53
establishing the Group of Governmental Experts stipulates’ should the Conference on
Disarmament agree upon and implement a balanced and comprehensive programme of
work that includes negotiation of a treaty banning the production of fissile materia for
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, the group of governmental experts
shall conclude and its work shall be submitted to the Secretary-General for onward
transmission to the Conference on Disarmament”.

9. In the following, the main conclusions of the meetings will be summarized. This
report, according CD/1978, is presented in the personal capacity of the Coordinator.

How to take forward discussiong/negotiationsin the Conference on
Disarmament on a ban of the production of fissile materialsfor nuclear
weapons and other explosive devices

10. Ingenera, asense of urgency to start negotiations was stated since the groundwork
on a ban is aready laid. In this context previous efforts were recalled which have been
undertaken to initiate negotiations. Hence, the commencement of negotiations on a non-
discriminatory, multilateral, internationally effective and verifiable Treaty as the next
logical step in the context of nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament was a central point
made in the discussion.

11. It became clear that the divergences on the scope of a future ban persist, especialy
with regard to the issue of the inclusion of existing stockpiles and how to deal with them.

12.  Onthe one hand, a widely shared and strong argument was made that final clarity on
the scope of a ban should not be a prerequisite for the start of negotiations. On the other
hand, the point was made that before entering negotiations, clarity on the scope of a ban
was required, in particular in view of its security implications.

13.  There was a widespread understanding, without commanding complete consensus,
of the continued significance of the Shannon-Report of 1995 (CD/1299), and the mandate
contained therein, as a starting point for negotiations, not an end point, on a ban within the
Conference on Disarmament. The point was made that its constructive ambiguity should
allow for al concerns to be adequately considered.

14. The point was made that these negotiations, as one of the core issues of the
Conference on Disarmament, should be part of a balanced programme of work. Numerous
references were made in this context to CD/1864 of 2009 which contained the last
programme of work that commanded consensus.

15.  There was common agreement that a ban should be negotiated in a way to make it a
decisive step towards non-proliferation and disarmament. However, the point was made
that a ban which merely covers future production would not satisfy this requirement, and
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the necessity of a ban — as a decisive impediment to stop horizontal and vertical
proliferation including measures against nuclear terrorism - was underlined.

16. Anessentia element of the discussion was the common view that the Conference on
Disarmament should remain the appropriate body to negotiate a ban as one of its four core
items. However, in the case of a persistent stalemate of the Conference on Disarmament,
mention was made of conducting these negotiationsin other fora.

17.  Many delegations underlined the overall importance of the international security
context in which discussions on a ban take place. Equal and undiminished security as a
central element of nuclear disarmament would be a central consideration. Some states also
pointed out that regional stability and the concrete security environment of states should be
promoted.

18. There was awidespread view that practical and realistic stepsto move towards a ban
would be the order of the day. In this context the point was made that negotiations on a ban
should be embedded in awider approach towards nuclear disarmament.

19. The argument was made that a ban should be indiscriminate between nuclear
weapon states and non-nuclear weapon states, should have equal obligations for al and
should ideally level out existing imbalances in the existing nuclear non-proliferation and
disarmament regimes.

20.  Theprinciple of irreversibility as central element for the credibility of a possible ban
was underlined in this context.

21. Asfar asthe objectives of afuture Treaty are concerned, there was widespread view
that a ban should strengthen and complement already existing regimes in the area of nuclear
disarmament and non-proliferation.

22. There was a shared view that increased trust, confidence, transparency and
predictability among nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear weapon States would be a core
benefit of afuture ban.

23.  Finaly, mention was made that a ban should not impede the peaceful civilian
use/development of nuclear energy.

Scope of a ban of fissile materialsfor nuclear weapons and other
explosive devices

24.  Reference was made to the historical efforts which led to the drafting of the Shannon
Report and the mandate contained therein. It was widely noted that this mandate should not
be reinterpreted or reopened. However, in this context, some member States also stated that
the constructive ambiguity included in the Shannon Report was not sufficient to enable the
commencement of substantive negotiations on a treaty.

25. A detaled discussion of concerns was conducted on how existing stockpiles of
fissile material should be addressed in the negotiations on a ban of the production of fissile
materials for nuclear weapons and other explosive devices. This discussion was seen by
many as very useful. In this context the point was made that differences were not as
substantial as expected and could be overcome in the course of negotiations. Others were of
the view that the issue of whether stockpiles would be included or not should be decided
before the commencement of negotiations.

26.  Inthis context, additional clarity was established in the discussion of what could be
understood by the inclusion of stocks in the scope of a ban and the concrete notion what is
referred to asfissile material to be banned under atreaty.
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27.  Appreciation was voiced for this open clarification, since it could represent an
important contribution for actually starting negotiations for a ban.

28. Many members expressed their view that an eventual treaty could include existing
stocks, whether that is within the treaty itself, a Protocol or a parallel agreement. However,
the question of the inclusion of stocks should not be a prerequisite for the commencement
of negotiations.

29.  On the other side of the argument, for a number of States a production cut-off is the
only necessary measure to be taken at this point in time. In this context, a number of states
indicated that a treaty containing only a cut-off agreement would not be a sufficient
measure to contribute to disarmament obligations under Article VI of the NPT and would
serve only as an additional non-proliferation measure without creating further obligations
for nuclear weapons states under the NPT to disarmament as well as other possessor states.

30.  Furthermore, it was aso mentioned that a ban was seen as an additional step towards
disarmament and a complement to the existing regime, stopping the growth of arsenals and
with the potential of leading to reductionsin the future.

31.  Concerning the precise meaning of what is meant by the scope of fissile materials to
be covered by the Treaty, the distinction of categories of fissile material was made such as
use for nuclear weapons, other non-explosive military purposes (e.g. naval propulsion),
declared fissile material in excess of national defence needs and civilian use.

32. Some member States mentioned the feasibility of inclusion of neptunium and
americium.

33. Some delegations gave a thought-provoking and comprehensive presentation on
specific means to increase transparency through declarations and reporting measures. A
number of countries noted the importance of trust for the start of negotiations and for
consolidating the regime of a future treaty.

34.  Anessentia topic of the discussion was the principle of non-discrimination which is
seen as a multi-faceted and cross-cutting issue for a future treaty. It has a number of
implications on the different aspects covered under the possible treaty, with regard to
political, legal, substantive and financial matters.

35. There was an understanding that the concept of non-discrimination needed to be
further clarified as the discussion continues on stocks, definitions, verification and legal and
institutional aspects.

36. Inthe context of non-discrimination a number of states issued their view that a ban
should not solidify the current status quo enshrined within the NPT regime and that
bridging the perceived gap between nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states was one of the
core elements of aban.

37.  Inthiscontext the point was made that the principle of non-discrimination should be
at the heart of the treaty since all obligations under the regime should be non-discriminatory
as such.

Definitions

38.  There was wide agreement among member states that the focus of definitions should
be laid upon the question what constitutes fissile materials, production and production
facilities. It was also indicated that the word ‘transfers’ needs to be defined. A number of
States also noted that there is an important inter-linkage between these three main aspects
which need to be defined. Furthermore, a triangular relationship of definitions with the
other main issues of scope and verification is universally recognized by member States.
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39.  On the one hand, many countries addressed the possibility to make use of existing
IAEA documents such as the Statutes, the Glossary and INFCIRC/153(Corrected) to serve
as a basis to define the three main elements of the triangle mentioned above. However the
issue was raised that the glossary is not a legally binding document.

40.  In this respect, many speakers favoured the term “un-irradiated direct-use material”
to be used for fissile materials under the ban. On the other hand, many other State delegates
saw the need to provide specific definitions of fissile materials which are adapted to the
purpose of afuture treaty. In reference to this, some delegations cited other reports outside
of the IAEA regime that it could be helpful to define items of the treaty. Members aso
commented on the need to find a balance between, on the one hand, a more specific
definition which may provide loopholes or on the other land a wider definition which may
be less cost-effective and easily verifiable.

41. In addition, member States stressed that the issue of definitions is not only a
technical issue, but has also political and legal implications which might require a wider
approach.

42.  Furthermore, definitions - as a cross-cutting topic - should follow the principle of
non-discrimination as has been articulated by some member states.

43.  Asfar asthe production of fissile material is concerned, a mgjority of member States
would like to put the focus on uranium enrichment and the reprocessing of plutonium,
while others underlined the benefits of taking a broader approach towards definitions of the
production. Views were shared on which part of the fuel-cycle activities should be covered
under the treaty.

44.  Differing perceptions were shared by member States concerning the definition of
facilities under the treaty. Many preferred a definition containing only enrichment and
reprocessing facilities that produce at least a minimum-quantity of fissile material in order
to make verification processes viable. Other member States also pointed out the necessity to
include small-scale and closed-down facilities in order to eliminate possible loopholes.
Some member States though preferred coverage of the whole fuel cycle.

45. A number of member States reiterated the importance to distinguish clearly between
military and civilian nuclear programmes in order to allow countries to pursue an
unhindered peaceful use of nuclear energy (for civilian or propulsion purposes). In this
regard it was aso mentioned by many that the Treaty and any verification obligations
should not hinder the peaceful uses of fissile material not prohibited under a ban. The issue
of naval fuel was mentioned in addition to which some specific measures could be taken to
ensure stocks could not transfer to weapons use, while bearing in mind the sensitive
composition of the material.

46.  With regard to the inclusion of other transuranic materials in the definitions, many
member States focussed their attention on neptunium and americium. A widespread view
was shared that while americium had only a limited weapon-usability, neptunium, however,
warranted closer consideration and might need to be included in a treaty.

47.  As arecurring issue of the debate, many member States preferred definitions that
serve the goals of practicability, simplicity and feasibility. Thus, a number of delegations
stated that a balance between costs (of verification) and the gained added value (security)
deserves careful consideration. To them, a balance between too narrow and too broad
definitions is preferable since definitions have immediate repercussions on the possible
obligations for member parties.

48.  Finaly, some member States underlined the need for ‘catch-all’ provisions in the
Treaty that take into account possible future technological developments and scientific
advancements.
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Verification system

49.  During the discussion a number of views were brought forward on the different
elements necessary for the verification of atreaty banning the production of fissile material
for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. There was wide agreement that the
issue of verification is strongly linked, and dependent, on the issues of scope of the treaty
and definition of the material to be prohibited.

50.  All member States voiced their view that verification was a primary pillar of the
treaty. The point was made that no member state had voiced objections to this principle (of
verification under this treaty).

51. It was mentioned by amost al members that a treaty needs to be credible,
effectively and internationally verifiable. In addition many members stressed the non-
discriminatory nature any verification regime should have, especially on those non-nuclear
weapons states party to the NPT.

52.  The delicate balance between a focused approach, refined for effectiveness and a
broad/comprehensive approach to verification was debated. Special mention was made of
the need to closely consider the implications this may have for costs.

53. A need was mentioned by many member States to agree on, and define, a
verification standard to ascertain what will give enough confidence in the regime and
provide reasonabl e assurance to signatories.

54. A verification instrument should detect any non-compliance in a timely manner.
Verification should ensure no transfer and no diversion of material to prohibited uses and
detect undeclared production.

55.  Views were brought forward that any verification regime needs to take into account
national security concerns and the need to guard sensitive commercia and military
information, bearing in mind the Article | of the NPT. Verification should confirm the
cessation of production of prohibited material in production facilities, if these facilities have
not already been converted to civil use. Facilities mentioned in his regard were enrichment
and repossessing facilities that produced material for weapons purposes, conversion
facilities were also mentioned.

56.  The verification instruments and techniques were aso discussed such as routine,
specia or challenge inspections, managed access, material accountancy, containment and
surveillance. In connection, members discussed what the coverage could be of those
instruments.

57.  Finaly a number of member States raised the issue of whether the verification
regime should enter fully into force on the entry into force of the treaty itself or that a more
phased and gradual application of verification should be applied.

58.  The point was made that the precise principles of verification need not be reflected
in the main text of atreaty but could be explained in subsidiary documents.

59. Many member States favoured the IAEA as a verifications body or a suitable body
within the IAEA independent from the Department of Safeguard. Others mentioned the
need for a dedicated fissile material organization. The question was raised to which body
any non-compliance should be reported.
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Legal and institutional aspects of atreaty

60. Many member States have emphasized the need to take legal and institutional as
well as organizational aspects of a possible treaty into account. References to previously
published documents of some of the Conference on Disarmament member countries found
recognition and were cited during the discussion.

61. On the question of how the treaty should enter into force (EIF) and if specific
countries would need to sign up to make the treaty viable and effective, there was some
agreement that a balance between quantitative and qualitative approaches should be
considered. In this regard, the term of a “hybrid” or “mixed” model was articulated several
times. Other delegates stressed that the EIF provisions should be non-discriminatory,
should not privilege any country nor should they make references to specific countries who
need to ratify the Treaty before it comesinto effect

62. When discussing the provisions of the treaty, the point was made that the articles of
atreaty should not be subject to any reservations.

63. The possibility was mentioned to add clauses on depositories within the lega parts
of the treaty.

64.  With regard to the duration of the treaty, member states largely preferred it to be
unlimited in its validity. This could be the only possibility to ensure its credibility and
irreversibility. Furthermore, the indefinite duration is also applied in some other
disarmament agreements, a fact which was mentioned by member States. In this regard,
reference was made to the most recent working paper submitted to the 2013 NPT
Preparatory Conference, NPT/CONF.2015/PC.11/WP.13/Rev.1 ‘regarding implementation
of the treaty over time: duration, entry into force and withdrawal’.

65.  Numerous references were made to the importance of the inclusion of withdrawal
provisions under the treaty should extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of a
treaty, jeopardise the supreme interests of a country. However, most member states
favoured rather restrictive and clearly-defined conditions for states to withdraw from a
future ban due to negative effects on the international security environment

66. Regarding the ingtitutional framework, varying points were made. Many member
States supported the idea of the IAEA, with its broad experience, to take upon itself the
responsibility of such atask. Other member States expressed the view that a treaty needed
its own decison-making body regarding issues of implementation, costs and non-
compliance. The point was made that the IAEA could be tasked to carry out inspections on
behalf of this organization due to its profound expertise and technical know-how in the
field, yet with adistinct and separate mandate.

67.  Other member States preferred to establish a member-driven executive body (board
of governors) charged with verification tasks without necessarily relying on the
infrastructure of the IAEA

68. In similar fashion others preferred the establishment of a small and independent
secretariat, which could be called the FMCTO.

69. In this context, the point was made of equitably distributing the costs arising from
the treaty among states under itsrule

70. Member States also discussed the issue of dispute settlement and non-compliance;
While some states preferred the United Nations Security Council to take decisions in such
circumstances, several other States proposed to deal with such cases within the General
Assembly, in order to avoid a case arising whereby a suspected violator would also be a
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permanent member of the United Nations Security Council with veto wielding powers.
Finaly, the International Criminal Court was aso mentioned as an option.

71. The necessity to implement regular review and/or amendment conferences to
improve or adjust the content of a treaty to future developments was mentioned by a
number of member States. Additionally, a possible executive/governing body should meet
on aregular basis.

Conclusion

72.  In general, the meetings on the ban of the production of fissile materials for nuclear
weapons and other explosive devices showed a high degree of inter-activeness. Member
States participated vividly in the discussions on a future Treaty, so that clarity on particular
positions of member States could be gained. Especially the issue of the scope of the ban
was discussed in depth among the member States which is an essential element in any
negotiations. Furthermore, the open and professional setting in which the meetings took
place deserve recognition. Many delegations expressed their satisfaction concerning the
nature of the debate of being exceptionally frank and fruitful. In the light of this insightful
informal discussion, the need to continue in depth discussions seems even more urgent.
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Report of the Coordinator on theinformal meetingson
agendaitem 3 “Prevention of an Arms Racein Outer Space”
held from 11 to 13 June 2014

Submitted by Mr. Matthew Rowland, Ambassador and Per manent
Representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland to the Confer ence on Disar mament

1 Pursuant to decision CD/1978 to convene a series of informal open-ended meetings
for holding structured substantive discussions on its agenda items, five informal meetings
were held on agenda item 3, “Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space” from 11 to
13 June. Co-ordination of these informal meetings was conducted by Mr. Matthew
Rowland, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland to the Conference on Disarmament.

2. Based on the work of the conference on this issue throughout its history, and with
the aim of fostering the start of the related substantive work of the conference to facilitate
future negotiations following the adoption of a programme of work, thus allowing the
Conference on Disarmament to fulfil its mandate, delegations addressed the following three
aress.

(@  examination and identification of issues relevant to the prevention of an arms
race in outer space;

(b)  existing agreements relevant to the prevention of an armsrace in outer space;

(c)  existing proposals and future initiatives on the prevention of an arms race in
outer space;

3. Throughout al of the meetings there was substantive discussion on many aspects of
the prevention of an arms race in outer space and there were ample views on key elements
of apotential instrument, politically binding or legally binding, affecting space security.

Examination and identification of issuesrelevant to the prevention of
an armsracein outer space

4, The space environment is a complex one and multifaceted. Space had evolved from
a power projection arena to one of socio economic development on which many nations
depended. Delegations expressed the view that outer space should be used for peaceful
purposes and for the benefit of all countries and not become a new area of conflict, with
some recalling that peaceful and military usage could go side by side. A view was
expressed that space was originaly used exclusively by the military and that civilian and
commercial usage was a relatively new development. In contrast, many felt that it is the
weaponisation of space that needed to be explicitly prohibited. Most believed that the
placement of weapons in outer space could contribute to and exacerbate global instability
and any arms race in this arena could be very destabilising. For many the best way forward
to prevent the weaponisation of space is to engage on negotiations of a legally binding
instrument, but for others the legal framework currently regulating space was adequate and
transparency and confidence building measures were the most expedient way to address the
immediate challenges of the continued exploitation of space.
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Existing agreementsrelevant to the prevention of an armsracein outer
space

5. At the outset of this discussion, the Conference heard from Mr. Ben Baseley-Walker
(UNIDIR) who gave a presentation on the over-arching space framework currently in
existence; critical orbital regions, the physica nature of space, offensive activity,
definitions and others. Questions were raised on issues of weaponisation and how it differs
from militarisation, definitional aspects of space weapon, and specifically how the
Conference on Disarmament could address this. It was also noted that very few NGOs
lobby States on space issues. There was also some debate on how to verify a space activity
was peaceful and the conflict of interest presented by Article 51 on self defence in the
United Nations Charter and using weapons in space. How did the United Nations Charter
apply in space? How could the Conference on Disarmament play a part in increasing the
security and safety of space based assets, the issue of paramount importance?

6. Some thought that there should be full adherence to the existing regimes before
considering others (Outer Space Treaty, Rescue Agreement, Liability Convention) whilst
others commented that there was no need to universalise these first given the major space
faring nations were already members. There were arguments on both sides.

7. There was some discussion also around the definitional aspects of a space weapon.
Would it be possible to disaggregate what the exact components a space weapon would be
or its specific purpose? Should types of activity not be allowed in space? Were there
advantages of a behavioural approach over a definitional approach in reaching consensus
for future initiatives?

Existing proposals and futureinitiatives on the prevention of an arms
racein outer space

8. During this debate the European External Action Service introduced the
International Code of Conduct on Outer Space Activities and gave an update as to next
steps following the recent Luxembourg meeting. Many believed that the International Code
of Conduct on Outer Space Activities was a useful confidence building measure that
implemented the recommendations for follow up of the Group of Governmental Experts on
transparency and confidence-building measures in outer space activities (TCBMs). Some
expressed the view that this measure could be supportive of possible future legally-binding
measures on arms control in Space and should be seen as complementary rather as a
replacement.

9. The authors of the latest draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons
in Outer Space and of the Threat or Use of Force Against Outer Space Objects recalled
their previous draft and highlighted some of the modifications and changes made. There
was some discussion around the draft and calls by some to use it as a basis for the way
forward although some delegations were not convinced of the utility or viability of such an
attempt given varying definitions of space weapons, verification aspects, and the lack of
coverage of terrestrial based anti-satel lite systems.

10. Finaly, the delegations heard from Mr. César Jaramillo, Project Manager of the
Space Security Index who spoke about space security and the index.

Conclusion

11.  Throughout the meetings there was substantive discussion on many aspects of the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space and there were ample views on key elements of
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apotential instrument, whether politically or legally binding. Though the discussion was far
from conclusive, there was considerabl e interest in the matter. Should there be a willingness
to take this further, one of the issues that would require more focus is that of definition of a
space weapon and what would constitute a hostile act in space.
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Annex |V

Report of the Coordinator on theinformal meetingson
agendaitem 4, entitled “ Effectiveinter national arrangements
to assur e non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons’ held from 18 to 20 June 2014

Submitted by Ms. Marta Maur as Pérez, Ambassador and Per manent
Representative of Chileto the Conference on Disar mament

1 Pursuant to the mandate contained in document CD/1978 of the Conference on
Disarmament, three open-ended informal meetings were held under my chairmanship, with
a view to consider agenda item 4, entitled “Effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons’. These
meetings took place on Wednesday 18 June, Thursday 19 June and Friday 20 June.

2. In order to assist a structured discussion, a letter of possible discussion points on the
subject was prepared and circulated beforehand. For the preparation of agenda items, the
Coordinator analyzed the work carried out on this subject in 2008 under the chairmanship
of Mr. Babacar Carlos Mbaye, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Senegal,
together with the work carried out under the guidance of Mr. Carlos Antonio Da Rocha
Paranhos, Ambassador of Brazil, in 2007 and that of Mr. Md. Abdul Hannan, Ambassador
and Permanent Representative of Bangladesh, in 2010.

3. For the first meeting, the need to take stock of the present situation was identified.
For this purpose, the Conference on Disarmament Secretariat provided with a brief
summary of the previous work undertaken by the Conference on Disarmament. In this first
session, the general exchange of views focused on the necessary steps to be taken to pave
the way towards initiating multilateral negotiations on a negative security assurances
agreement. During the first informal open-ended meeting, many delegations, especially P5,
took part in an interactive and open discussion to contribute to the work of the Conference
on Disarmament.

4, The results of these initial conversations were fruitful, mainly because all States
were strongly urged to take part, inviting, in particular, the P5 to put forward the arguments
that could restrain their capacity for providing full guarantees.

5. The second day meeting, tackled the legal and political challenges that need to be
overcome in order to reach an agreement on negative security assurances. The resulting
discussion was quite comprehensive, concentrating on the following topics

(@  Arguments put forward by nuclear States not to guarantee the safety of non-
nuclear States.

(b) The case of military aliances between non-nuclear-weapon States and
nuclear-weapon States. Do such alliances nullify negative security assurances?

(c)  The relation between negative security assurances and the effectiveness of
the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its Plan of Action.

(d)  Possible means of verification of afuture treaty.

(e Sanctions for non-compliance with a future treaty and the role of the
International Court of Justice and the International Criminal Court.
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()] Change in the security doctrines of nuclear-weapon States and the role of
nuclear weapons in the case of the conclusion of a Treaty

(@  The necessity of lowering hair-trigger alert levels of arsenalsin the context of
afuture treaty.

(h)  Negative security assurances in the light of new developments and actions
within the framework of Nuclear Disarmament (the Humanitarian Impact of Nuclear
weapons, the request presented by the Marshall Idands to the International Court of Justice,
the 2015 NPT Review Conference etc.) and,

@) The relation between negative security assurances and nuclear-weapon free
ZOnes.

6. According to the Coordinator’s opinion, the second open ended working group was
the most enlightening of the three, as it helped understand the different factors at play, and
the diversity of visions.

Brief summary of the discussion points of the session

7. In general the P5 indicated that they have embraced their responsibilities within the
framework of the NPT and, as permanent members of the Security Council, they have
specifically given guarantees to "responsible” NPT States. Reference was made to the
unilateral declarations of 1996.

8. The P5 indicated that they will not use nuclear weapons against any country that is
not in possession of nuclear weapons, unless their vital interests are at stake; they (or their
alies) areinvaded or they are attacked in alliance with a nuclear country.

9. Reference was made to the necessity to move forward with a pragmatic approach,
that is, on the framework of free zones and in a step-by-step manner.

10.  Some delegations suggested that consideration of the negative security assurancesin
the Conference on Disarmament is not a priority. The only logical next step for them would
be the fissile material cut-off treaty.

11.  One delegation noted that it has provided assurances to 120 States, within the
framework of the free zones, and they are willing to continue to expand the number of
insured States, as long as their interests are guarded. This delegation further noted that the
non-nuclear States should comply with the resolutions of the Security Council.
Furthermore, they stated that they fail to see the political or strategic importance of this
matter.

12.  Another delegation noted that it did not see the need to negotiate a binding
instrument that would give legal guarantees to the non-nuclear States. This intervention was
answered by several delegations, giving different arguments to the contrary.

13. A delegation of the P5 pointed out that they are willing to join a Convention on
negative assurances since, in their case, they only have nuclear weaponsin order to respond
to an attack of this nature. However, they stressed that before starting this process, there
should be further discussion on the need to determine the usefulness and legality of
"extended nuclear deterrence” in the case of military alliances.

14. It was pointed out by several delegations that there is no relationship, and there
should not be one, between the negative security assurances and the NPT, since the NPT
does not provide any item regarding the use of nuclear weapons; nor is there an intrinsic
relationship between free zones and guarantees, to be complemented by the negative
Security assurances.
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15. Many delegations indicated that negative security assurances should be
unambiguous, uniform and mandatory. An active delegation indicated that, after half a
century, thisis aready a mature issue that is ready to be negotiated, and furthermore, on the
understanding that a nuclear attack on a State that does not possess a similar response
capability is strategically - and morally - unacceptable. The same delegation said that it is
willing to give negative security assurances to States, through a treaty, while these
guarantees do not imply nuclear disarmament or the reduction of arsenals, and should not
cause additional financial burdens.

16. Many delegations stated that the only absolute guarantee for negative security
assurances is the total elimination of nuclear weapons.

17.  All delegation noted that the Conference on Disarmament should be the most
appropriate forum for negotiating a universal treaty on negative security assurances.

18. Many delegations also noted the current instruments on negative security assurances.
These instruments include the relevant resolutions of the United Nations Security Council
and the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly; the unilateral
declarations by nuclear-weapon States; the outcomes of NPT Review Conferences; and the
nuclear weapon free zone treaties and their protocols.

19.  During the third meeting, specific positions were clearly heard based on political and
strategic considerations. Nevertheless, the meeting could not identify any undefeatable
obstacles, despite defining the following three clear positions:

@ Non-binding negative security assurances/linked via protocols to the nuclear-
weapon-free zones,

(b)  Non-binding negative security assurances/only for States party to the NPT to
comply with their obligations of non-proliferation universally binding guarantees embodied
in atreaty; and

(c) Inaction of the matter, pending consensus.

20.  Although there was no final agreement on any particular issue or area, the discussion
provided a rich exchange of ideas and concrete clarifications that should help subsequent
work of the Conference on Disarmament on the issue of negative security assurances. It is
the Coordinator’'s opinion that the Conference on Disarmament should establish a
subsidiary body, dedicated to the analysis of this issue and, in addition, seek alternative
options to reaching a consensus on alegally binding treaty on the subject.

21. The Coordinator is personaly optimistic on the future work regarding negative
security assurances, in the context of the Conference on Disarmament. Obviously the States
parties need more time to anayze the different views regarding this topic. For these
reasons, the Coordinator strongly believes a subsidiary body would be a viable and
productive alternative.
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Report of the Coordinator on theinformal meetingson
agendaitems5 “ New types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons’, 6
“ Compr ehensive programme of disarmament” and 7
“Transparency in Armaments’ held from 25 to 26 June 2014

Submitted by Mr. Mikhail Khvostov, Ambassador and Per manent
Representative of Belarus

1 According to the schedule of activities, contained in the CD/1978, the informal
open-ended meetings of Conference on Disarmament on agenda items 5, 6 and 7 took place
on 25 and 26 June 2014.

2. While preparing these informal meetings, the experience from the previous
Conference on Disarmament sessions was taken into account, including the informal
discussions chaired by the Coordinator on agenda item 5 in 2010 and on agenda items 5, 6
and 7 in 2011. The recent proposals of Mr. Michael Mgller, the Acting Secretary-General
of the Conference on Disarmament on revitalization of the Conference on Disarmament
were accounted as well.

3. To facilitate the preparation of the delegations to these informal meetings, a letter
from the coordinator dated 18 June 2014 was distributed through the Conference on
Disarmament Secretariat to member and observer States. This letter reminded delegations
the compilations prepared by the Conference on Disarmament Secretariat (documents
CD/INF.55, 6 September 2006; CD/INF.52, 11 August 2006 and CD/INF.54, 5 September
2006), which contain basic documents submitted for consideration of the Conference on
Disarmaments from 1979 to 2006 and related to the issues “new types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons’; “comprehensive
programme of disarmament” and “transparency in armaments’. It was also reminded that
background descriptive information about past deliberations of the Conference on the
Conference on Disarmament agenda items 5, 6 and 7 is contained in UNIDIR'’s publication
entitled “The Conference on Disarmaments: Issues and Insights’ issued in 2012.

4. For the purpose of stimulating the debates external experts were invited to provide
an introduction to agendaitem 5 and agenda items 6 and 7 respectively.

5. In the letter dated 18 June 2014 it was proposed to organize the informal open-ended
meetings according to the following working plan.

(@ On agenda item 5 “new types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such weapons; radiological weapons’:

) A brief introduction by Mr. Sergey Batsanov, Ambassador, Director of
Geneva Office of Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affaires, member of
Pugwash Council .

(i)  General statements.

(iii)  Relevance of item 5 for the Conference on Disarmament agenda. Could it be
considered that this Conference on Disarmament agenda item could become a
platform for revitalization of Conference?
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(iv)  Adequacy of existing international law and international humanitarian law to
prohibit any possible development of any new types of weapons of mass destruction.

(v)  Which international legal instruments have particular importance in the field
of non-proliferation of new types of weapons of mass destruction?

(vi) Vaue of established review procedures to determine the legality of new
weapons, means and methods of warfare, based on provisions of Article 36 of 1977
Additional Protocol to the 1949 Geneva Conventions and in accordance with the
recommendations the 28" International Conference of the Red Cross and Red
Crescent, held in 2003.

(vii) Possible legal approaches for prohibition of new types of weapons of mass
destruction.

(viii) Concrete types of weapons, having the same serious and indiscriminative
effects as of the already prohibited weapons of mass destruction.

(ix) Radiological weapons ban.
(X)  So-caled “dirty bomb” threat and radiological terrorism.

(xi)  United Nations General Assembly resolutions calling the Conference on
Disarmament to keep the issue under active consideration.

(xii)  Specific recommendations with regard to possible way forward on agenda
item 5.

(b)  Onagendaitem 6 “comprehensive programme of disarmament”:

0] A brief introduction of the Conference on Disarmament agendaitems 6 and 7
by Mr. Daniel Plesch (Director of the Center for International Studies and
Diplomacy, SOAS, University of London).

(i)  Genera statements.
(iii)  Relevance of item 6 for the Conference on Disarmament agenda.

(iv)  Charter of the United Nations, and the Fina Document of the First Special
Session of the United Nations General Assembly on Disarmament in 1978 (SSOD |[)
as a guidance to elaborate Comprehensive programme of disarmament.

(v)  Principle of “undiminished” security and its applicability in reduction of the
conventional armaments and in the context of weapons of mass destruction.

(vi) Do you consider that this Conference on Disarmament agenda item could
become a platform for revitalization of Conference?

(vii)  Which new international instruments relating to issues of disarmament and
the strengthening of international security could be potentially negotiated on the
Conference on Disarmament under agendaitem 67

(c)  Onagendaitem 7 “transparency in armaments’:
0] General statements.
(i)  Relevance of item 7 for the Conference on Disarmament agenda.

(i) Which existing international legal instruments and voluntary measures have
particular importance in the field of transparency in armaments?

(iv)  Confidence-building potential of transparency in armaments.
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(v)  Supporting role of transparency in armaments in disarmament and arms
control negotiations.

(vi)  United Nations Register and possible ways of modification of its scope.

(vii) Unilateral transparency measures concerning nuclear arsenals and other
weapons of mass destruction.

(viii) Regional aspects of transparency.
(ixX)  Norm banning the transfers of weapons to terrorists.

(xX)  Which additional international legal instruments and voluntary measures
could further promote transparency in armaments?

6. Delegations made use of the proposed plan and undertook deliberations of more
general character.

7. In the course of organization and coordination of the debates on agenda items 5, 6
and 7 the endeavour was pursued in a comprehensive manner and without preconditions,
taking into account all relevant past, present and future views and proposals and taking into
account that these discussions are neither pre-negotiations nor negotiations, as it was
reflected in the CD/1978.

K ey outcomes on agendaitem 5 “ New types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons”

8. The delegations found useful for the discussion an introductory presentation made
by an invited external expert, Mr. Sergey Batsanov, Ambassador.

9. In the course of the discussions, the delegations made use of the opportunity to
update and validate their positions on specific issues related to this agenda item.

10. A number of the delegations indicated relevance of item 5 for the Conference on
Disarmament agenda. While some delegations reflected that they consider agenda items 1-4
as a key ones, other delegations indicated their flexibility to start substantive work at the
Conference under agendaitem 5.

11.  Some delegations touched upon an issue of adequacy of existing international law
and international humanitarian law to prohibit any possible development of any new types
of weapons of mass destruction. One delegation especially stressed that the developments
of al new systems of weapons should comply with existing international law and
international humanitarian law. Another delegation reflected on the importance of the
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental
Modification Techniques as well as specific provisions of the Additional Protocol | of 1977
to the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The same delegation reiterated its support to the idea
of negotiating an international treaty (convention) on the prohibition of the development
and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons as a preventive measure in the field of non-proliferation of new types of weapons
of mass destruction.

12.  Some delegations indicated the significance of the United Nations General
Assembly resolutions on prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons as well as the United
Nations General Assembly resolutions on measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring
weapons of mass destruction.
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13. Some delegations indicated that they will not oppose the reestablishment of
subsidiary body within the Conference on Disarmament to consider the issue of
radiological weapons.

14. A number of delegations indicated that so far the radiological weapons were neither
manufactured, nor used as method of warfare by States. On the other hand, delegations
recognized potential threat of use of radiological weapons by non-governmental armed
groups or terrorists.

15.  Some delegations urged the Conference to start consideration on the issue of cyber
security and cyber warfare due to the fact that the use of some modern technologies as a
means of war could produce devastative effects, comparable with the use of weapons of
mass destruction. While another delegation pointed out that at present the issue of
cybersecurity is under consideration by the Group of Governmental Experts, established in
accordance the United Nations General Assembly resolution 68/243. To that end it will be
more appropriate to allow the Group of Governmental Experts to complete its mandate and
its report.

16.  Substantive discussion took place on a working paper related to the weaponisation
of radioactive sources, prepared by Mr. Luis Gallegos Chiriboga, Ambassador of Ecuador
and Mr. Peter Richard Wool cott, Ambassador of Australia, as Co-Chair and Vice Co-Chair
of the Informal Working Group on a programme of work of the Conference. Among others
things this working paper explored the arguments both, for and against the possibilities of
negotiating a legally binding convention within the Conference on Disarmament on the
“weaponisation of radioactive sources’.

17.  Thediscussion of thisinitiative canvassed the following:

(@  While a number of delegations indicated that they are in the process of
evaluating the initiative, in general, there were no objections from any member of the
Conference on Disarmament participating in the discussions to examining in further detail
the merits or proceedings of the proposal.

(b)  There was widespread agreement to ensure that the next steps to explore a
possible negotiation of a convention dealing with radioactive sources were calibrated
carefully with existing processes such asthe IAEA’s Code of Conduct.

(c) Some delegations stressed that the initiative had the potentia for
revitalization of the Conference.

(d) Different views were expressed on the issue of scope. For instance, some
delegations indicated that the focus should simply be on a convention dealing with the
weaponisation of radioactive sources, while others argued that it should extend to the issue
of “radiological weapons’.

(e) Different views were expressed on the necessity of a verification mechanism
within the proposed Convention.

18. The Vice Co-Chair of the Informal Working Group announced his plans to continue
deliberations of the proposed initiative in the framework of the Informal Working Group in
the meeting held on 28 July.
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K ey outcomes on agenda item 6 “ Compr ehensive programme of
disar mament”

19. The delegations found useful for the discussion an introductory presentation on
agenda items 6 and 7 made by the invited external expert, Mr. Daniel Plesch, Director of
the Center for International Studies and Diplomacy by University of London.

20. In the course of the discussions, the delegations made use of the opportunity to
update and validate their positions on specific issues related to this agenda item.

21. A number of the delegations indicated the relevance of item 6 for the Conference on
Disarmament agenda. Significance of the decision of the First Special Session of the United
Nations General Assembly of 1978 (SSOD 1) to elaborate a comprehensive programme of
disarmament was reconfirmed. At the same time the divergence of views on this issue was
recognized.

22.  One delegation proposed to renew substantive work on the Conference on
Disarmament under this agenda item according to the original mandate of SSOD |. Another
delegation pointed out its preference to avoid linkages on the issue of adoption of a
comprehensive programme of disarmament with the development of other legal
instruments. While other delegations indicated that the elaboration of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament is a long-term goal. These delegations indicated that the
existing international treaties and conventionsin the field of disarmament constitute a good
platform on the way forward to the general and complete disarmament under effective
international control. It was also stressed that consensus is the necessary precondition for
the further elaboration of comprehensive programme of disarmament.

Key outcomes on agendaitem 7 “ Transparency in Armaments’

23. In the course of the discussions, the delegations made use of the opportunity to
update and validate their positions on specific issues related to this agenda item.

24. A number of the delegations indicated relevance of item 7 for the Conference on
Disarmament agenda.

25.  Many delegations indicated significance of the United Nations General Assembly
resolutions related to the issue of transparency in armaments.

26.  All delegations recognized the merit of appropriate measures on transparency in
armaments for global strategic stability, predictability and trust among the States. The
importance of the implementation of these measures at the national level was stressed as
well. At the same time a number of delegations were in favour of transparency measures
agreed on the basis of a broad consensus. Some del egations also indicated that transparency
mesasures should not infringe upon the rights of States for self-defence in accordance with
the United Nations Charter.

27. The important role of the following international mechanisms related to
transparency in armaments was mentioned:

* United Nations Register of Conventional Arms;

» United Nations Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit
Tradein Small Armsand Light Weaponsin All Its Aspects;

» Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons;

* Unilateral transparency measures concerning nuclear arsenals.
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28.  One delegation underlined the importance of a strong reporting mechanism within
the framework of the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) and was in favour for an early entry into
force of the Treaty. Some States indicated that they are currently in the process of
evauating the ATT prior to its signature and ratification.

29.  Severa delegations expressed their positions to continue to explore possible ways to
modify the scope of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms.

30. One delegation indicated potential threats associated with the manufacture,
proliferation and possible use of lethal autonomous weapon systems (LAWS). This
delegation urged the introduction of an immediate pre-emptive moratorium on the
production and use of lethal autonomous weapon systems. It was also pointed out that the
issue of LAWS should be addressed comprehensively by the Conference on Disarmament.

31l. The same delegation also indicated that the use of armed drones against civilian
population constitutes a violation of international law, the United Nations Charter, the
international humanitarian law and the international human rights. Some other loopholesin
international law related to the issue of the use of armed drones were also addressed and the
delegation, therefore, believes that the Conference on Disarmament should examine this
issue in detail in order to instil greater transparency.

32. Inits turn another delegation indicated that this year, discussions on the issue of
LAWS started within the framework of CCW. At present, it is difficult to predict the results
of such discussions. To that end, the proposed idea of a pre-emptive moratorium on the
production and use of LAWS is rather premature.

Conclusions
33.  The debates held during the informal open-ended meetings on the Conference on
Disarmament agendaitems 5, 6 and 7 among other things revealed the following:

» Relevance of all three mentioned items for the Conference agenda;

» Delegations, in principle, agreed to continue deliberations to explore the possibilities
of negotiating a legally binding convention within the Conference on Disarmament
on the “weaponisation of radioactive sources’ under the Conference agenda item 5;

* No one delegation opposed the proposal to examine in detail the issue of armed
drones within the Conference under the Conference on Disarmament agendaitem 7.
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