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This book is the result of a survey of
the working papers submitted to the‘Conference on
" Disarmament iCD)vand its predecessors from 1970 to :
1984, relating to Radiological Weapons (RW). It
has been compiled to facilitate research on the RW
issue and is a compendium of the more significant

material made available to the CD.
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3.

4.

RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

CONFERENCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT (CCD)

CCDh/291 Netherlands

COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

Working Paper concerning
United Nations General
General Assembly
resolutions 2602 C (XXIV)

(CD)

CcD/31 USSR

CD/32 United
States

CD/40 Hungary

Letter dated 9 July 1979
addressed to the Chairman
of the Committee on
Disarmament from the
Representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics transmitting a
document entitled "Agreed
Joint USSR-~United States

Proposal on Major Elements

of a Treaty Prohibiting
the Development,
Production, Stockpiling
and Use of Radiological
Weapons"

Letter dated 9 July 1979
addressed to the
Chairman of the
Committee on Disar-
mament from the
Representative of the
United States of America
transmitting a document
entitled "Agreed Joint
US-USSR Proposal on
Major Elements of a
Treaty Prohibiting the
Development, Production,
Stockpiling and Use of
Radiological Weapons"

Working Paper on the
draft preambular part

of the Treaty on the
Prohibition of the
Development, Manufacture,
Stockpiling and Use of
Radiological Weapons

14/VII/1970

9/VII/1979

9/VII/1979

23/VII/1979

ces/2



5. CD/42 German
Democratic
Republic

6. CD/79

7. CD/104 Secretariat

8. CD/133

10. CD/218

Working Paper on draft
paragraph XI, sub-
paragraph 3, and
paragraph XII, sub-
paragraph 3, of the
Treaty on the Prohibi-
tion of the Development,
Manufacture, Stockpiling
and Use of Radiological
Weapons

Decision adopted at the
69th Plenary Meeting
held on 17 March 1980
(Originally submitted
as Working Paper No. 9/
Rev.1l)

Compilation of relevant

documents on radiological

weapons covering the
period 1979-1980
(Prepared by the
Secretariat at the
request of the

Committee on Disarmament)

Ad Hoc Working Group

established with a view

to reaching agreement on
a convention prohibiting
the development,
production, stockpiling
and use of radiological
weapons: Report to the
Committee on Disarmament

Decision adopted by the
Committee on ad hoc
working groups at its
105th plenary meeting on
12 February 1981

Report of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on
Radiological Weapons

25/V1i1i/1979

17/11I/1980

26/VI1/1980

8/VIII/1980

- 13/1I/1981

14/Viii/1981

cee/3




11. CD/243

12. CD/284/Rev.l

13.

14,

15.

le6.

17.

and Corr.l

CD/28Y

CD/323

and Corr.l

CD/328

CD/331
CD/RW/
WP. 40

CD/345

Japan

Germany,
Federal
Republic of

Group of
socialists
Countries

Decision adopted by the
Committee on Disarmament
on ad hoc working groups
at its 156th plenary

meeting on 18 February
1982

Special Report to the
Committee on Disarmament
in view of the Second
Special Session Devoted
to Disarmament: Ad Hoc
Working Group on
Radiological Weapons

Statement made by
Ambassador Henning
Wegener, Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on

on Radiological Weapons,

on the occasion of the
submissions to the
Committee on Disarmament
of the Report of the Group

Working Papers: Pro-
hibition of Attacks
against Nuclear
Facilities (also issued
as CD/RW/WP.37)

Report of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on
Radiological weapons

Working Paper: . Issues
Relating to a Prohibi-
tion of Attacks Against
Nuclear Facilities in the
framework of a
Radiological Weapons
Treaty (also issued as
CD/RW/WP.40)

Ensuring the Safe
Development of Nuclear
Energy (Proposal by a
group of socialist
countries)

19/I1/1982

23/IV/1982

21/IV/1982

1/1X/1982

9/1X/1982

13/1X/1982

14/11/1983

eeo/4



18. CD/358 Decision on the re- 20/1I11/1983
establishment of ad hoc
working groups for the
1983 session of the
Committee on Disarmament
(adopted at the 207th
Plenary Meeting held on
29 March 1983)

l9. CD/374 United Definition of Radio- 13/1IvV/1983
Kingdom logical Weapons and the
scope of a Radiological
Weapons Treaty (also
issued as CD/RW/WP.41)

20. cD/4la Report of the Ad Hoc 18/VIII/1983

Working Group on
Radiological Weapons

«e./5



III. CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT (CD)

21. CD/434*/ Group of

Socialists
States

22. CD/499

23. CD/530 Sweden

24. CD/540

Organization Matters of
the Work of the
Conference on Disar-
mament: Memorandum of
a group of socialist
States

Decision on the estab-
lishment of an Aa Hoc
Committee on Radiological
Weapons

Working Paper:

Proposals for parts of a
treaty prohibiting
Radiological Weapons

and the release or
dissemination of
radioactive material for
hostile purposes (also
issued as CD/RW/WP.52)

Report of the CD to the
UNGA part G: New types
of weapons of mass
destruction and new
systems of such weapons:
radiological weapons
(also issued as CD 533)

17/11/1984

17/1V/1984

18/VI/1984

31/VIII/1984

ces/6

*/ This document is listed under other agenda items to which it

is also relevant.



Iv.

WORKING PAPERS OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON

RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

CD/RW/
WP.2/
Rev.l

CD/RW/
WP.3

CD/RW/
WP.4

CD/RW/
WP.5

CD/RW/
WP.6

CD/RW/
Wp.7

CD/RW/
WP.8

Chairman

Canada

Germany,
Federal
Republic of
Germany,

Federal
Republic of

Sweden

Italy

France

Main elements in the
negotiations of a treaty
on the prohibition of
radiological weapons

Comments on major
elements of a Treaty
prohibiting the
development, productlon
stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons

Proposal for a new
Article V

Comments on major
elements of a Treaty
prohibiting the
development, production,
stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons

Proposal for Articles

I, II and III, of a
Treaty prohibiting
radiological warfare
including the develop-
ment, production,
stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons

Comments on major
elements of a Treaty
prohibiting the
development, production,
stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons
(CD/31 and CD/32)

Proposed amendments to
the agreed joint USSR-
USA proposal on major
elements of a Treaty
prohibiting the
development, production,
stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons

20/VI/1980

18/VI/1980

23/VI/1980

25/VI/1980

30/VI/1980

30/VI/1980

8/VII/1980

ees/7



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

CD/RW/
WP.9

CD/RW/
WP.10

CD/RW/
WP.11

CD/RW/
WP.12

CD/RW/

CD/KW/
WP.15

CD/RW/
WP.15
Add.l/
Rev.l

CD/RW/
WP.15/
Add.2

Pakistan

Yugoslavia

Argentina

Venezuela

Sweden

Secretariat

India

Indonesia

Proposals for a revised

Article V and a new
article after Article V

Proposal for an article
of the Treaty related
to the definition of
radiological weapons

Observations on a Treaty
prohibiting radiological
weapons

Proposals for a title
and for substitution of
the Articles I, II and
II1I of the "agreed joint
USSR-USA proposal on
major elements of a
treaty prohibiting the
development, production,
stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons”

Proposal for a study on
IAEA safeguards

Tabulation of the texts
of all proposals
concerning the pro-
visions of a treaty on
radiological weapons

Proposals for amendments
of Articles I, I, IIXI,

V and VII of the elements
of the proposed Draft
Treaty on the Prohibition
of Radiological Weapons

Statement delivered by
the delegation at the

4th meeting of the Ad Hoc

Working Group on Radio-

logical Weapons held on
13 March 1981

8/VIiII/1980

8/Vii/1980

9/VII/1980

11/ViI/1980

14/Vii/1980

21/VII/1980

16/1I1/1981

16/I11/1981

ses/8



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

22.

23.

CD/RW/

WP.15/
Add.2/
Supp.l

CD/RW/
WP.15/
add.3

CD/RW/
wWP.16/
Rev.1l

CD/RW/
WP.17

CD/RW/
wWp.18/

CD/RW/
WP.18/
Add. 1

CD/RW/
WP.18/
Add.2

CD/RW/
WP.18/
Add.2/
Supp.l

Indonesia

Yugoslavia

Chairman

Chairman

Chairman

Chairman

Chairman

Comment on the agreed
joint USSR-United States

- CD/31-CD/32, especially

para.3, Article VIII,
concerning compliance
and verification and on
the French proposal
contained in CD/RW/WP.8

Proposal for amendments
to Article II of the
elements of the proposed
Draft Treaty on the
Prohibition of
Radiological Weapons

Report to the Committee
on Disarmament

Brief delivered at 1lst
meeting of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on
Radiological Weapons
held on 20 February 1981

Working Paper containing
alternative texts of
Articles on definition
and scope of prohibition
of a future treaty

Working Paper containing
alternative texts of
Articles on activities
and obligations and
peaceful uses

Working Paper containing
alternative texts of
Articles on relation-
ship with other
Disarmament measures

and agreements and
compliance and
verification

Working Paper containing
alternative text for
Annex

30/II11/1981

23/111/1981

1/VIII/1980

25/11/1981

11/I11/1981

24/I1I/1981

31/II11/1981

3/1v/1981

ees/9



24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

30.

31.

32.

33.

CD/RW/
WP.18/
Add.3

CD/RW/
WP.19

CD/RW/
WP.20

CD/RW/
WP.20/
add.1l

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.l/
Supp.l

CD/RW/
WP.20/

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.3

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.4

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.5

CD/RW/
WP.ZO
Add.6

Chairman

Sweden

Chairman

Sweden

Morocco

Japan

Germany,
Federal
Republic of

Sweden

Venezuela

Morocco

Working Paper containing
alternative texts of
Articles on Amendments,
Duration and Withdrawal,
Review of Conferences,
Adherence, Entry into
Force, Depositary

Memorandum on certain
aspects of a convention
prohibiting radiological
warfare

Working Paper containing
consolidated text based
on proposals submitted
by the Chairman

Proposal for Article VI
of the consolidated text
by the Chairman

Proposal for Article VI
of the consolidated text
by the Chairman

Proposed amendment to
Article V of CD/RW/WP.20

Proposal for Article VII
and Annex of the
consolidated text by the
Chairman

Proposal for Article VIII
of the consolidated text
by the Chairman

Proposed amendment to
Article IX of document
CD/RW/WP.20

Proposed amendment to
Article VII of

document CD/RW/WP,.20

6/IV/1981

16/I111/1981

21/1V/1981

6/VII/1981

"10/VII/1981

7/VII/1981

23/VII/1981

27/VII/1981

27/VII/1981

30/VII/1981

.../10



34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.7

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.8

CD/RW/
WP.20/
Add.Y/
Rev.l

CD/RW/
WP.22

CD/RW/
WP.23

CD/RW/
WP.25

CD/RW/
WP.25/
Add.1l/
Rev.1l

CD/RW/
WP.26

CD/RW/

WP.28

CD/RW/
WP.29

CD/RW/
WP.30

Chairman

Chairman

The
Netherlands

Australia

Group of 21

Chairman

Chairman

Chairman

Chairman

Chairman

Yugoslavia

- 10 -

Working Paper on
definition and scope of
prohibition

Working Paper on peace-
ful uses

Proposed amendments to
Articles VIII and X

Working Paper on the
scope and definition
of the future Treaty
on Radioclogical Weapons

Working Paper on certain
elements of the Conven-
tion on the Prohibition
of Radiological Weapons

Statement (of YMarchl982)

Amended Proposal for the
organization of work

during the opening session

(adopted by the Working
Group on 15 March 1982)

Working Paper: Positive
formulations of a RW
definition

Working Paper: Suggested

formulation of the

provision on scope of the

Radiological Weapons
Treaty

Working Paper: Suggested

formulation of the
provisions on peaceful
uses

Definition of Radio-
logical Weapons -
Article II

30/VII/1981
30/VII/1981

7/IV/1982

1/VII/1981

15/VII/1981

9/II1/1982

15/1I1/1982

10/I11/1982

15/III/1982

22/I11/1982

18/III/1982

ees/11




45. CD/RW/ Australia
WP.31

ana Add.l

46. CD/RW/
WP.32

Chairman

47. CD/RW/
WP.33

Chairman

48, CD/RW/ Sweden

WP.34

49. CD/RW/
WP.35

Chairman

50. CD/RW/
WP.35/
Add.1l

Chairman

51. CD/RW/
WP.36

Group of 21

52. CD/RW/
WP.37
and
Corr.l

Japan

- 11 -

Proposal on Definition
and Scope of Prohibition
(giving two alternative
texts)

Working Paper: Suggested
mechanism of compliance
and verification
(following on document
CD/RW/WP.20)

Summary of suggested
issues of initial
relevance relating to
protection of nuclear
facilities for
discussion during
Working Group meetings
on 26 March and 2 April
1982

Memorandum of certain
aspects of a convention
prohibiting radiological
weapons

Draft Report to the
Committee on Disarmament
in view of the Second
Special Session devoted
to Disarmament
(Introduction) (Parts A
and C)

Discussions on the
provisions of the Draft
Treaty on Radiological
Weapons ("traditional™”
RW subject-matter)
(Part B)

Text proposed for an
Article in the Draft
Treaty on Radiological
Weapons

Working Paper: Prohibi-
tion of attacks against
nuclear facilities

(see CD/323)

419/III and

2/IV/1982

22/I11/1982

30/111/1982

5/IV/1982

13/1V/1982

16/1Iv/1982

14/IV/1982

1/IX/1982

eee/12




53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

CD/RW/
‘@‘38

CD/RW/
WP.39

CD/RW/
WP.40

CD/RW/
WP.41
CD/374

CD/RW/
WP, 44

CD/RW/
WP.45
and
Corr.l

CD/RW/
WP.46

CD/RW/
WP. 47

CD/RW/
I‘]P.48

CD/RW/
WP. 49

Chairman

Chairman

Germany.,
Federal
Republic of

United
Kingdom

4
Chairman

Sweden
United
States

United
Kingdom

Group of 21

Japan

- 12 -

Statement (of 6
September 1982)

Working Paper:
Compilation of Radio-
logical Weapons

Working Paper: Issues
relating to a pro-
hibition of attacks
against nuclear
facilities in the frame-
work of a radiological
weapons treaty (see

CD 331)

Definition of Radio-
logical Weapons and the
scope of a Radiological
Weapons Treaty (see

CDh 374)

Working Paper containing
Co-ordinator's progress

- reports of Groups A and B

Compliance and
Verification

Proposal by the
delegation of the
United States

The prohibition of
attacks on nuclear
facilities

Proposal for an
Article on "Peaceful
Uses"

Proposal for Article I
("Definition"), Article
II ("Scope of
Prohibition™) and the
related Article

6/1X/1982

9/1X/1982

13/1X/1982

13/IV/1983

29/1IvV/1983

13 and
21/v1i/1983

16/Vi/1983

30/VI/1983

30/v1i/1983

6/VI1/1983

«ee/13




63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

CD/RW/
WP.50/
Rev.1l

CD/RW/
WP.51

CD/RW/
WP.52

CD/RW/
WP.53

CD/RW/
WP.54

CD/RW/
WP.55

Sweden

United
Kingdom

Sweden

Sweden
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A compilation of types 12/VIii/1983
or categories of nuclear

facilities to be

considered

A compilation of
alternative mechanisms

for the linkage between
"traditional

radiological weapons
subject-matter" and
"prohibition of attacks
against nuclear facilities"

11/VIII/1983

Working Paper: Proposals 18/vi/1984
for Parts of a Treaty

Prohibiting Radio-

logical Weapons and the ~

Release or Dissemination

of Radiological Material

for Hostile Purposes.

(see CD 530)

Working Paper: A 20/Vi/1984
Definition Relevant to '

the Prohibition of

Attacks on Nuclear

Facilities

Notes from the inter- 12/Vii/1984
vention by Ambassador

Ek8us on 21 June 1984

concerning criteria

and definitions used in

CD/RW/WP.52

Answers to questions 19/Vvi1i/1984
raised by the Federal

Republic of Germany

concerning the Swedish

proposal for draft

provisions prohibiting

attacks on nuclear

facilities contained

in CD/RW/WP.52

«es/14




69.

70.

71.

CD/RW/

CD/RW/
WP.57

CD/RW/
WP.58

Sweden

Chairman

Germany,
Federal
Republic of

- 14 -

Notes from the inter-
vention by the Swedish
Delegation on 1 August
in the Ad Hoc Committee
on Radiological Weapons
concerning some
definitions on nuclear
facilities in document
cDh/530, CD/RW/WP.52

Criteria and categories
on nuclear facilities
regarding the scope of
the prohibition of
attacks against

nuclear facilities

Questions addressed to
the Swedish Delegation
with respect to draft
provisions regulating
the prohibition of
attacks in Document
CD/RW/WP.52

3/Vii1/1984

2/VIII/1984

13/VIII/1984

ees/15




CONFERENCE ROOM PAPERS OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP
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ON RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

CD/RW/
CRP.1
and
Corr.l

CD/RW/
CRP.1/
Add.1
and
Corr.l

CD/RW/
CRP.1/
Add.2

CD/RW/
CRP.1/
Add. 3

CD/RW/
CRP.1/
Add.4

CD/RW/
CRP.1/
Add.5

CD/RW/
CRP.2

CD/RW/
CRP.2/
Add.1

CD/RW/
CRP.3

Definition: Proposals

by USSR-United States,
Netherlands, France,
Sweden, Egypt, Mexico
Pakistan, Canada and
Italy

Definition: Proposals

by Egypt, Pakistan,
Italy and Australia

Definition: Proposals
by India

Definition: Proposal by
Yugoslavia

Definition: Proposals
by Venezuela and
Argentina

Definition: Proposal

by Morocco

Scope of Prohibition:

Proposals by USSR-United
States, Belgium, Sweden,

Netherlands and Australia

Scope of Prohibition:

Proposal by France

Activities and

Obligations: Proposals

BY USSR-United States,

Italy, Canada, Sweden,
Netherlands,
Pakistan and India

30/VI/1980

1 and
7/Vi1/1980

3/VII/1980

7/VI1/1980

14/VII/1980

15/VII/1980

1/VII/1980

7/VII/1980

7/Vi1/1980

.../16




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

CD/RW/
CRP.3/
Add.1

CD/RW/
CRP.4

CD/RW/
CRP.4/
add.1

CD/RW/
CRP.4/
Add.2

CD/RW/
CRP.4/
Add. 3

CD/RW/
CRP.5

CD/RW/
CRP.5/

Add.1

CD/RW/
CRP.5/
Add.2

CD/RW/
CRP.6

CD/RW/
Add L] 1

CD/KW/
CRP.7
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Activities and obliga-

tions: Proposals by
Australia and France

Peaceful Uses: Proposal
by USSR-United States,
Germany, Federal Republic
of, Italy and Pakistan

Peaceful Uses: Proposal
by France

Peaceful Uses: Proposal
by Pakistan

Peaceful Uses: Proposal
by Romania

Relationship with other
disarmament measures and

agreements: Proposals by
USSR~-United States,
Pakistan, Egypt, Canada
and France .

Relationship with other
disarmament measures and

agreements: Proposal
by Australia and France

Relationship with other
disarmament measures and
agreements: Proposal by
Pakistan

Compliance and Verifica-

ation: Proposals by USSR-

United States, Belgium,
France and Sweden

Compliance and Verifica-
tion: Proposal by
Pakistan

Annex: Proposals by

USSR-United States and

France

7/VII/1980

7/Vii/1980

7/VII/1980

7/VII/1980
11/VII/1980

7/VII/1980

7/VII/1980

14/VII/1980

8/VII/1980

14/VII/1980
8/VII/1980

ees/17




21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27,

30.

31.

'CD/RW/

CRP.8

CD/RW/
CRP.9Y

CD/RW/
CRP.10

CD/RW/
CRP.10/
Add.1

CD/RW/
CRP.11

CD/RW/
CRP.12

CD/RW/
CRP.12/
Add.1l

CD/RW/
CRP.12/
Add.2

CD/RW/
CRP.13

CD/RW/
CRP.14

CD/RW/
CRP.16
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Amenaments: Proposals

by USSR-United States
and France

Duration and Withdrawal:

Proposals by USSR-United
States and France

Review Conferences:

Proposals by USSR-
United States, German
Democratic Republic,
Australia and France

Review Conferences:

Proposal by Morocco

Adherence, Entry into

Force, Depositary:

Proposals by USSR-United
States, German Democratic
Republic, Australia,
France and Pakistan

Preamblé: Proposals by

Hungary, Sweden, Egypt

and Belgium

Preamble: Proposal by

Bulgaria

Preamble: Proposals by

Sweden and Germany,

Federal Republic of

Invitation to the

International Atomic

Energy Agency: Proposal

by The Netherlands

Scope on Prohibition:

Proposal by
The Netherlands

Definition of facilities

to be protected:

Proposal by Pakistan

9/VII/1980

9/VII/1980

9/VII/1980

15/VII/1980

9/VII/1980

9/VII/1980

14/VII/1980

17/VII/1980

9/VIiIi/1981

17/VII/1981

30/I111/1982

«.+/18




32.

. 33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39..

40,

CD/RW/

CD/RW/
CRP.19

CD/RW/
CRP. 20

CD/RW/
CRP.20/
Rev,1l

CD/RW/
CRP,21/
Rev,1

CD/RW/
CRP.22/

.Rev,2

CD/RW/
CRP. 25

CD/RW/
CRP.26

CD/RW/
CRP.27

- 18 -

Draft Consolidated

Radiological Weapons

Treaty Provisions:

Submitted by the Chairman

Suggestions by the Co-
ordinator on the Issues
of Definition, Peaceful
Uses, and Relationship
to Other Agreements

Suggestions by the Co-
ordinator for the
Structure of a Treaty
Prohibiting Radiological
Weapons

Submission by the Co-
ordinator of Group A

Report of Group A

Report of Group B on the
gquestion of prohibition
of attacks against
nuclear facilities

A list of proposals by
the Chairman for the
items to be discussed

in the Ad Hoc Committee
on Radiological Weapons
during the summer session

Questions addressed to

the Swedish Delegation

by the Delegation of the
Federal Republic of
Germany with respect to
the draft provisions
regulating the prohibition
of attacks in Working
Paper CD/RW/WP.52

Submission by Sweden:
Notes from the inter-
vention by Ambassador
Ek&us on 21/VI/1984
concerning criteria and
definitions used in
CD/RW/WP.52

6/1vV/1982

28/IV/1983

23/1v/1983

3/VIII/1983

9/VII1I/1983

12/VIII/1983

20/VI/1984

6/VII/1984

12/VII/1984

ves/19



41. CD/RW/
CRP.28

42. CD/RW/

CRP.29
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Programme of work of the
Ad Hoc Committee on

Radiological Weapons

Answers provided by the
Delegation of Sweden to
questions raised by the
Federal Republic of
Germany concerning the
Swedish proposal for
draft provisions pro-
hibiting attacks on
nuclear facilities
contained in CD/RW/WP.52

12/Vii/1984

19/VII/1984

ees/20
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In addition, during the 1983 session of the Committee on
Disarmament, the Secretariat prepared and circulated to
the Working Group on Radiological Weapons a number of
informal papers relating to proposals made by Members
under the item as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Compilation of texts regarding "Definition" and
"Scope of Prohibition" as contained in CD/31,
CD/32, CD/RW/WP.20 and CD/RW/WP.39

Compilation of texts regarding "Peaceful Uses" as
contained in CD/31, CD/32, CD/RW/WP.20 and
CD/RW/WP.39

Compilation of texts regarding "Relationship with
other disarmament measures and agreements" as
contained in CD/31, CD/RW/WP.20 and CD/RW/WP.39

Compilation of texts regarding "Compliance and
Verification" as contained in CD/31, CD/32,
CD/RW/WP.20 and CD/RW/WP.39 .

A list of proposed draft treaties on radiological
weapons

A list of proposals on the draft preamble part of
the Treaty on Radiological Wweapons

A list of proposals on "Definition" and "Scope of
Prohibition" parts of the Treaty on Radiological
Weapons

A list of proposals on "Peaceful Uses" part of the
Treaty on Radiological Weapons

A list of proposals on "Relationship with other
disarmament measures and agreements" part of the
Treaty on Radiological Weapons

A list of proposals on “"Compliance and
Verification" part of the Treaty on Radiological

Weapons

A list of proposals on "Amendments", "Review
Conferences", "Duration and Withdrawal",
"Adherence, Entry into Force, Depositary" parts of
the Treaty on Radiological Weapons

A list of proposals on "Annex" part of the Treaty
on Radiological Weapons

A list of proposals regarding the question of
prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities
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Please note: to avoid unnecessary duplication

- the foilowing Working Papers have not been included:

1.

10.

11.

12,

CD/RW/ Secretariat Compilation of relevant 26/V1I/1980
WP.1 documents on Radiological

Weapons covering the

period 1979-1980
CD/RW/ Secretariat List of documents, 21/vii1i/1980
WP.13/ working papers and
Rev.2 conference room papers
CD/RW/ Chairman Working Paper containing 18/vi/1981
WP.21 time-table for the work

of the Working Group

during the second part

of the CD 1981 session
CD/RW/ Draft report of the 10/VIII/1981
Wp.24/ Ad Hoc Working Group
Rev.1 on Radiological

Weapons
CD/RW/ Chairman Tentative programme 15/111/1982
WP.27 of work
CD/RW/ Chairman Working Paper: Meetings 14/1v/1983
WP.42 in the first part of

the 1983 session
CD/RW/ Chairman Working Paper: Meetings 26/1IV/1983
WP.43 in the second part of

Similarly omitted are the following Conference Room

the 1983 session

Papefs:

CD/RW/ Amendments to text of 13/ViIii/198l
CRP.15 draft report
CD/RW/ Draft report of the 6/1IX/1982
CRP.18 Ad Hoc Working Group on

Radiological Weapons
CL/RW/ Draft report of the 2/V111I/1983
CRP.23 Ad Hoc Working Group

on Radiological Weapons
CD/RW/ A list of proposals 10/Vi1iI/1983
CRP.24 regarding the question

of prohibition of attacks

against nuclear facilities
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CONFERENCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT ccD/201

14 July 1970
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Original; cE

The ¥otherlenze
vorking Panev concernine United Netions
Generzl Assemclv resolution 2602 C (XXILL
k. Prospects for rediological werfere
Two modes of rediclegicel warfare are distinguished in the litersture, andé also in

-the Urdted lietione General Assenbly resolution: on the one hand the use of nuclear
weapons in such a'way as to maxinize their radioactive effects, on the other hend the
use of radioactive agents independently of nuclezsr explosions.

It is techricelly possible to menufacture nuclear weaspons in such & way that they
will cause & maximel gnount of fall—éut. But it is not protable that & country would
de L;ber=t=.y do so, beceuse it would hardly offer distinct milltery asdvantages. i
n.clezr uaapo*s would ever be used, it may be assumad that they will be used with the
ain of gchideving & decisive effect sgainsi an opponent in e short span of -time. The
short-term lethel effects of a nuclear e:pplosion are caused by blast, heat and initiael
radiation. Increasing the fell-out would cause harnful effects after weeks, months and
even years, wnormaally, such long-term effects would seem not to be interesting from s
nilitery point of view. iioreover, the attacked arez would becone badly eccessible on
zceorat of its radiczctive contaminetion. Tne trend in nuclear wespons technology is
going in the direction of cleaner weapons rather than dirtier ones, ’

Tiae second method of radiologiczl werfare, namely the use of radioacfive egents
irdependently of nuclear explosions, ir- likewice not very pleusible.

In order to kill or hern people within & few hours, & resdiation dose would be
resuired of ct least 1.002 roentgen. Eut the highly radioactive isotopes one would need
ior that purpose all have z shori or very chort aelf-life, This impliés thet they
cannot be stored for later use. It is true, such isotopes can be produced, For instance,
by irradieting uraniwm ir & high-fiux reecicr one would obtain » considerable emount of
highly rediocactive materisl which would remein letiusl during s few deys. But the
trensport of this muterial to tlie tergel ares would pe e very difficult and cumbersaze
job, in the first place on eccount of the heavy protective sidelding which would be
needed for this :vtremely dangerous metericl. Ilerre-scele use of ruch isotopes for

so-cellec¢ ctrategic purposes is out of the question,

wi, T0=14697



for ceusing chort-term effects

+hc use of aighdy rediccctive natcrials
the sape does not apply

ost unsurmountable practicel difficulties,
uhich cen herr life or health sfter wonths

Wherees
woulé run inte aim
+o the use of less redioective materials

or years. ror this purpese one mig
etroatium~-90, wiich has z half-life of thirty years.

to handle and cen be obtained relatively easily from t

Put here the seme would epply as with regerd to the deliberate menufacture of "dirty"
eving these long-tert

What would be the militeTy ralionale for achi

e radicactive waste of reactors.

miclezr wespons:

harmful effects?
Summing up: Jjudging by the gvailsble informztion possibilities for radioclogital

werfere do exist theoretlcally but do not seem teo be of much or even of any practical
b

signiticance.
B. Ayrs control esvects of radiologicel warfare

ix the light of the foregoing conciderstions it is difficull to sze the practical
nsefulness of &iscussing arms cortrol measures reloted to radiolegicel warfare.

nt use materials having a long helf-life, for instence
Such meteriels are not so dgifficult
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CD/31
o July 1979

ZHNGLISH
Original: RUSSIAN

IETTER DATED 9 JULY 1979 ADDRESSED TO THZ CEAIRMAN CI'

THE COMIITTEZ ON DISATMAMENT FROM TEE REPRESENTATIVEL

OF THC UNION OF SOVIST SCCTALIST RETUBLICS TRANSMITTING

A DOCUMENT ENTITLED “'AGEREED JCINT USSR-UNITED STATES

PROPOSAL ON MAJOR EIEMENTS OF A TREATY PROHIBITING THE

DEVELOPHMENT, PRODUCTICH, STCCKPILING AND USE CF
RADICLCGICAL WEAPONSH

I am submitting a document entitled "Joint USSR-United States proposal on
major elements of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons'.

I should be grateful if you would arrange to have this document distributed to

the members™of the Committee on Diszrmament.

(Signed): V.L. ISSRAELYAN

USSR Representative to the
Cormittee on Disarmament

GE.79-62313



cD/31
page 1

AGIEED JOINT USSa-GHITTD STAYDS PRCPCSAL O TAJCR ELZISNTS
C¥ & TTIZATY PRUIIPITING THD DEVELCIIZNT, TRCODUCTICH,
STCCIFILIIG AlD USS O IADICLCCICAL VZLTCHS

I

‘Bach State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to Gsvelop, produce, stockpile,

otherwise acquire cr possess, or use radiological weaponc.
IT

For the purpose of the Treaty, the term ‘'radiological weapon' means:
1. Any device, including any veapon or equipment, cther than a nuclear explesive
device, specifically designed to ermlcy radicactive material by disserinating it to
cause destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay
of such material.
2. -Any radicactive meterial, othei: than that produced, by a nuclear explosive
device, specifically designed for &mployment, by its dissemination, to cause
destruction, damage or injury by means of the rediation produced by the decay of
such material.

iII

Each State Party to the Treaty also.undertakes not to employ deliberately, by
its dissemination, any racdicactive meterial not defined as a radiological weapon in
paragraph II, subparagraph 2, and not produced by a nuclear explosive device, to
cause destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by the de@y
of such material. '

v

Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to assist, encourage, or induce
any person, State, group of States or international orgenization to engege in any of
the activities vhich the Parties to the Treaty have undertaken not to engege in under
the provisions of paragraphs I and III. (

v

Provisions of the Treaty shall not hinder the use of gources of radiation from
radicactive decay for peaceful purposes and shall be without prejudice to any

generally recognized principles and applicable rules of internetional law concerning

such use.
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VI

Each State Party to the Treaiy undertzkes, in accordance with its
constitutional procedures, to take any measures vhich it deems necessary to prevent
loss of and to prchibit and prevent diversion of radicactive materials that might be
used in radiological veapons and any activities contrary to the provisions of the
Treaty in its territory or at any place under its jurisdiction or under its

consrol.

VIt

Nothing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as in any way limiting or
detracting from the obligations assumed by any State under the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Huclear Veapons, the Protocol for the Prchibition of the Use
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods -of
Varfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, or any existing rules of intermational

law governing\grmed conflict.
VIII

1. The States.Parties tc the Treaty undertake to consult one another and to
'co-operate in solving any problems vhich ma) arise in relation to the objectives of,
or in the applicati&n of the provisions of, the Treaty. Consultation and

- co-operation pursuant to this paragraph may 21lso be undertaken through appropriste
international procedures within the framework of the United Hations and in
accordance with its Charter. These international procedures may include the
services of appropriate iniernational organisations, as well as of a Consultative
'Committee of Bxperts as provided for in subparagraph 2 of this parzgraph.

2. Tor the purposes set forth in subparagraph 1 of fhis paragraph, the 7
Depositary shall, within one month of the receipt of a iequest from any State Party,
convene a Consultative Committee of Ixperts. Any State ﬂart4 may appoint an expert
to this Committee, whose functions and rules of nrocedure are cet cut in the Annex:,
which constitutes an integral part of the Treaty. "The Cormmittee shall itransmit to
the Depositary a summery of its findings of fact, incorporating all views -and |
information presented to the Commitiee during its proceedings. The Depositary shall
distribute the summary to all 5S¢ tates Parties.

3. Any State Party to the Treaty which has reasons tc believe that any other State
Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the Treat;
may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United Mations. Such a
complaint should include all relevant information as well as all possible evidence

supporting its validity.
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4. Lny State Party to the Treaty undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any

investigation which the Securiiy Council may initiate, in accordance with the

provisions of the Charter of the United'ﬁétions, on the basis of ths complaint

received by the Council. The Zecurity Council shall inform the States Parties to
the Treaty of the resulis cf the investigaticn.

5. BEach State Party to the Treaty underiakes to provide or support assistance, in
accordance vith the provisions of the Charter of the United Wations, to any Party to

the Treaty which so requests, if the Security Council decides that such Party has

-been harmed or is likely to be harmed as a resuli of violation of the Treaty.

iD
1. bﬂ Stéte rarty may propose amendments to fhe Treaty. Dach proposed amendment
shall be submitted to the Depositary, vhich shall promptly transmit it to all States
Parties. .
2. An amendment shall enter into force for each State Party accepting the
amendment gfter the deposit vith the Depositary of documents of acceptance by a
m2 jority of the States Parties. Thereafter, the amendment shzll enter into force

for each remaining State Party on the date of the deposit by it of the acceptance
document .

-r
o

1. The Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty shall in exercising its national sovereigniy
have the right t: withdrew from the Trcaty if it decides that extraordinary events,
related to the subject matter cf the Treatyr, have jeopardized the supreme interest
of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrewal to all other States Parties
%o the Treaty and to the United Fations Security Council three months in advance.
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as

having jeopardized its supreme interests.

W

Al

1. Ten years after entry into force of the.Treaty, or earlief if requested by a

ma jority of States Parties, a conference of States Tarties should be convened to
reviev the operation of the Treaty, with a viev ic assuring that the nurposes of the
preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized. Such reviev should
take into account any nev scientific and technological developments relevant to the
Treaty.

2. Thereafter, a mejority of the States Parties could obtain the convening of a

conference with the same objectives.
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I ne revieu ccnference has been convened rithin (blank) years folloving the

3!
the Depositary should solicit the views

conclusion of a previous revieu conference,

of all States Parties on the holding of such a conference. 1f (blank fraction) or

(blank number) of the Staics Parties, vhichever number is less, respond

affirmtively, the Denositary should take immediate steps to convene the conference.

1T
The Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. A State vhich does not
into force in accordance with subparagraph 3 of this

1

sign the Treaty before its entry
paragraph may accede %o it at any time. '
2. The Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments

of retification and accession shell be deposited with the Secretary~General of the

United Nations.

3. The Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of the instruments of

ratification By (blank) Governments in accordance with subparagraph 2 of this
paragraph. )
4. Tor States vhose instruments of ratification or accession.are deposited

subseéuent to the entry into force of the Treaty, it shall enter into force on the

date of the deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession.
5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the

date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or

accession and the date of entry into force of the Treaty, as.well as of any
amendment to it and of the receipt of othsr notices.

6. The Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary pursuant to frticle 102 of the

Charter of the United Hations.
RIIT

The Treaty, the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish texts of
vhich are equally authentic, shall be deposited vith the Secretary-General of the

United Nations, vho shall transmit duly certified copies of the Treaty to the

Governments of the signatory and acceding States.
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Ammex to the Treaisr

Consultative Commitiee of Experts

1. The Consuliative Comnittee of Experts shall undertake to make appropriate
findings of fact and provide expert vievs relevant to any problem raised pursuani to
paragraph VIII, subparagraph 1, of the Treaty by the State Fariy requesting the
convening of the Cormmittee.

2. The vork of the Consultaiive Committee of Experts shall be organized in such a
vay as to permit it to perform the functions set forth in paragrepn 1 of this Annex.
The Committee shall decide procedural questions relative to the organizaiion of its
wrork, vhere possible by consensus, but otherise by a majoriiy of those present and
voting. There shall be no voiting on matters of substance.

3. The Deposi&ary or his representative shall serve as the Chairmen of the
Committee.

4. Iach expert may be assisted at meetings by one or more advisers.

5. Each expert shall have the right, through the Chairman, to request from States,
and {rom international organizations, such information and assistance as the expert

considers desirable for -the accomplishment of the Commitiee's work.
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[

OF THT UiITZD STATLE OF ALRICa TRATSIITTLG .. DOCURET

OF &1 TREATY PROEIBITLG TE= DoV=IOH T, FRODUCTION,

STOCKPILIIG %D USE OF RADICLOGICAL WEiPCIS

I 2m transmitting herewith = document entitled “igreed Jeint US-USSR Proposal
on Major Elements of a Treaty Prohititings the Development, Production, Stockpiling
and Use of Radiological Yezazone .

I reszectfully request that this document be circuleied znmon: the members of
the Committee on Dissrmament.

(3igned).  iérisn S. Fisher
United States Reopresentaiive
to the Commititee on
Disarmament

GE.79-62317
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Original: ENGLISH

HUYNGARY

Voxizing paper on the draft preambular part ¢f the Treaty
on the Prohibiticn of the Developmsnt, Manufacture,
stockpiling and use of Radiclogical VWeapons

The States Parties to this Treaty,

Determined to further emhance intermational peace and security ané to save
mankind from the danger of the use of new means of warfare and to contribute to the
cause of the cessaticn cf the arms race with the final goal of achieving general
and complete disarmement under sirict and effective intermaticnal control and to
continue negctiations to achieve further progress in the disarmement field,

Convinced of the impcriance of adopting efifzctive measures tc prevent the use
of scientific and technological achievements for developing new types and systems
of weapons of mass destrustion including radiclogical wecapons,

Realizing the threatening possibility of the development and deployment of
radiological weapons in the arzenal of armed forces of States

Recallins that the Gsneral Assemtly of the Urnited Nations called for the
prohibition of development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapcns,

Conscious that the use of radiologicai veapons would have devastating
consequences for mankind, ' A

Convinced thal the prchibition of radiologisal weapons will contriovute to the
preservation of the natural environment for the present ané future generations,

Recognizire the need for peaceful uses of sources of radiation from radioactive
decay in different fields of human activities,

Desirinz to further confidence and peaceful relations among States and to
improve international aimosphere in accordance vwith the purposes and princivles
of the Charter of the United Nations

Have agreed on the feollowing:

GE.T9-62822
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GERLATT DEIIDCRATIC REPULLIC

Working naper on draft paragranh XI. subparagrzph ), and parasraph iII,
submaragzanh 5, of the Tweccty on the Prohibition of the Development,
Hamulacture, Stocmiling and Use of Rodiological ieopaon

Porzgreph X1, subvarazgradh 3

If no reviev coafarcace hzs been convened within iten years follewing the
conclusion of a previous reviev conference, the Depositarz should solicit the
views of all States Partiesc on the holding of such a conference. If one-ithird oz
ten of the States Partiec, vhichever iwmber is less, responéd affirmatively, the

Depositary should take immedizie stcps to convene the conference.

Paracranh XIT, subparagraph 5
e
The Treety shall enter into force upon the deposit of the imstruments of

ratification 25 Goveraments {including ihe nuclear-ueapon States) in accordance
>\ <0 !

vith subparagraph 2 of this paragrapn.

GE,79-63003



- 1980



COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT /15 |
17 lzxch 1930

Criginal: ENGLISH

Decision zdonted a2t the 69ith vlenary meetins held on 17 ierch 1630
(originally submitted os Working Paper Ho.9/Rev.l)

The Committee on Discrmement decides to establish for the duration of its
1980 session an ad_hoc working group of the Comnmitiee with =z view to rezching
agreement on a convention prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and
use of radioclogical weapons.

The 28 hoc working group will report to the Commitiee on the nrogress of its

work at any appropriate time and in any case before the conclusion of its 19380 sessicn.

GE.80-60610




COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT o0 oo

Original: ENGLISH

Compilation of relevant documents on rediclogical
weapons covering the perisad 1679 - 1960

(Prepared bty the Secretariat at the request of
the “ommittee cn Disarmament)

At ifs 69th plenary meeting, the Committee on Disarmament
decided t establish for the duration of its 1980 session an ad
hoc working grcup of the Committee with a view to reaching égreement
cn a convention prohibiting the develcpment, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapens (document CD/79).

At its first meeting on 24 April 1980, the ad hoc working
group on radiological weapons requested the Secretariat to prepare
2 compilation of relevant documents on radiological weapens which
should cover the period 1979 - 1880 ipcluding a shcrt summary of
the development of the preceeding period. That compilation shculd
be divided into two main sections: the first dealirg with étatements
of a géneral character and the‘second incorperating specific pfoposals,

which should be prepared in a systemztic manner.

In carrying out its task, the Secretariat adopted the fellowing
criteria:

(2) 4s requested,tthe ccmpilation refers mainly to statements
made at and werking papers submitted to the General: Assembly
and the Committee on Disarmament. ‘

(b) The compilation covers the period 1979 - April 1980.

Only a summary of developments in the preceeding peried is
included as an introduction.

(c) The compilation consists of a sumary description of the
main points covered in relevant documents and statements.

(d) In tre compilation views are not attributed to any
particular delegation. However, a list of references to

scurces is provided.

GE.80-~63098
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(e) Wo reference is made to informal meetings, since no
records exist for them. - .

(£f) The text-of-the- compilation was_arranged under
headings that roughly fcllecwed.the provisions of the
proposals submitte;i fo the Committee on Diszrmament,

as well as the proposals and suggestions contained in

relevant worklng papers. and statements.
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I. Introduction

As early as 1948, a resclution adecpted by the Commission of
the United NWations for.Conventional Armaments stated that weapons
of mass destruction had to be defined te include, inter alia,

"padio-active material weapons".

In 1969, the General Assembly took up the issﬁe for the first
time and adopted resclution 2602 C (XXIV) bty which the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmement (CCD) was invited to consider the
question of controls agazinst the use of radiological methods of
warfare conducted independently of nuclear explosions.2 At that
time the CCD considered this proposal and concluded that it was
difficult to see the practical usefulness of discussing measures

3

related to radiological weapons.

After a lapse of six years, in 1976, the CCD, taking inté
account the new developments and trernds in science and technology,
considered the question of the prohibition of the development and )
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and of new

systems of such wea.pons.4 The General Assembly, at its thirty?first

session took up and discussed briefly the gquestion of the prohibition

of radiological weapons. No draft resolution was submitted om the

p)

question.

Two divergent approaches on the issue emerged and continued
to persist. Some delegations expressed preference for a compre=
hensive prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types
and systems of weapons of mass destruction, which would contain a

list of specific weapons to te banned. Other delegations advocated
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conclusion of separate conventions concerning specific new tyvpes
of weapons of mass destruction vhich might emerge and could be
identified.6 While this discussion was proceeding in disarmament
bodies, the questlon of the prohibition of radlologlcal weapons
became the subject of bllateral USSR-USA negotiationms.

In 1978, the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly
considered the issue and its Final Document 1ncorporated relevant

provisions in paragraphs 76 and 77. 7

In 1979, the Committee on Disarmament'decided to include in .
its agenda an item entitled "New types of weapons of mass destructlon
and new systems of such veapons; radiological weapons", which was

again 1nscr1bed in'its agenda for 1980.

In 1979 the partic1pants in the bllateral talks produced and
submitted to the Committee on Disarmament an "agreed Jolnt proposal
on maaor elements of a treaty prohlbltlng the development, production,
stockpiling and use of radlologlcal weapons". 8 The General Assembly,
- at its thirty-fourth sess1on, adopted resolutlop 34/87 A which _
requested the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as soon as possible
"to-achieve agreement, through negotlaulons, on the text of such a |
conventlgn" and to report to the General Assembly at its thlrty-flfth

Session.,



£D/104
page 6

I, Statements cof = general charzcter

1. Approaches
It was generally accepted that the need of preventing the emergence

of radiological weapons arcse with the rapid development of nuclear energy
and technology-and the increasing accumulaiion of radiocactive materials through-
out the world. The international community, therefore, should prevent the
use of ‘se¢ientific and techhological progress for the purpose of developing
such weapons. ' o

In this context the radiological weapons, on one hand, were regarded
as one of the categories of weapons of mass destruction identified by the
United Nations which was not already prohibited and thus the ban would fill
2 gap in the set of multilateral agreemeﬁts dealing with thoee weepons;
such & ban would represent a first step which could be followed by the
prohibition of specific and clearly identified types of weapons.

On the other hand the prohibition of particular types of weapons of
mass destiuction, 1nclud1ng radlologlcal weapons, was regarded as a part
of the solution to the problem of the comprehensive prohlbltlon of. new
-types and systems of such weapons.

The ban would COnstltute yet another 1mportant contrlbutlon to the
limitation of the arms race,12 a contrlbutlon to the total scheme of
control and ultimate diearmamentla; a timely response to the appeal contained
in paragraph 75 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special_Session;14an
unique opportunity to ban a system before it comes into existence}5 The
provisions of a future convention would not have the effect of discriminating-

against any State, particularly between nuclear and non-nuclear States.16

2. Relationship with other disarmament measures and/or asreements
Views were expressed that: the: future treaty on radiological weapons

should be properly integrated in the framework of the existing international

legal arrangements in the field of disarmament - in particular, the Non-
Proliferation Treaty and the Geneva Protocol of 1925 - without prejudice
to the obligations or rights of States under those treaties;l7 Any
misconception should be prevented that the convention on radiological
weapons was to be regarded as a substitute to nuclear dlsarmament 18

The provisions of the future agreement ohould not call in queotlon the

basic provisions of the Hon-Proliferation Treaty. 13 The future convention
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or agreement should not detract from an ex1~t1nb convention or any convention

under negotlatlons.20 4 provision mentioning ‘the Non-Proliferation Treaty

would create dlfflCultleS for the States non-parties to. the Treaty. 2 Co-

ordination with the Convention on the Physical Protection pf Nuclear

Materials could be envisa.g.jed."'2

3. Prlorltles and tlmlnm

The negotlatlons should start and the completlon of the draft treaty .
be pursued with a view to submitiing it to the thirty-fifth session of the .
General Assembly., 25 The urgency of making progress in nuclear-disarmament
is far greater than that of concluding a radiological weapons treaty.24
The radiological weapons item is far from being one of those which call
for priority attention; however, if feasible, a complete draft treaty
could be transmitted to the General Assembly for examination at its next
session.25 The negotiations on a draft treaty on radiological weapons are
not a matter of first priority and should not be held at the expense of

urgent priority items agreed upon.26

4. Pezceful mse of radiocactive material

It should be made clear that the treaty does not apply to any of
the uses of radiation from radiocactive decay for peaceful purposes.27
The treaty should in no way prejudice the principle of the peaceful
use of radiological resources, and the need for the exchange of information
in this field.?8 No provision of the convention on the radiological
weapons should impinge on the development and operation of peaceful
nuclear programmes, especially of the developing countries; it should

29

not compromise the feedom of scientific research.

5. Complaints procedure aznd verification

Verification system provided for in the treaty prohibiting radio-—
logical wezpons should be without prejudice to and not binding for
any. other real disarmameht agreement which would be negotiated in the
future.30 The implications of the verifi;ition procedure for other

disarmament agreements should be studied. The complaint procedures

should be non-discriminatory in character and result in an effective and

52

fair convention. The verification machinery should be effective, non-

discriminatory, and acceptable to all the countries concerned.33 Loopholes
A

in the verification machinery should be axr:):'l.ded.BLr The envisaged complaints

procedure should not be regarded as a model for any other future arms
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control and disarmament convention_.35 Verification measures provided
for any agreement on arms limitation should correspond to the subject
“and scope of the prohlbltlon.36 The measures of verification should be

adequate to th: special nature of the -reapons to-be. cont. olle637

6. Terminology
The future treaty should adopt terminoclogy Wthh would be fully

consistent with the rights and obligations under other 1nternatlonal legal
instruments and allow for no ambiguity. 38 Any ambiguity in the text
should be avoided.>? ‘
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II. Svecific Propesals:

1. Preambular part

Various suggestions, as indicated below, have been made regarding the
preambular part. It was proposed that it should note the determination of
the parties to the treaty to further enhance international peace and security
and to save mankind from the danger of the use of new means of warfare
and to contribuie to the cause of the cessation of the arms race with
the final goal of achieving general and complete disarmament and to
continue negotiations on disarmament; ~ the importance of adopting
effective measures to prevent the use of scientific and technological
achievements for developing new types and systems of wéapéns.dﬁ mass
destruction including radiological weapons; the threatening possibility
of the development aﬁd deployment of radiological weapons in the arsenals _
of armed fqrdes of States; that the General issembly of the United Haticns
called for the prohibition of development, production, stockpiling and use
:f radiological weapons; 'that the use of radiological weapons would
have dgvastating consequences for mankind; that the prohibition of
raaioiogical weapons will contribute to the-preservation of the natural
énvironment for the present and future genéfations; the need for peaéeful
uses of sources of radiation from radicactive decay; and the desire to
further confidence and peaceful relations among States in accordance with
the Charter of the United Hations.4o It was also suggested that reference
should be madi in the pieamble to the importance and priority of nuclear
4

disarmament. It would be advisable to state in precise terms the basic

42

objective of auclear disarmament.

2. Scope of the prohibition

The development, production, stockpiling, otherwise acquiring or
possessing, or use of radiological weapons should og proh:.b1ted.43 Vith
regard té the scope, it was stated that nn obligation undertaken by
States in the projected treaty should be interpreted as covering the use
of radioactive materials or any sources of radiation for the purpose of
any activity except such activities as the parties to the treaty had
undertaken not to engage in pursuant to the provisions of the treaty. 44
Some delegations felt that the activities mentioned in the above statement
needed clarification.45 In order to eliminate any doubt about the

application of the treaty in time of war it was suggested that the parties
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‘to the treaty would '"never under any circumstances" take action contrary to
the pronlbltlon.46 The view was expressed that the application of the
convention should cover actions taken for purely defensive purnoses. j It
was pointed out that careful consideration should be given to the question
whether the prohibitioh should be limited only to radiation eifects
produced by non-explosive menas.l.”8 In the convention, it should be stated
explicitly that the prohibition of the dissemination of radiocactive
' material would cover actions for defensive purposes.49 The use of

radioactive barriers on one's own terrltory should be banned. 50

2,1 Definition of radiological weapons
it was proposed, for the purpose of the treaty, that the definition of

"radiological weapons" should contain the following elements:
any device, including any weapon or equipment, cther than a nuclear
explosivé device, specifically designed to employ radioactive material

by disseminating it; any radioactive material other than that produced

by 2 nuclear explosive dev1ce, specifically designed for employment, by

its dlssemlnatlon, the destruction, damage or injury would be caused by means

51

of the radiation produced by the decay of such mnaterial. The view was

expressed that the definition should include also the so-called particle—

beam weapons, which produce radietion in ways other than through
radioactive decay.52 Others felt that particle-beam weapons should be
dealt with separately in another context. 23 In order to eliminate any-
ambiguity as to the particular method of warfare, it was proposed to

>4

specifyvthat dissemination occurs independently of nuclear explosions.

25

The concept of '"nuclear explosive device™ needs to be defined precisely.

2%9 Activities and obligations
“’ith respect to other activities of each. State Party to the Treaty

whnich might be prohibited, a proposal covered: the- following categories:
undertaking not to employ deliberately, by its dissémination, any
radioactive material not defined as a radiological weapon, and not.
produced by a nuclear explosive device; undertaking not to assist,
encourage, or induce any person, State, group of States or intermational
orgenizations to engage in any of the activities prohibited by the treaty;
undertaking to prevent loss of and to prohibit and prevent diversion of
radioactive material that might be used in radiclogical weapons and

any activities contrary to the provisions of the treaty in its

territory or at any place under its jurisdiction or under its ccntrol.
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It vas suggested that the prohibiticn of the dissemination of radioactive
material should cover actions for defensive purposes.57 Iilitery attacks
or deliberate damzging in war of nuclear reactors or cther nuclear-fuel-
cycle facilities should be tzken intc account, and the prohibition should
cover all facilities containing large amcunts of radiozctive su.bstances.58
A reference to the Convention on the physical protection of nuclear .
material should be coneldered.59 The application of IAEL safeguards could
be explored.éo
The Convention should provide guarantees against the diversicn

of radiocactive material from unsafeguarded facilities in non-nuclear
weapon States, as well as in nuclear-weapon States.él, The convention
should contain categoriczl provisions regarding the obligations of
all member States to promote nuclear disarmament, to prevent the threat

of nuclear war and to preserve international peace and security.62

2.3 Relationship to other treaties

It was proposed that nothing in the treaty should be interpreted as
©in any way limiting ox detiacting from the obligations assumed by any
State under the Treaty of Nen-Proliferation of liuclear Heaponé, the
Geneva Protocol of 17 June l°23, or any ex1s+1ng rules of international

law governing armed conflict. 63 The mention of a particular treaty could
create difficulties for certain delegatlons.64

D Peaceful uses

A proporzl was made that the provisions of the treaty should not
‘hinder the use of sources of radiztion from radiocactive decay for
peaceful purposes and should be without prejudice tc any generally
recognized principles and applicable rules of international law _
concerning such use.69 The wording c©f the provision ohou_d ensure
explicitly the peaceful use of the radiation produced by radloactlve
decay; and the development and 0peratlon of peaceful nuclear programmes,

especially of the developing countries.

4. Compliance and verification

“Tith respect to the question of compliance and verification, it was
proposed that in order to solve any problems which mey arise in relation
to the objectives of the treaty or its application, consultations and
co-operation would be undertaken by the parties themselves and also

through appropriate internationzl procedures within the framework of
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the United Fations znd in accordance with its Charter. The services cf
appropriate internationzl organizations, as well as of a cbnsultative Committee
of Ixperts are envisagéd.. It wazs also proposed that any State Party which
has reasons to believe that any cther State Perty is acting in breach of
obligations deriving from the treaty may lodge a complaint with the

Security Council of the United Nations, which may initiate an investigation.
It was further proposed that each State Party should undertake to co-

operzte in carryihg out any investigaticn which the Security Council mzy
initiate and to provide or support assistance to any Party which so

requests, in accordance with the Charter of the United Hations, if the
Security Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is likely

to be harmed as a result of violation of the treaty.67 Views were

expressed that the complaint procedure involviné the Security Council

should be considered insufficient as long as the permanent members may
exercise their right of veto in such matters.68 The machinery for
consultation and co-operation needed careful examination.69 The procedure
for convening the Consultative Committee of Experts should be more efficient,
assuring more powvers for the Depositary and for the Committee itself.70
The procedures of consultation and co-operation need to be more specific
and effective. The role and‘powers'of.the Constltative Committee and its
activities should be regarded as a first step before the submission of a

71

specific complaint to the Security Council. Doubts were expressed
regarding the complaint procedures and the role of the Security Council,
as inconsistent with the principles of equal obligztions and with the
principle that only parties to a treaty have the right to participate
in the implementation of the treaty.72
5. Other prcvisions

5.1 Amendments. :
It was suggested. that amendments to.the treaty might be proposed by

any State Party through the Depositery. An.zmendment would enter into
force after the deposit of documents of acceptance by a majority of State

Parties. Thereafter - on the date of the deposit by the State Party of the
73 '

acceptance document.

5.2 Duration 2nd withdrawal
It was proposed that the treaty would be of unlimited duration. ''hen

the supreme interests of a State Party are jeopardized, it shall have the

right to withdrawv from the treaty after-prior notification. Fectice of. such
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withdrawal shall be given to all other Parties and to the Security Council
three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the

76

extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

5.3 Review Conferences

It was proposed that a review conference should be convened ten years
after entry into force of the treaty, or earlier if requested by a majority
of States Parties, with a view t6 assuring that the purposes of the preamble
and the provisions of the treaty are being realized. Such review should
take into account any new scientific and technological developments
relevant to the treaty. Thereafter, a majority of the State Parties could
obtain the convening of z conference with the same objective. The
Depositary should solicit the views of 211 State Parties on the holding of
a review conference if such a conference has not been convened during a

75

certain period of time. Five years after the entry into force of the
treaty for the first review conference was considered a more appropriate

time leng‘bh.?6 Further review conferences could be held at_longer intervals,
depending on the need expressed by a majority of-States or z number of
States not constituting 2 majority, as may be agreed upon.77 If no

review conference had been convened within ten years.following the
conclusion of a previous review conference, the depository should solicit
the views of 211 States parties. If one third or ten of the States

parties, whichever number is less, respond affirmatively, the depositary

18

should convene the conference.

5.4 Adherence, ratification, entry into force, Depositary

It was proposed that the treaty should be open to 211 States for
signature. Any State could accede to it at any time. The treaty should
be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of{
ratification and accession should be deposited with the Secretary-General
of the United Mations. The treaty should enter into force upon the
deposit of an agreed number of instruments of ratification.79 It was also
proposed that the treaty should enter into force upon the deposit of 25
instruments of ratification (including those of the nuclear-weapon States.)eo
5.5 Annex

It has been proposed that in an ammex which would constitute an
integral part of the treaty, the functions and rules of procedure of a
Consultative Committee of Experts would be set out.e-1



c/104
Annex
Page 1

List of References

Introduction

1. The United Nations and disarmament 1945-1970, United Nations
publications, Sales No. 70.IX.1l, p.28.

2. FResolution 2602 C (XXIV), on the initiative of Malta.

3. Official records of the Disarmement Commission, supplement
for 1970, document DC/233, para.26; also working paper CCD/291
submitted by the Netherlands.

4. Official Records of the Generzl Assembly, thirty-first session,

Supplement No. 27 (4/31/27), Amnex III, document CCD/514, submitted
by UBSR.

5. Ibid., First Committee (A4/C.1/31/PV.37 and 41) statements by
USA and Mexico. - -

6. For details, see the United Natioms Yearbook, Vol. .3,. 1978,
Chapter XVII and XVIII; United Nations Publicaticn Sales No.E.79.IX.3.
Also resolutions A/32/84 A and B. : :

T. Official Records of the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session,
Supplerwent No. 2 (4/5-10/2).

8. Identical proposals submitted respectively ty the USSR (CD/Bl)
and the USA (CD/32). - .

9. Resolution 34/87 A, conclusion of an international convention
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons, contained also in document CD/55-

I. Statements of general character

10. TUnited Kingdom, CD/PV.2, p.6l; Italy, CD/PV.3, p.18; USA, CD/PV.33,
p.11 and CD/PV.40, p.10; Belgium, CD/PV.76, p.18.

11. Mongolia, CD/PV.12, p.11l; USSR, CD/FV.40, p.7; Bungary. CD/PV.40,
p.18; German Democratic Republic, CD/PV.74, p.13; Romania CD/PV.76,
p.10; Poland CD/PV.76,p.16; Egypt CD/PV.77, p.6; Pakistan CD/Pv.77, p.13.

12. USSR, CD/PV.33, p.17; Canada, CD/PV.42, p.6; Egypt, CD/PV.77, Dp-6.
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15. Australia, CD/PV.41, p.12; Italy, CD/PV.42, .8
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Mongolia, CD/PV.44, p.10; Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.12;

Hungary, CD/PV.68, p.21; Egypt, CD/PV.77, p.7

15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

20. .

21.
22.
23.
‘o,
25.
26.

27.

Canada, CD/PV.74, p.9
Pakistan, CD/PV.T7, p:15

Bulgaria, CD/PV.45, p.21

‘Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.l2

Italy, CD/PV.74, p.19

Pagistén;-cn/Pv.77,,p.13

Pakistan, CD/PV.T7, p.16

Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.9; Italy, CD/EV.74, p.19
Bulgaria CD/PV.46, p.33;

Japan, CD/PV.71, p.T

Mexico, CD/PV.74, p.20

Bgypt, CD/PV.77, p.7; Pakistan, cn/év.77, p.15

Federal Republic of Germany, CD/PV.41, p.18; Bulgaria,

CD/PV.45, p.2l; Australia, CD/PV.49, p.22

28.

29.

30..

3t

32.

33.
" Pakistan, CD/PV.T77, pp.15 and 16

34.
35.

Egypt, CD/PV.77, P-9
Pakistan CD/EV.77, pp.13 and 16

Federal Republic of: Germany, CD/PV.41,.p.18

‘Canada, CD/PV.42, p.6

Canada, CD/PV.74, p.10

Italy, CD/PV.74, p.19

Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.9
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36. US., CD/PV.40, p.9.
37. TUSA, CD/PV.40, p.1l3
38. Italy, CD/PV.T74, p.19

39. Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.7.

II. Specific proposals

i 40. Hungary, CD/40

41. Sweden, CD/EV.63, p.12; Egypt, CD/PV.77,. p.7-.

42. Belgium, CD/FV.76, p.19-20 _

43. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal, CD/31, Cb/32, bar;.'l
A4 'Ussn,én/Pv.Ao,p.9; USAY, CD/FV.40, p.12 .

45~ Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.13; Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.8;
Egypt, CD/FV.77, p.8.

46. Belgium, CD/PV.76, p.19.
47. Belgium, CD/PV.76, p.19
48. Pakistan, CD/PV.77, p.15
49.  Swc en, CD/PV.63, p.12

50. Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.8

5I. Agreed joint USSR-United States propoéai, CD/31, CD/32,
p;ragraph II ‘ . :

52. Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.13; Mexico, CD/PV.74, pp.20-21;
Egypt, CD/PV.77, P.8; Pakistan, CD/PV.77, p.15

- 53. Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.8
54. Netnerlands, CD/PV.T6, p.7
55. Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.1l2

56. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal,-CD/}l, CD/32,
paras. 1II, IV and VI

57. Sweden,CD/PV.63, p.13

58. Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.13; Belgium, CD/PV.76, p.20




CD/104
Annex
Page 4

59. Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.1l4, Italy, CD/PV.74, p.19; Netherlands,
CD/PV.76, P.9 ,

60. Sweden, CD/PV.63, p.l4

61, Pakistan, CD/PV.77, p.16

62. Pakistan, CD/PV.77, p.l6

63. Agreed joint USSR-United States- proposal, CD/31, cD/32,
parz. vIL

64. Pakistan, CD/PV.T7, p.16
65. Agreed joint USSR-United States propdsal CD/}l CD/32, para. V

66. TItaly, CD/PV.T4, p.19; Egynt CD/PV.77, P- 9; Pakistan,
CD/BV.TT, 'p.16

£7. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal cp/31, €D/32, para. VIII;
Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.9 ,

68. Sweden, CD/Pv.63, p.14

€9. TItaly; CD/PV.74, p.19

70. Belgium, CD/FV.76, p.20

7. Egypt, CD/PV.77, p.8 | |

72. Zeypt, CD/PV.T7, p.8; Pakistan. CD/PV.77, p.15

73. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal,.CD/31, CD/32, para. IX
74. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal, CD/31; CD/32, para. X
75. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal, CD/31, CD/32, para. XI

76. Sweden,.CD/PV.GB, p.l4; Netherlands, CD/PV.76, p.9; Egypt,
CD/PV.77, D9

77 Hetherlands, CD/PV.76, p.9

T8. Cerman Democratic Republic, CD/42, para. 1

79. Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal, cp/31, CD/32, para. XII
80. German Democratic Republic; CD/42, para. II

81. Agreed joint USSR-United States Proposal, CD/31, CD/32, para. VIII
and Annex. .
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£ TOC "WOmIIHG CROUP _;S"_"}BLISPZD VITE A VISV TO RSACEING AGRIEMENT
~ ON . CORVENTION PROEISITING THS DZVILOFMENT, PRODUCTION,
STOCKPILIIG AND USS OF RADIOLOGICAL UEAPOH‘"

Revort to the Committee on Disarmament

I. INIRODUCTION

1, The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly in .

its section IIX entitled "programme of Action" contains the following paragraph:
n76, A conventien should be concluded prchibiting the development,

producticn, stockpllz.ng and use of radiological weapons'.
2. At its 1979 session the Committee on Disarmament noted m.th satisfaction ths
submlssmn 'by +he USSR and the United States of America of an agreed joint
proposal on ma..jor elements of a treaty prohibiting the development, production,-
.s’cockpllmg and use of radiological weapons (CD/31 and CD/3 32). Following a
preliminary discussion, the Committee concluded that it would continue consideration
of the agreed jomﬁ.proposal as soon as possible at its next annual session.
3. At its thirty-fourth session .the General Assembly of the Tnited Nations '
ad,SPted resolﬁtion 34/87 A entitled "Conclusion of an international convention
prohibi‘bing the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons", which operative paragraphs 1 and 2 read as follows:
. "], Welcomes the report of the Committee on Disarmament with regard
to radiological weapons and, particularly, its stated intention
to continue consideration of proposals for a convention banning these
weapons at its next sessiong
2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as.soon as
possible to achieve agreement, through negotié.tion, on the text of
such a convention and to report to the General Assembly on the results
achicved for consideration by the Assembly at its thirty-fifth session."
4, In conéidering item 5 of its 1980 agenda, entitled 'New types of weapons of
mass deétruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons', the
Committee on Disermament at its 69th plenary meeting held on 17 March 1980 adopted
the following decision: ‘
"The Committee on Disarmament decides to establish for the duration of
its 1980 session an ad hoc working group of the Committee with a view
to reaching agreement on a convention prohibiting the development,
production, stockpiling and usc of radiclogical weapons.

[

¥ Reissued for technical reasons.
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The ad hoc working group will report to the Committee on the progress
of its work at enyr appropriate 4ime and-in eny - case before: the
conclusion of its 196% session.: o

5. At its GUth meeting on 22 April the Commitice appointed

LAmbassador Dr. Imre Komives of Mungzary as Chairmen of the Aé Hoc Vorking Group.
lir. B. Komstentinov, of the United Iations Centre for Disarmament, vas appointed
as Secretary of the orking Group. . '
II. SUIIARY COF THE PROCZEDIIGS
6. TIn accordance ‘with the agréement reached in the Cormittee the £d Hoc WVoxking

Group helé 16 meetings betueen 24 Antil and 1 August 1980,

7. Delegatss of all member States of the Cormittee on Disarmanent participated
in the vork of the Yorking Group.  Bxperts from Czechoslovalkia, Egypt, France,
Romaniz, Inddnesia; -Sveden, USSR, United States znd Yugoslavia provided additional
‘ ‘infom:’atibn'.'é}é.d gove ‘explanations. ' '
8. At its first meeting the ‘forking Group considered organizafional matters and
agreed that it would start itc subsiantive' worl: on. Honday, 16 June, providing,
at the beginning; "po:ssibilit;r for a short general exchenge of views on rédiological
treapbns; It wras also agreed tha‘; ecach deléga"cion vould decide at vhich point
. the assistance of experts would be needed. '
e. Lt its ‘cecond meeting ’cﬁe X‘Idrking Group agreed that the proceedings should
encompass three phases: '
(2) %o identii‘y thé main elcments of the future treaty, bearing in
nind the documents submitted so far and the ctatemenis made;
(b) 4o negotiate on each of idenvified elementc '
(c) to draft the text ‘of, the. convention.
10.. A% the request of: the Vorking Group the.Chairmen submitied and the Group
adopted at ite. third Qééting a. vorking paper containing the ‘liain elements in
the negotiations of a treaty on the prohibition of radiological wezpons’, namelys:
1. '\émanble |

2. Scope of the prohibition

5. Definition of radiclogical weapons

4. Activities:and obligations

5. Relé%ionship vith other disarmament measures and agreenents
6. Peaceful uses

T. Compliance and verification

1
!
i




8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
11. At
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Other provisions

hnendments

Duration and withdrewal

Review conference )

Adherence, entry into force , depoaitary
Annexes '

the same meeting the CGroup adopted a proposal by the Chairman concemmg

the order which could serve as a guide in discussing the main elem..n'bs at meetings

of the Working Group, nanmely:

It

Definition of rzdiological weapons o
Scope of the prohibition .
Activities and obligations

Peaceful uses, Relationship to other treaties

. Compliance and ver:li‘:.cat:.on

The remeining "main elements" (other provisions, amendments, dura...:.on
and mthdrawal, review conierence, adherence, entry into force,
denos:.tary)

-Preamble

was further agreed that during each weeting the Working émup would tackle

all proposals and considerations of States members of the Committee on Disarmament

which were submitted prior to the dsy of the meeting or might be submitted and

which refer to the mein element to be discussed.

12, In

the conduct of its work the Working Group hazd before it the following

docunents and working papers:
(1) CD/ %1 "Letter dated 9 July 1979 addressed to the Chairman of the

Comnmittee on Disarmament from the Representative of the Unicn of

Soviet Socialist Republics transmitting a document entitled

"Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal on major elements of a
treaty prohibiting the development, prcduction, stocl-:pilihg and

use of Radiological Veapons."

(2) CD/32 - Letter dated 9 July 1279 addressed to the Chzirman of the

Committee on Disarmement from the Representative of the

United Stztes of imerica transmitiing a document entitled "igreed

joint United States-USSR proposzl on major -clements of z treaty
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of

radiological weapons".



C2/133
page 4
(3) €D/40 ~ ™iorking paper on the draft prezmbular part
of the Treaty on the Prohibition of the development, mamufacture,
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons", dated 23 July 1979,
submitted by the delegation of Hungary; 4
(4) CD/42 - "Jorking paper cn draft paragraph XI, subparagraph 5, and
paragraph XII, subparegraph 3 cf the Treaty on the Prchibition of
the Develomment, Maémfacture, Stockpiling and Use of Radioclogical
Weapons", dated 25 July 1979, sutmitied by the delegation of the
German Democratic Republic. :
(5) CD/RIAMP.3 ~ Canada: Comments on major elements of 2 Treaty .
prohibiting the develomment, production, stockpiling and use of

radiological weazpons.

(6) CD/RWAP.4 - Federal Republic cf Germany: Prcposal for z new
Article V.

(1) cop/mifieP.5 ~ Federzl Republic of Gsrmany: Comments on major
elemen‘lfs of a Treaty prohibiting the development, production, .

stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

(8) CD/®JATP.6 — Sweden: Proposals for Lrticles I, II and III, of a
Treaty prohibiting radiological warfare including the development,.
production, s‘boci:piling and use of radiological weapons.

(9) CD/EIAIP.T - Italy: Comments on mejor elements of a Treaty
prohibiting the develomment, production, stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons (Doc. CD/31 and CD/32).

(10) CD/RIf7P.8 - France: Proposed zmendments to the agreed joint
USSR-USA proposal on major elements of a Treaty prohibiting the
dévéio'ﬁhént, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

(11) CD/RVATP.9 - Pakisian: Proposals for z revised Article V and 2 new
article after Article V. V 7

(12) CD/EJ/WP.lf‘J.— Yugoslavia: Proposal for an article of the Treaty
related to the definition of radiological weapons.,

(13) CD/RWAP.11 - Argentina: Observations on a. Treaty prohibiting
radiological ‘weapons. ‘

(14) CD/RW/WP.IZ - Venezuela: Proposels for a title and for sxiﬁst_imtion of the
Articles I, IT and III of the "agreed joint USSR-USA proposal on major
elements of 2 treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weazpons",

(15) CD/RW/WP.IA,-- Sweden: Proposal for a study on IAEA safeguards..




In additiﬁn to these documenis +the Working Group took into zccount the views
expressed by many delegntions on the question of the prohibtition of rodiological
wenpons in the Committee, s well as durirng the lost session of the Generzl Lssembly.
Yony delegotions have also commented upon the documernts referrcd tc; vreviously,
moking suggestions and clso asking questions in connexion with them.

£t the request of the Group +the Secreteriat compiled in twelve Conference
Room Papers cnd their addenda 211 proposcls and suggestions mentioned cbove, os
well as additionzl proposcls ond suggesiions mode by the delegotions of fustralia,
Belgium, Bulgezria, Egypt, the Federal Republic of Germeny, India, Mexico, Morocco,
the Netherlands, Romcnia and Pekistan,

L list of documents, working popers ond conference room popers was prepared
by the Secretariat (cy/ﬁﬂ/@?/ii/ﬁev.l). -

13. Lt the request of the Working Group the Sscreteriat prepared = "Compilation
of relevent documents on radiologiccl weapons covering the period 1979-1580"
(cp/104). |

14, flso ¥t the request of the Working Group the Secreteriat prepered a tobulation
of the texts of a2ll proposals concerning the provisions of o treaty on radiological
weepons (CD/RW/iP.15)..

I1I. SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSION

15. In cerrying out its mandate, the ad hoc working group held extensive

discussions on the mein elements of =~ treaty prohibiting radiological wezpons.

The discussion reveeled 3het , while 211 delegetions were recdy to negotiate a

treaty on radiologicol weopons, different concepts existed with regard to approach,
the priority, the role ond scope of the itrecty, the definition of radiologicel
weapons and the procedures of verifying compliancs,.as well as in some ofher-zreas.
16. Vith respect to the spproach, the role ond the scopc of the ireaty, the view
wes expressed on the one hand that its importonce concisied of greventing the
emergence of o particular type of weapon of moss destruction not yet in existence
but which could be developed ond produced. Consequently,the treaty should not be
burdened with additional problems. Furthermore, the trecty would represent another
contribution to the limitation of the qualitcotive arms race onmd progress towords

the objective of using scientific znd technologicol ochievements solely for

peaceful purposes. The joint USSR-United Stotes proposel was regarded os o



CD/155
page 6

cuitable basic for reaching agreement on a treaty prohibiting the development,
production, _ctockpiling and usé of radioloéic;al u_eapons. Om the other hand, in
as:ﬁessing the joint proposal, the viev was exXpres scd that the text uvas too
restrictive and it should be broadened so as to include the nrohibition of

21l kinds.of weapons that used radiztion. In this ref'pcct s it vas stressed
that any treaty prohibiting the usc of rad:.olog:.cal weaponc should- contain

explicit provisions concerning the urgent priority of nuclear disarmement.

) - The view uas held that particle beam: wrcapons should-also e covered by a
_ban on: racz.ologlcal veapons. Hovever, others. pointed out that particle beam
weapons are of a difforent nature and could not be jncluded within the scope of
the proposed convention. ) -

- The cuestlon of introducing the notion of radioiogical wariare vas'i'aiséd.
The viev was expressed that the term radiological wvarfare meant digsemination of '
radioac’cive meterisl, other than through the explocion of a muclear explos:.ve dev:.ce ’
in opder to ceause destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation produced

- the decay of“such mterinzl. In this connexion the view vas expressed that thé
introduction of such a nofion vould. lead to: confusion in® the 4.1eld cf muernaulonal
1av related t6 armed conflicts, ané that the Joint USSR-United States 3en] posal
vag ained at a preventive nrohibition. of rac_lolo"v' cal weapons as well as the
rprohibition of radiological varfare, i.e. mllvary' actions with the: use of such
1capons. ‘ ‘ ,

- The viev was expressed that the treatj should e:mlicitly prohibit deliberate

attacks on nuclear reactors or any other nuclear fuel facilities. n the other

hané, the view was exprecsed that a similar prohibition was already provided for .

in Article 56 of the I Additional Protocol of 1377 1o the Cepeva Conventions. of 1949,
%he protection of victims of international 2 armed conflicts. ’

- It vas stated thaty, as: rad'tolog:y.cal weapons’ did. not yet.es xist, and that
gince it dié¢ not scenm .\.ore.,ecablc that they could oxiet as a opecific type of’
ueapbn, %he work of the Committee on Dl.:armament should be oriented. tovards the
conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the usc of redicactive matcrial

or hostile purpose:. This opinion vas con'cested, and the view wac e@ressccl that
such an apdrOach would 1imi%t the scope of a fuuurc treaty and that the joint
proposal vas more comprehensive.

— 'The vicu wuas expressced that more explicit vording chould be used vith
regpect o the prohibition of rediologiczl vecapons in yrartine, for defence purpoges,

as vell as to the use of radioactive barriers and- permissible. levels of radioactivity
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17. Uith respect to the dei‘iﬁi‘tion, the viev vas expressed that the joint proposal
vas insufficient. The viev vas expressed that the definition of radiological
veapens should not be so drafted as to imply that the use of nuclear veapons would
have a legal justification that certain delegations did not accept. The definition
of radiological veapons should, therefore, be in terms of the specific attributes
of such potential weapons and not in terms of the exclusion of nuclear explosive -
devices. On the other hand, the view was exprecsed that the definition of]
radiological veapons contained in the' joint proposal had a sound scientific _‘pasis.
At thé same time the view was expressed that it would be useful to continue the
search for a formulation that would éefine radiological weapons in strictly positive
terms, without resorting to exclusion clauses. |

18. Questions vere raised regarting the manmer in vhich the fulfilment of the
obligations contzined in the joint USSI-United States elements not to divert
radicactive meterial for use in rediological warfare would be monitored, especially
with regard to radicactive materizl in nuclear facilities outside intermational
safeguards. It ves propo_sed in this context that an overvieu study of the
possibilities of establishing and administering international safeguards should

be performed by the Secretariat. Othe;rs expresced their disagreement with this
proposal. . ‘

19, t vas generally acccpied that the provisions of the treaty should not hinder
the use of radiation from radicactive decay for peaceful purposes. Vieus vere
expressed concerning the need f.or more explicit provisions for the right of the
parties to exchange information as well as to develop and acquire nuclear technology
for peaceful purposes.

20. In the course of consideration of the procedures of verifying compliance, the
view was expressed that the related provisiorns of the joint proposal corresponded
to the subject and scope of prohibition and met the requirements of this particular
treaty. Some held the view that the procedure of lodging complaints envisaged

in the joint USSR-United States proposal could be regarded as a satisfactory one.
On the other hand, reservations vwere made with regard to the procedure of verifying
compliance as proposed, in particular vith respect to the role of the

Security Council of the United Nations, as uell as the proposed mandate for the
Consultative Committee of I:pexrts. The view vas also expresscd that greater
authority, including with respect to on-site inspection, chould be granted to the
Concultative Cormittece of Dxperts ac an independent body. The vieu uas also
expressed that the ultimate authority in the matter of compliance should be vested not
in the Security Council, but in the United lztions General Assembly or in a
Governing Board consisting of all the States Parties t'o' the Treaty.



21. The working group also briefly considered other eloments of a treaty, such as

the preamble and the final clauses.

IV, COICLUSIOoN '

2. There was wide recognition of the need to reach agreement on the text

of a treaty prohibitings radiological wecapons. However, various @ifferences
of approach have yet to be résolved'. 7 o
23, In the lighi of ‘the progresc made, the Ad Hoc Vorking Group recommends

: -that the Coimittee on Disamamén’i: ‘set up at the beginnmg of its 1981 session
a further Ad Hoc Yorking Group under an appropriate mandate to be determined at
4tha~:: time, to contimue negotiations on the slaboration of a treatiy prohibiting

radiological ireapons.




1981




€D/151
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Original: ENILISH

Decision acopted by the Committze on ad hoc working m' £
et itc 105th plenary meeting on 12 February 1961

The Committee decides that the gd hoc working proup on the comprehsnsive
programue of disarmement ectezblished on 17 March 1980 shell recune its work
forthwith, in accordence with the conclusion reached by the Comnittee at its
100th plenary weeting (parsgraph 68.16 of CD/139).

The Committee further decides to re-establish, for the duration of its 1981
session, the ad hoc working groups on effective -internationzl arrangements to
assure non-mcleer weapon Staies ageinst the use or threat of ussz of muclear weapons,
chenical weapons and radiologicazl wespons, vhich were esteblished on 17 March for its

1580 session, so that ther mzy continue their worl: on the basis of their former
mandates.

It is understood that the Committee will, as soon 25 possible, revieu the
mandates of the three 2d hoc worlking groups with a view to edzpting, as eppropriate,
their mendates to advence the” progress of the process 01 negotiations towards the .
objective of concrete diszrmament measures.

It is also understood that the decision taken by the Committee in no way
precludes the urgent considerztion of the proposals subuitted for the establishment
of other aC hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 of the Comnittzo's agenda, as well
as the consideration of the ectablishment of other subsidiary bodiec which have been
or may be proposed.

The ad hoc working grouns will report to the Committez on the progress of their
vorl at any appropriate time and in any cace belore the conclusion of its 1981
session.

CE.81-50255
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aT £ O DISARKAMERT CD/218
. 14 August 1981
Original: ENGLISH

_REPORT OF TEE AD HOC VORKING GROUP ON
RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

'I. IWRopUCTION |

1. At its 105th -plenary meetlng on 12 thruary 1981, the Commlttee on Disarmamer’

adopted the following decision relating, inter alia, to item 5 of its agenda: -
"The Committee further decides to :é-establish, for the duration of its
1981-session,.the ad hoc Wbrking.G;oups on effective international arrangements
to assure non-nuclear weapon étates.against the use or threat of use of 7
nuclear. ‘weapons, chemical weapons, and radiological weapons, which were
establlshed on 17 March for its 1980 session, so that they may continue their
work on the basis of their former mandates." )

- In addition; the Commitiee on Disarmament decided that the ad boc Working Groups
would report to the Committee on the progress of its work at any appropriate time and
in any case before the coneclusion of .its. 1981 ses31on4(document CD/151, paras. 2, 5).
IT. ORGANIZATION OF VORK AMD DOCUMENTATLOH ' :

2. At its 107th plenary meetlng on 17 beruary 1981, the Committee on Dlsarmament
appointed Ambqssador Dr. Imre Kduives (thgary) as Chairman of the Ad.HOc VWorking Group.

Mr. Guennady Efimov of the United Nations Centre for Disarmament was appointed as
Secretary of the Working Group.

3.  The Ad Hoc Wbrkiné'Group beld 21 meetings between 20 February to 23 April -1981
and between 18 June to 14 Avgust 1981, _

4. Delegates of all member States of the Committee on Disarmament partlclpaued in
the work cof thz iLd Hoc Vorking Group.

5. . At the 127th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament, on 24 April 1981,
the Chairman submitted a progress report on the work done by the Ad Hoc Working Group
CD/PV.127).

3. At its 129th and 132nd plenary meefings on 16 June and 24 June 1981 respectively,
te Comgitte; on Disarmament decided'to invite, at their request, the representatives
ol the following States not members of thz Committee to participate in the meetings of
th: Ad Hoc Workiﬁé Group: Austria, §pain;

GE .Bl-64776
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7. In fulfilling its wandate, the Ad Hoc Working Group took into consideration
paragraph 76 of the Final Document cof the First Special Session of the Unitfed Hations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament which stated that a convention should ve
concluded pr’ohibiting the develvpuwent, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons. The Working Group zlso took into consideration the relavant mcomnenda‘c:.ons
of the United Nations Disarmement Commission, in particular those ad0p1:ed in cannnculon
with the Second Discrmement Decede in 1980. The Workmg Groun i‘urther took mto
account resolution . 35/1 )GG of the Beneral- Assemol,y' entitled. “Conclusn.on of an
intemational convention prohibiting uhe development, production, sto kpl__ng -ncl use
of- ra.d:.ologlca.l weanons', in vhich operciive 'oe_ragraph 1 reads as follows.
"1, " Galls uoon the Committee on Diszrmament to continue nego tiztions m.th a
view to claborating a treaty prohibiting the" ‘dévelopment, pmduc’c:.on, stocl:p:...ing
and use of rodiological weapons and to feidort‘bn the results to the o
General Asseubly =t its thirty-sixth sessiom."
8. TIn the conduct of its work ths Ad Hoc lzmkz.ng G*'oup had before it the followmg
documents and worhng papers:. '
- CZD/}l - Ietter dafed 9 July 1079 addressed to the Chairmsn of the Cs::mm:».‘l:‘!,en on
Dlsa:cmament from the Representative of th.. Tnion of Soviet Socialist Renubllcs
transmitting a document entitled 'A Agreed joint USSR-United States: proposal on

major elements of a treaty prohibiting the developmeh‘t, préduction, ‘stoclpiling

and use of Radiologiczl Veapons!. . )
- CD/32 - Ietter dated 9 July 1979 addresseé to the ‘Chairman of the Committee on
Disarmament from the P.épresentative of the United States of America ’crensm_i’ct:‘.ﬂg

a document entitled 'Agreed joint Tnited States-USSR proposal on najor elenents

of 2 treaty rrohibiting the development, productichs stocitpiling and use of
raediologiczl weapcns!. 4

- CD/40 --Vorkihg peper on the draft preambular- pert of the Trezty on the P?cohibifion
of thz developuert, marufacture, stockpiling: znd use of .cadiological,maponé' s '
dated 23 July 1979, submitted by the delegeiion of Eungary.

- CD/42 - '"orking paper ou draft pavegrapn %I, subparagranh 3, snd paragrosh XIT,
subparagreph 3 of the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Development, Henufacvurs,
Stockpiling and Use of Radiologiccl Wempons', dated 25 July 1979, subaitied by the

delegation of the German Democratic Republic.
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co/RuAP.3 -'C;ﬁa& Comments' on"major.é-léments of ‘2 Treaty prohibiting the
devnlonme“rf, produ*'clon, stockpllmg and’ uge of- radlologlcal Wezpons.

: GD/RW/(»IP.A, TFederzl Revublic of Gérmany: Proposal for a new Article V.
CD/Rv/AP.5 -~ Federal Républic of Gernany: Comzments en major clements of a Treaty
proh:.'brtmg the develo'mae'1 Ve productlon, stock'p:l.l.mg znd ‘use of rad:.ologlcal

"

weapons. ;

- CD /RW /4P .6 - Smc.en' Proposals for Articles I, II end ITI, or a Treaty proh:.'blt.ng
the developmenu, nroduct:.on, stockpiling and use of radlologlcal weapons.

CD/RW/WP .7 - ___I Comients on major elements of = Treaty prohibiting the
devel opméﬁt product:.on, stoclfnl_mrg end use of radiological weavcns

(@oc. /51 and cn/sz) T ' ,
CD/RW/MP.8 - Frince: Proposed amendments to the agreed joint USSR-United States

‘ pmposal ‘on U.",]OI‘ elemenits of a Tmﬂ‘ty *proh:.’bitmg the developaent:, nroduc‘t:.or',
stockpiling end use of radiological weapons. ° ’
CD/RVAP.O - Pakistan: Provosels for o revised Article V and = new article

after Article V. B B |
CD/RWATP.10 ~ Yuzoslavia: lhovosal for en erticle of the Treaty related Yo the
deﬁ.nw tion of rc.dJ.ologlcc..l weapons. '

' CD/RU/UP.II = Lrpéntine: Observatioas on a Treaty prohibiting rediological
veapons, , ' o
CD/RW/APi12° - Venezuela: Proposals for = title ‘and for substituiion of the
Articles I, IT and IIT cf the 'sgreed joint USSR-United States proposal on
wajor éleménis of a treaty prehibiting the develbpment, production’, stockpiling
and use of radiolcgical w=apons!.

CD/RWAP.14 - Sueden: TFrovmesal for a study on TAEA .seforuerds.

CD/RWATF.15 - Tabulation of provosals submitted to the £d Hoc Working &roup on
Radiologiczl Vecrons on o itr2aty prohibiting radiological wezpons

(prepared by the Sacretariat).

CD/RIAR15/4G¢.1/Mev.) - Indiz: Proposals for amendments of Article I, II, III,
and VII of thc elewents of the- 'a“onosed Draft Treaty on the wmrohibition of
Radiological Vezwons. ‘

" CD/RMAIP.15/kdd.2 - Indonesia: Statement delivered by the dslegation cf Indonesia

at the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Radiological Weancns held

on 13 Mzrch 1981. |
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CD/RW/HP.15/448.2/Supp.] - Indomesia: Comment on the agreed joint,
USSR-United Stotes CD/31-CD/32 especially paragraph 3 Article VIII. concem:.ng
compliance and verification and on. the l‘re*lch pronosal contamed in Cﬂ)/:‘lf/‘P.S.
CD/RWATD.15/24d,5 ~ Yugoslc.va.a Proyoszﬂ for amemdments to Article II of the
elements of the provosed Draft Treaty on the Proh:\.‘n:.t:.m of Radlolog:\.cal Vee 'oons.
CD/RW/WP.16/Rev.1 - Teport to the Committee on Disarmement. ‘ ,
CD/RYAP.1T - The Chairmen's brief delivered at the First meeting of the Ad Hoc”
Working Group on LDadiological Weapons held on 20 February 1981. 7
CD/RNAATP.15.~ The Chairman's Worlzing Paper containing alternative texts of
Articles an definition and scope of prom.‘b_tmn of & future treaty.

~ CD/RV/WP.10/8dd.1 - The Chairman's woricing paper containing altemat:.ve fexts

of Articles on activities and obligations znd peaceful uses.

D/RW/P.18/A33.2 - The Chaimen's Working Paper containing altematlve texts

of Articles ma relat:.onshlp with other Disarmament measures and zgreemenis and
compliance and wverification. '

Cd/RWAP.16/2dd.2/Supp.1 - The Chairmen's Workmg Paper conta.:.n:ug altema‘!,lve
text for Anmex. T
CD/RV/MP.16/A23.5 — The Chaimmen's Working Paper: containing al temative: texts

of Articles on Asendments, Duration and Vithdrawal, Review Conferences, Adnerence,
Entry into Force, Depositary. A N

CD/‘RW/WP.IQ - Sweden: ilemorandun on certain aspects of a convention prohibiting

radiological warfore,

' CD/RW/‘IP 20 -~ The Chairmen's. Vlorking Paper containing ~onsolidated iext based

on proposals submitted by the Chairman. )
CD/RVAE.20/462.1 - Sweden: Proposal for Article VI of the consolidated texi
by the Chairuien. ‘. o
CD/BWAP.20/A%G 1 /Supn .1 ~ liorocco: Proposal for Article VI of the consolidated
text by the Chciruon.

CD/RMAP.20/2GA.2 — Jemen: Proposeé amendment to Ariicle V of (B/RUAE.20
CD/RW/MP.20/444.5 ~ Feéeral Republic of Germany: Propeszl for Article VII ond

Annex of the consolidaticd text Wy the Chairman. .
CD/RYAIP.20/AdG A - Sweden: Prevoszl for Article VIII of the consolidated text
by the Chairme. ‘

CD/RH P .20/506..5 — Venezuela: Proposed amendment to Article IX of

document /AP, 20..
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- CD/RVW/WP.20/Ad3.6 - Msrccco: Promosed amerdmernt to Article VII of
document CD/RW/WP.20.

- CD/RW/%P.20/Add.T - The Chzirman's Working Paner-on definition and scope of

prohibition.
-  CD/RW/WP.20/Add.8 - The Chairman's Workz.no Paper on peaceful usess :
- . CD/RW/WP.21 -~ The Chairman's Working Paper containing time-table for the work-

of the Working Group during-the Sscond part of the CD 1981 session.

- CD/RW/WP.22 - Auetrslia: Working paper or Scope and Definition of the future

" Treaty on Radiological VWeapons.
- .CD/RW/WP 23 - Working Paper of the Group of 21 on certain elements of the

Convention on the Prohibition of Radiological Weapons.
- CD/BW/WP.24-- Draft Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons.
-  CD/RW/WP.24/Rev.l - Draft Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological

Weapons. - .
9. In addition to these documents, the Working Group took into consideration the
views. expressed by delegations on the question of the prchibition of radiological
weapong in the Commrbtee on Disarmament as well as uur:.ng the thirty-fourth and
thirty~-fifth sessions of the Genmeral Adsembly. ’
10. At the request of the Group, the Secretariat compiled in 15 conference room
papers aﬁd their addenda proposals and suggestions made by Australia, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Csnada, Egypt, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federzl
Republic of, Hungary, India, Italy, Mexico; Mofocco, Netherlands, Pakistan, Romania,
Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Rzpublics, United States of Amsrica, Venszuela and
Yugoslavia. A list of documents, working papsrs and conference room papers- was
also prepered by the Secretariat (CD/RV/WP.13/Rev.Z2).
11. At the request of one delegation ths 24 Hoc Working Group agreed that it would
benefit the woxk of - the Group if, in conformity vith Article 41 of the rules of
procedure of the Commitiee on Disermazment, the Dirsctcr-General of the IAEA coulé be
invited tc provide information on the possible relati-nship betwesn 2 draft convention
prohibiting the development, production, stocitpiling and use of radiological weapons
and the Vienna Convention on the Physical Protaction of Nucicar Material as well as
the guidelines for physical protection of nuclesr material.. Consequently the Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group wrote 2 letter to the Chairman of the Committee on
Disarmament asking him to initiate consultations with the Committee on this request.
Some delegations expressed their reservations to this provosal. Some delegations
stated that the information should be technical and in the nature of providing relevant

facts to delegations who may require them. Scme delegations stated that it should
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have no bearing on the process of negotiation on the elaberation of a treaty
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons

within the Ad Hoc Working Group.

ITII. SUMMARY OF THE DTSCUSSION
12. In fulfilling its meandate the Ad Hoc Working Group considered the iain elements

of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons-cn the basis of the Chalrman's )
consolidated text and other documents and'pr0posals~submitteﬂ‘with a view to
elaborating draft provisions for the future treaty. The activities of the -

Ad Hoc Working Group showed that while further efforts were made to narrow down the °
existing differences, divergences still exist, particularly on the scope of
prohibition, the definition of radiological weaponms, the procedure for %Erifjihg
:ompiiance; peaceful uses and the relationship of the proposed treaty with other
international agreements and other measures in the field of disarmament including
muclear disarmament. ‘

13, In connection with the scope of the treaty, several spnc1f1c suggestions were put
forward. Some delegations stated that the developmsnt of specific. radiological
weapons as defined in the Chairman's consolidated text and the joint USSR/Unitéa-StAtes
proposal was a very remote‘possibility. They recalled that these weapons dld not
exist and in their view they could haraly become practlcal weapons of mass
destruction. They con31dereo however that there existed a very real risk of mass
destruction from dissemination of radioactive substances through attacks on muclear
facilities, a possibility which was not adequately covered by existing intermational
agreements. The-efore these delegations believed that the *reaty should cbntaiﬁ a
provision for an undertaking not to attack nuclear facilities or to deliberately.
damage such facilities and that the treaty on radiolegical wezpons would be the
appropriate legal framework for elaboration of such an international legal norm.
They ccnsidered‘that_such*a*pfovision=should-not be seen as an obstacle to the
conclusion of the treaty.

The view was also expressed that as radiological weapons did nct exist and their
existence as a specific type of weapon could not be foreseen the work of the
Committee on Disarmament in this field should be oriented towards the prohibition of
radiological warfare and all use of radiafion produced by radicactive materials to
wage radiological warfare. |

Other delegations ‘considered that the possibility of the emergence of
radiological weapons. in the. future should not be excluded. These- delegations
believed that the possibility of the development of radiological weapons and the
consequent threat of their use should be dealt with now as a metter of foresight
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before such weapons come into sxistence. Thzse deisgztions beld the view-that the
scope of the prohibition as defined in the joint USSR/United States proposal and in
the Chairman's consolidated text fully corresponds to the purpose of ithe treaty to
prohibit the development, production and use of radiological weapons. In their view
an attempt to deal ir the same négotiations.with the prohibition of radiological
weapons- and with the.protection of muclear facilities would lead to confusion-and make
elaboration.of any agreements on_ both matters practically impossible. They believed
that provisions concernirig ‘this matier were -aiready covered by the Geneva..Pratocol-
additional to the’ Gemeva Conventionms of 12 August 1949,.and relating. to ithe protecticn
. of victims of internzticmal armed conflicts’ (Protoccl 1), 1977, and that -any additional
measures to protect nuclear facilities should be considered within the framework of
international humanitarian lav applicable in-armed conflict.
A& view was expressed that there exists a very real risk of mass destruction from
dissemination of radioactive substances through attacks on nuclear facilities.
However, reservations were expressed as ito vhether a treaty prohibiting radiological
weapons would be the zZporopriate instrument to deal with this problem particularly in
view of the complexities-involved. : _
So&e delegations also expressed the view that as e compromise the idea of holdirng
separate negotiatiens on this guestion shouid bes reflected in the text.of the -treaty
- or in a separate statemeht,n - .
Some delegations stressad.thet the future treaty on the prohibition of
radioclogical weapons should contain. an explicit commitment to pursus urgently the goal
of the cessation of .the nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear disarmament.
They stated that the treaty should be 1ocked upon as a positive step in the process of
future negotiations aimed a2t banning 211 weapons of mass destruction.
14. There was a gernsral agreement that the scope of the treaty should, inter alia,
cover a prohibition on the traznsfer of radiologiczl weapons. _
15. As regards the definition, some delegations continued to maintain the position
according to which radiclogiczl weapons could be defired with an exclusicn clause
conczrning nuclear weapons. On the other hand, other delegations maintained the view
that definition of radiclogical weapons should not contain such an excluszion clause
because they thought that it would legitimize nuclear weapons. Some delegations did
not agree with such interrretation of an exclusion clsusz. The Chairman submitted a
new proposal for the definition.
16. With regard to peaceful uses,g%t was stated by some delegations that the treaty
on radiological weapons shouldé recognize the inalienable rights of 211 States
to develop and apply their programmes for peacnful use of radioactive

materials and sourccs of radiation, including nuclear energy and right of free
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access and acquisition of related materizls, equipment, information and technology.
The view was expressed by these delegations that all States should undertake to
contribute fully to the strengthening of interqational co-operation on peaceful -
uses of radioactive materials and source:- of radiation inclading exchange and
transfer of technology, equipment, materials, scientific information and know=how,"
taking into account the particulzr needs of develdping countries-for their
economic and social development. - Some delegations stated that a new provision
should be included on promotion of international co-operation for the development
of protective measures against harmful effects of radiation for the ﬁenefit of
all countries, especially in providing assistance in this field to developing
countries. On the other hand, the view was expressed by some delegations that-
the provisions on peaceful uses in the treaty should not be too comprehensive or
detailed, taking into account the main purpose of the treaty and in any event
should not run counter to the goal of preventing the proliferation of muclear
weapons and to the commitments of States assumed under respective international
agreements in this field. These delegations held that, under international law_
the provisions of a treaty can only apply io States parties to the given treaty.
The Chairman submitted a.new proposal on questions related to peaceful uses.

" 17. In considering the procedures of verifying compliance it was maintained

by some delegations that the procedures provided in the Chairman's consolidated
text to solve problems which méy arise with regard to the objectives and
application of the future treaty correspond to the subject and scope of the
prohibition of rzdiological weapons and <ould be regarded as relevant to the
purpose of the future treaty. Some delegations maintained that the .~
Security Council was the most suitable organ to take up the guestion vhern a
party to the treaty considered that there had been a breach of obligations
deriving from the provisions of the treaty, considering that such a breach may
constitute a threat to international peace and security.

Othexr delegations disagreed with these views and stated that the procedure
to be devised for lodging of complaints under the treaty should not specifically
refer to the United Nations :ecurity Council. Some delegatione believed that
complaints should instead be lodged with the General Assembly.

The view wac expressed that the role of the Consultative Committee of Experts
should be strengthened so as to include, inter alis, provisions for on-site

inspections. and that.all States Parties should undertake to co-operate fully with
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the Consultatlve Committee of Experts with a view to facilitating the execution of
its task. It was also suggested that if ag*eement cannot be reached in that
Committee a report should be submltted containing all different opinions end ‘the
"‘reasons given.

16. Some progress was made in the ad hoc Wbrklng -Group in finding formulaxlons
for the provisions relating to activities and obligations and relationship with
other disarmament agreements (Articles IV and VI of -the-Chairman's consolidated
text) but differeénces stiiliéxist fegérﬁing the reference to "imternational
arrangements" in Article IV and in connection with a proposzl to refer to
"existing_ra.ies‘df international 1aw® in Article VI of the Chairman's ‘consolidated
text.

19. With respect to the procedure for submission of amendments to the treaty, the
view was maintained that the Committee on Disarmament should be given the task of
studying proposed amendments. On the other hand, some delegations believed that
only the parties to the treaty should be entitled to participate in the procedure
for amendments. An additional provision was suggested according to which, if

. requested to do so by one-third or more of the partigs to the treaty, the
depositary should convene a conference to which 2ll the parties would be invited
to consider amendment to the treaty. ‘

20. In connection with the clause on duration znd withdrawal, while it was
generally accepted that the treaty should be of unlimited Guration, some
reservations were expressed concerning the wording of the provision on withdrawal
as contained in Article IX of the Chairman's consolidated text. In this context
an alternative formulation was proposed.

21l. OSome delegations suggested that review conferences should be convened at
five year intervals, while othsrs preferred 10 yezr intervals.

22. ©Some delegations maintained that the treaty should enter into force upon

the deposit of the instrument sf ratificaticn by 25 governments (including the
nuclear weapon States). Other delegations suggested that the number of such
ratifications should be reduced. Some delegations expressed the view that

the requirement of ratification by the nmuclezr weapcn States should be deleted.
IV. CONCLUSION

25. During the current session, the Ad Hoc Working Group was able to mske some

progress towaras the elaboration of a treaty banning rediological weapons.
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Néverfbeles g, considerable work remalns to be done and some 1mpcrtant and complex
issues need to be resolved. In response to the d951re that the elaboration of

such a tr°aty be conclucded before the second speclal session of the General Assembly
devoted fo disarmament, the Ad Hoc Vorking Groun agreed to recommend to the
Commlttee on Dlsarmament that it con51der ﬁhether the Group should resume its work
on 18 Jénuary 1982. The Ad Hoc Working Group also recommends that “the

Commlttee on Dlsarmament s°t up at thz beg_nnlng of its 1992 session an
Ad Hoc Working Group under an apnroFrlate mandate, to be. detnrmlned at. that time,

to contlnue negotlatlons on tho elaboratlon of a treaty prohlbltlng radlologlcal

weapons.
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geision ndon*eg"pv Zhe Cormittee on lisarmonent on

ad hes workins wrouns at ite 154th nlonuwy mesting
on 18 Yebruory l'““

Tae Cormittee decides to re-esbablis h, for the duration of its 1982 session,
the ad hoc working groups on eifective internationsl arrangements to assure
non-nuclear waapon Statesn against the use or threct of use of nuclear weapons, and
radiological weapcns, whici wers established on 17 Harch for its 1990 seasion, so
ﬁhat théy.may continue their worit on the hasis of their former mandaies. '

In discharging itz responaibility for the nepctiztion and elaboration, as a
z=otter of high priority, ctf a '1tlla+e*"’ convention on thc-conplete and effective
urohibition of the developoent. prodau;ian and steclpiling of chenical weapons and
on their destruction, the Committee on Disarmament decifec to eztavlish, for the
duration of its 19E2 session, on ad hoc working group of the Committse to elaborate

.uch 2 convention, tuking into acconnt all existing preresals .ad future initiativas,

- Aed e

0y L 30

with the view to enabling the Cemait*ec lto achieve wrrcenent av the zarliezt date

The a2d _hoc woriting-zroups will regort fo the Commities on iha prograsse of their
of the first part of itn 10

work before the conclugion T geosion; dun view of the
fortheceming gsecond specizl gassion of the lenarel nssemily dovoted to disermenent,

Tiey will also report to the Comnilia: before the conclusicn of tha sesond rart of

-

its 1982 gecaion.

aE 82~60521



COMMITTEE OB DISARMAMENT CD/284/Rev.1/Corr.1
30 April 1982

Original: ENGLISH

STECIAL PEFCRT TC THE COMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT 107 VIEM OF
THE SECOND SPECIAL SEISSICHE DEVOTED TO DISARMAMENT

Ad FHoc Yorking Group on Radiological ‘ieapons

CORRIGENDUIL

page 2, raragravh 11

The second sentence of this paragraph should read as follows:

"The Working Group held 12 meetings between 20 February and 21 April 1982
under the Chairmanship of Ambassador Dr. Hermming Wegener (Federal Republic
of Germany)."

GE,82-62478




L]
Q
3
—)
=
puier
-
™~
(44}
<
iB
&)
(7% ]

£ 9 ',"ﬁ. f'?.:
AR
ARMAR o /gg‘f;*/ﬁev.l

27 kpxil 192C

Orizinal: ZIIFELITI
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T SOCOIT CZICTIMy, CBECITT DoVOiTD TC T IRARIEIT

Ag Ioc Yezling Cxrcus on DRacdiolonicel Veapons

I. TTROUCTICH 3/
1. Taking into.consideraiicn marzasrenh 76 of the finel Cocument of-the Firat
Special Session of the Ceneral iscembly devoted to Disarmament, vhich stated that

a conveniion should be concluded prohiibiting the cevelopment, produciion, stoclpiling
and use of racdiolozical.wveapons, the Committee on Disazmaznent considered The

question of concluding a ireaty on radiological weapons in iis 1979 session.

During this session, the USSR and the United States submitied their joint

L USSR/United States proposzl:on- major elements of the treaty (CD/Bl and'CD/BZ).

Other proposals were also submitted.

2. Bearing in mind General Ascembly Yesolution 54/87 & entitled "Conclusion of
an intermational convention prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling
and use of.radiological weapons', the Cormittee on Disarmanent at its 69th Plemary
Meeting held on 17 March 1980 adopteé the decision reading, inter alia,

"The Committee on Disarmament decideé to establish for the duration of its
1980 session an ad hoc working groun of the Commiitee with a viev to reaching
agrecment on a convention prohiviting the development, production,
stoclmiling and use of radiological veapons.”

Fa The Working Group was re—established by the Commitiee in 16301 at its )
105th Plenary lieeting on 12 February 1931 to continue its vork on the basis of
its former mandate. : :

4. During the 1980/1981 seccions of the Cémmiitec on Disarmament, the Vorking Group
under the Chairmanship of Anmbassador Dr. Inre Kémives (Mungary) held further .
¢iscussions on the mnin elements of z treaty proh;biﬁih; ratiological wezpons on

the basis.of the Chairman's Consolidated Text (Ci/RU/WP.20) and cther documents

anG proposals submitted vith a vieu to elavorating the draft nrovisionc for the
treaty on.radiological weapons (/135 and CD/22C).

5. The activities of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group cduring that period shouved that,
vhile further efforts vere made %o nmarrou doun the existing difficulties,
divergencies still existed, particularly on the scope of tiie prohibition, the
c¢efinition of radiological weapons, the procedure for verifying complicnce, peaceful
uses and the relationship of the proposed treaty vith other initermaticnal agreementc
ané other measures in the field of disarmzment; including auclear disarmanent.

N,

st/ A 1ist of Documents, Working Papers and Conference Room Papers
(1979-1902) sutmitied in connection with the question of radiological weapons
is attached as Annex I to this report.

GE.82-6237%1
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6. In 1980 and 1981, several specific suggestiors were put forward iv the
.Workivg Group in connection with the scope of the treaty. It was stated that the
work of the Committee or Disarmamert should be oriented towards the conclusiov of

a conventior on the prohibition of-use of radiocactive material -for-hostile purposes.

7. Some delegations argued ‘that there existed a very realfrisk of mass destruction
from dissemination of radioactive substances through attacks on vuclear facilities.
Those delegations believed that the treaty on radiological weapons would form av
appropriate legal framework.for.an undertaking not to attack nuclear facilities

or to deliberately damage. such fac111t1es.

8. Other delegatiors-cousidered that av obligatiovn to this effect would fz1l
outside the framework:of a-treaty prohibiting radiological weapons. It was also
felt that an attempt:-to deal in the same negotiations with the prohibition of.’
‘radiological weapons and with the ban on attacks on nuclear facilities would
complicate the negotiations and make elaboration of any ‘agreement on either matter
impracticable. They believed that the issues relating to nuclear facilities were-
already covered by the Geneva Protocol additioval te the-Geneva Conventlons of~

12 -August 1949, and relating to- ‘the protection of victims of internatiovnal” armed .
conflicts (Protocol 1), 1977, ard that any additional measures to protect nuclear
facilities should be considered within the framevork of lnternatlonal humanltarlaﬂ
law appllcable in armed confllct SR

9. Other delegatlons expressed the ‘view that the existing international -
instruments on-the’gubject were partial and ambiguous, and that the Commitfee:on
Dlsarmament was fully competent to consxder the matter. '

10. . Some delegatlons also expressed the view that as a compromise the idea of
holding separate negotiations on this: questlon should be reflected in the text -
of the treaty or in a separate statement. . .

II, Present state of - negotlatlons on elaboratlon of the Treatv nrohibitine
radioclogical weapons - .

L, Organlzatlon of work and;procedures

11, Im pursuance of the Committee's decision on subsidiary bodles, on

18 February 1982 (CD/243), the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons was
re-established on ‘the basis of its former mandate. The Working Group held

11 meetings between 20 February and 16 April 1982 under the Chairmanship of.
Ambassador Dr. Hemning Wegener (Federal Republic of. Germany). Mr. Guennady Efimov.

of the Uplted Vatlons Centre for Disarmament served as Secretary of the Working Group.

12. At thelr request representatives of the follow1ng States, non-members of .
the Committee on Disarmament, were invited to participate in the meetlngs of the
Wbrklng Group durlng its 1982 session: Austria, Norway. e '

13. In’ addition to' the earlier resolutions the Working Group also took into
account resolution 36/97 B of the General Assembly which contained an appeal to
complete its negotiations in order to allow a treaty fto be submitted if possible-
to the General Assembly at its Second Special Secssion devoted to.DlsaImament

14. Followlng consultatlons, the Chalrman, on 9 March 1982, gave a comnrehenslve
report’ (CD/HW/WP 25),. advancing. on- & personal, basis a certain-number of suggestions
as to the procedure to adopt, and as to possible compromises for:the still
unresolved problems.
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15. - At -the .suggestion of the Chairman, on 15 March 1982 the Working Group agreed,
as a-procedural -hyvothesis and without prejudice to later decisions, to conduct )
separate -meetings on the "tradiuiona1"'l/ radiological weapons subject matter,

on the one hand, and on the questior of prohibition of attacks on nuclear °
fa.c:Ll:Ltles on the- other (cn?wp 25/Add 1/Rev.1)

16. Im thls connectlov, some reservatlonS‘were exvressed. Some-delegatlons
maintained that such a procedural hypothesis should not be interpreted as signifying
the commencement of negotiatidns on the subject of prohibition of attacks on nuclear
facilities. Some delegations, while prepared to participate in the meetings,
expressed doubts as to the competence of the Committee on Disarmament (or competence
of the Working Group) to negotiate the -questicn. of protecting nuclear facilities
from attack. Some delegatious expressly reserved their position as ‘to the competence
of the Committee to deal with this matter. 'Some other delegations made cledr that
the consideration of that gquestion could, in “their view, only be of an exploratory
nature- at this time. ‘Some delegations believed that the two subjects on which
megotiations were being conducted in accordance’with the proposed procedure should

. be treated equally on a non-discriminatory basis with a view to incorporating them
-in the same legal instrument. Other delegations expressly reserved their position
with respect to the number and form of the future 1egal 1nstrument(s) ou the
subgects under con51deratlon. .

* B. ’"Tradltlonal" RW subgect matter

17. . The Working Group on Radlologlcal Weapons held three meetings devoted to
congideration of the matters related to the "traditional" radiological weapons
subject matter. - While.some new possible compromise formulations were. advanced,
the negotiations showed that differences still exist regarding, in particular, the
definition of radiological weapons, the scope of prohibition, verification and
compliance, peaceful uses, relationship of the treaty on radiological weapons with
- nuclear disarmament, and some: aspects of the final clauses. Some delegatiouns
reminded the Working Group of their view that some draft articles might have to

be revised, in-view of their imtention to have the ban on attacks on nuclear
facilities included as an integral part of the Treaty.

18. With regard to the:formulation of a defintionh of radiological weapons and
because of the objections by some delegations to the inclusion of an explicit
clause excluding nuclear weapons from the treaty,. attempts were made to develop
a "positive definition" which would not include such a clause. Some specific
suggestions were made in this respect (CD/RM/VP 26, 30, 31 and Add 1)

19. Although no formmlation was found to be entirely acceptable, from elther

the technical or legal point of view, the Working Group felt that efforts in this
direction should be continued. While some delegations expressed their readiness

to participate in those efforts, they still believed that the most’effective way

to define radiological weapons :could be through maintaining an exclusion clause.
Other delegations continued to believe that this would amount to a legitimization’

of nuclear weapons. Some.delegations maintained their doubts as to the feasibility
of including certain radioactive materials in the definition of radiological weapons.

;/ The WOrklng Group agreed’ that Tor the purposes of this report the term
"traditional" should be employed as’a convenient reference to the scope of
prohibition envisaged in the joint proposal contained in documents' CD/31 and CD/32.
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20. TIn connection with the scope of prohibition some delegations maintained that
the use of the term radiological warfare would depend orn the scope of the fubure
treaty. Other deiegations felt that the concept ‘of raclologlcal warfare has no
nlace in the framewerk of ‘such a treaty.

21. The view was also exprecssed that the treaty should not orly address the
prevention of the emergence of radiological weapons as a specific type of weaponm,
but also to the prohibitionm of the use of radiation from the decay of radloactlve :
materials for hostile purposes. -

22, Some delegations maintaived that the future treaty on the prohibition of
radiological weapons should contain an explicit'comﬁrtment to urgeuntly pursue
negotiations for the .cessation of the nuclear arms ¥ace, the conclusion of effective
measures to prevent the use or threet of use of nuclear weapons and the achievement
of nuclear éisarmament. Ir“this cormection the text of an article for inclusionm

in the treaty was proposed bty the Group of 21‘_/ (CD/?W/WP 36). Other delegatlons
were of the view that this article was 1nappropr1ate for inclusicn in a radiological
weapons treaty. .
23. As regards peaceful uses, there was widespread recognition that the treaty
should contain an appropriately balanced zrticle which would include a provision
relating to the strenmgthening of international co-operation in the peaceful uses.
of sources of radiation from radioactive decay and a provision stating that nothing
in the treaty should be interpreted as affecting the inaliernable right of the
Parties to the Treaty to apply. and develop their programmes for the peaceful uses
of nuclear energy, and to internatiomal. co-operation in this field; the Working-
Group, however, had not completed its con31deratlon of. the-precise wordlng of --
these provisions. )

24. . Cn the ouestlon of compllance and verification, some uelegatlons were of ‘the
view that the procedures provided in the joint USSR/Unlted States proposal correspond’
to the subject and scope of the treaty on prohibition of radiological weapons ‘and
should be fully maintaired, including the provision for lodging complaints, in case
of an alleged breach of uhe Treaty, with the United Nations Security Councll..

'25. Some delegations disagreed with these views and held that the procedures for
lodging .complaints under the Treaty should not refer to the Security Council or -
other organs of the United Nations, since such procedures vere, in ‘any event,
available under the United Nations Charter, and that the Consultative Commlttee of"
Experts should be the’ focal point for complaints and verlflcatlon ‘matters tnder the-
treaty. It was suggested that the Cousultative Committee of Experts should be.
provided with broad 1nvest1gatory powers so as- to 1nclude, in the view of some
delegations, provisions. for on-51te 1nspectlons. Some-delegations advocated a

" two~tiered structure for the’verification régimc under the treaty, with a
Consultative Committee of Experts as a fact-finding and evaluating body, and a
General Assembly of States. Partles as a political forum for consideration of
alleged breaches of the treaty. It was agreed that the issues of compliance and
verification under the treaty needed further consideration.

Y

j/ llgeria, Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Sri Lanka,
Swveden, Verezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire. - : -
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26. Some delegatious Dozvted out that the detailed elaboration of the provisions
on verification and compliance would reguire the prior solution of the outstanding
issues relating to the scope of prohibition.

7. With regard to the final clauses, thz proposal was mace for a more elaborate
procedure to act upor proposed amendments (CD/RWA/P.20/tGd.9/Rev.l); the general
idea of this amendment was supported by some delegatiors. Vhile some divergencies
persisted as to the time intervals between entry into force and holding of a first
and subsequent review conferences, the view was expressed that these differences
could,- perhaps, be overcome.

28, The view vas widely held that the treaty should enter into force upon the
deposit of the instruments of ratification by a lower number than 25 hitherto
discussed and the number of 15 was advanced in this cortext, vhile some delegations
reaffirmed their position that the treaty should eunter intc force upon its
ratification by 25 governments, including the nuclear weapon States.

C. Consideration of the guestion relating to the vrohibition of attacks om
nuclear facilities 4

29. The Working Group zlso held three meetings devoted to consideration of some
issues of relevance relating to the questicn of protecting nuclear facilities.

" During these meetings a number of delegations reiterated their reservation as ,
stated in paragraph 16 above. Cne delegation did not take part in the meetings.

30. The discussion on the prohibition of attack on nuclear facilities followed
the outline in the working paper CIV@RUAKP 33 proncsed by the-Chairman and
centered around the definition of fa0111u1es to be vrotected ard the scope of
a possible prohibition. -

31. The Working Group heard technical exwnlanations from some delegations as to
the destructive effects that could result from attacks on ruclear power reactors
exceeding a certaiv minimum thermal power, reprocessing plants and storage
facilities of irradiated material and waste. It wvas peinted out that attacks on
such facilities could possibly result in mass destruction, vhereas in the case of
certain other facilities, attacks on them would not result in mass destruction
because of their low inventory of radioactive material or the lack of such
inventory. A certain number of divergencies in relation to these issues appeared.

32. Some delegations proposed that the orohibition of attacks on nuclear :
facilities should be as comprehensive as possible. Since the basic objective vas,
in their view, to prevent mass destruction, there could be no justification to
differentiate between civilian and military facilities. They also believed that
mass destruction would result from attacks on either kind of facilities. However,
in their view, mass destruction was not the only criterion relevant to this ussue.
They argued that an important objective of the proposed instrument was to restore
confidence among the countries regarding their peaceful nuclear programmes. This
confidence had, in their opinion, been severely eroded in the wake of the Israeli
attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities of a developing country. Therefore,
they argued that the scope of the prohibition should include wot only the larger
nuclear fuel cycle facilities but also the smaller regcearch reactors and other
facilities. To exclude the latter, in their view, would constitute gross
discrimination against the develoving countries. In this connection, a specific
proposal on the definition of facilities to be protected was put forward by one
delegation (CD/R\I/CRP 16).
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3%. Scme other delegations felt that it would create serious and possibly
insuperable difficulties to grant protection to all nuclear facilities end that
in this context it would be appropriate to introduce a thresheld of minimum
inventory of radioactivity (and of a minirmnm thernszl nower iun the case of uuclear
reactors) so as to eliminate from the protection facilities vhich, in case of
attack, would not cause mass destruction. In this regard, it was particularly -
emphasized by these delegations that a prohibition of attacks on facilities,
which would not result ir any{radiological damage, weuld provide 2 disincentive
to the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes to the bernefit of mankind.
Some delegations held that the inclusion of military installations would entail
very complex problems. A woriding paper,on,definition'and scope of pronibition '
was put before the Working Group by oue: delegatior (cD/Ru/fvP.34) .

34, Some delegations mnoted however that this very working paper stated that
nthere may be good argumentis that all facilities 'of the kind mentioned above should
be protected by a radiological weapons conventior be they civilian, military or
dual purpose”. A partial ban could, in their view, legitimize attacks on certain
nuclear facilities resulting in mass destruction and thus contravene the main
objective of the prohibition and increase the difficulties of compliance afid
verification. They also pointed out that the promotion of nuclear energy, at

least in the developing countries was not being impeded by public opinion in

these countries but by the restrictive policies of certain industrialized countries.

35, On the other hand, it was pointed out that such a comprehensive ban could not
be reasonably expected to be successfully negotiated or, alternatively, to receive
the mecessary number of ratifications to make it a viable anrd effective instrument
of international law, and thus to remove the danger -of mass destruction. The

- delegation, whose Working Paper had been quoted in the preceding paragraph, drev
attention to the fact that the Paper in this context also contained the following
statement: "The political difficuliies 6f protecting military facilities in an
international instrument are obvious, and such facilities therefore seem to have
to be excluded from a convention'.

36, It was, however, stated by some delegations that such political difficulties
as may be involved were mnot sufficient reason for a partial prohibition. - In théir
view such an approach would leave open the possibility of legitimizing mass
destruction in the conduct of.warfare. o

37, Some other delegatiovrs believed many of the arguments advanced above were’
inaccurate and further had 1ittle to do with the issues at-hand.

38, The divergencies could rot be settled in the course: of the. three. meetings -
of the. Working Group.. Some delegations felt that the topic needed further '
clarification and discussion,. They also felt that a detailed discussion on the
remaining issues of the Chairman's provisiomal checklist (CD/Rv/WP.33) would
also require a solution of these basic differences of view or definition of
facilities and scope of prohibitiou. i
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LIST

of Documents, Working Papers and Conference Room Papers

I.
CD/31-

-CD/32

€D/40

CD/42

CD/104
(als0 as CD/RW/WP.1l)

c':bll?33

CDh/218
CD/RW/WP.2/Rev.1

CD/RW/HP.3

CD/RW /WP.4

Documents and Working Papers

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: Agreed joint
USSR-United States proposal on majar elements of a

‘treaty prohibiting the development, production, -

stockpiling and use of radiological Weapons.

United States of America: Agreed joint

United States-USSR proposal on major elements of
a treaty prohibiting the development, production,
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

Hungary: -Wﬁiking paper on the draft preahble
part of the Treaty on the prohibition of the
development, manufacture, stockpiling and use of

radiplogica;fweapons.

Gernan Democratic Republic: Vorking paper on,
draft paravréph XI, subparagraph 3, and
paragraph XII, subparagraph 3, of the Treaty on
the prohlblﬁlon of the development, manufacture,
stockplllng ‘and use of radiological weapons.

Secretariat: Compilation of relevant documents:
on radiological weapons covering the period

1979-19380.

Report to the Committee on Disarmament: Ad Hoc
Working Group established with a view to reaching
agreement on a convention prohibiting the
development, production, .stockpiling and wuse of?

:radlologlcnl -weapons. (1 August 1980)

‘Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological

Weapons (14 August 1931)
Chairman: Main elements in the negotiations of a
treg}y on the prohibition of radiological weapons.

Canada: Comments on major -elements of a treaty
prohibiting the development, production,
stockpiling and use of radiclogical weapons.

Federal Republic of Germany: Proposed new
Article V.
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11. CD/RW/WP.5
12. CD/RW/WP.6
13. CD/RW/WP.T
14. CD/RW/WP.8
“15.° CD/RW/WP.9
16. CD/RW/WP.10
17. CD/RW/WP.11
18. : CD/RW/WP.12
19. CD/RW/WP.14
20. CD/RW/WP.15
21. CD/RW/WP.15/Add.1/Rev.l

CD/RW/WP.15/4dd.2

Federal Republic of Germany: Comments on major

elements of a treaty prohibiting the development
production, stockpiling and use of radloIogical

weapons.

Swaeden: Proposals for Articles I, II, and III

of a treaty prohibiting radiological warfare
including the development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons. '

:Ttaly: .Comments on major elements of a treaty

pmmmn%tmdwﬂwmm,meum,ﬂm@nmg
and use.of radiclogical weapons (Document CD/31
and CD/32).

France: Proposed amendments to the agreed joint
USSR-United States proposal on major elements of a
Treaty prohibiting the development, productlon
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

Pakistan: Revised Article V; new article after
Article V. '

Yugoslavia: Proposal for an article of the treaty
related tofthe definition of radiological weapons..

Argentina;' Observations of a treaty prohibiting
radiological weapons.

Venezuela: -Proposals for amendments to the
"Agreed joint USSR-United States proposal on major
elements of a treaty prohibiting the development,
production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons".

Sweden: Proposal for a study on IAEA safeguards.

Tabulation of proposals submitted to the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons on a treaty
prohibiting radiological weapons (prepared-by the
Secretariat).

India: Proposals for amendments of Article I, II,
I1T, V and VII of the elements of the proposed
Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of Radiologlcal
Weapons.

Indonesia: Statement deliverad by the delegation
of Indonesia at the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons held on

12 March 1981.




23.

24.

| 25.
.
\

29.

30.

31.

" -52.. i

35

34.

35.

36.

CD/RW/WP.15/Add .2/Supp.1

CD/RW/WP.15/Add .3

CD/RW/WP.

CD/RW/WP

CD/RW/WP'.18/Add .2 /Supp .1

CD/RW/WB.18/Aad’3 -
CD/RU/WP
CD/RW/WP.

CD/RW/WP.2074dd .1

CD/RW/WP.20/Add.1/Supp.1’

3T.

CD/RW/WP.20/Add.3

17

;18

20,

. CD/RW/WP.16/Rev.l
PERRCE SN IS T

© CD/RW/WP.18/Add.1 =

‘CD/RW/WP.187Add.2

‘.

a9 7

. CD/RW/WP.20/Add ,2

““Morocco: Proposal for Article VI of the

*
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Indonesia: Comment on the agraed joint USSR~

'~ Tnited Statss-CD/31-CD/32 especially parazraph 3.
“"Article VIII concerning compliancz and verification

and on the French proposal contained in Cglnﬁ/p:_d
Yugoslavia.: Proposal for amendments to Article IZ
of the elements of the proposed Draft Treaty. on.

':the Prohibﬂtion of Radiological Weapons.

Report to the Committee on Disarmament.

' The Chairmah's brief delivered at the First meeting

of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Rad;ologlcal Vieapens
held on 20 February 1981. :

J¥he~Chaipmaan Working Paper contalning . .
alternative texts of Articles on definition and
scope of prohibition of a future treaty.

“The Chairoéﬁfé'Working Paper containing
alternative texts of Articles on activities and

~obligations and peaceful uses.

The Chairman's Working Paper containing
alternative texts of Articles on relatlonshlp
wlth—othepublsarmament measures and’ agreemen“s
and compllance and verification.

The Chalrman s Working Paper contalnlng
alternative text for Annex.

The Chairman' _ Working 9aper contalnlng
"alternative’ texts of Articles on Amendments,
Duration and Withdrawal, Review Conferences,
Adher'ence Eatry into Force, Depositary.

* Sweden: Memorandum on certain aspects of a
conventlon prohlbltlng radiological warfare.

The Chairman's Working Paper containing

A

" consolidated text based on proposals submitted
" by the Chairman.

* Sweden: Proposal for Article VI of the "

consolidated text by the Chairman.

consolidated text by the Chairman.

Jagan. Proposed amendment to Artlcle V of .
CD/RWIHP 20 )

Federal Republic of Germany: Proposal ;or ‘-
'Artiola-VEI. 2nd Annex of the consolidated tost
by the Chairman.
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38. CD/RW/WP.20/Add.4
39. CD/RW/WP.20/Add.5
40. CD/RW/WP.20/Add.6 ~
41. CD/RW/WP.20/Add-.T
42.- CD/RM/WP.20/Add.8 -
43. CD/RW/WP.20/Add.9/Rev.l
44. - CD/RW/WP.21 ° -
45. CD/RW/WP.22
46. cn?aw1wP:23
47. CD/RW/WP.24
48. CD/RW/WP.24/Rev.l
49. CD/RW/WP.25
50. CD/RW/WP.25/Add.1/Rev.l
51. CD/RW/WP.26
o
52. CD/RW/WP.27
53. CD/RW/WP.28
54. CD/RH/WP.29 -
55

CD/RW/WP.30."

' Sweden::..Progosal for Article VIIT of the
consolidated text by the Chairman. :

Venezuela: “Proposed amendment to Article IX of
. document CD/RW/WP.20.

"Morocco:,‘Pyoposed amendment to Article VII of
- ‘document’ CD7RW/WP.20.

The Chairman's Working Paper on definition and
scope of prohibition.

1ThE¢Chairhan*éfWOrking Paper on peaceful uses.

_The Netherlands: Proposed Amendmepts po,

Artlcles VIII and X.

The' Chalrman s Working Paper containing tlme-table
for the work of the Working Group dur1ng the Second
part of the CD 1981 session.

Australla: Working Paper on scope and definition
of the future Treaty on Radio}ogical Weapons.

- Group -of 21: Working Paper on certain elements of

the Conventlon on the Prohibition..

Draft Report of the Ad ﬂoc Worklng Group on
Radiologlcal Weapons.* -

Draft Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiologlcal Weapons.

Chairman's Statement (9 March 1982).

Chairman's Amended Proposal for the organization of

- wark during the opening session (adopted by the
Working Group on 15 iMarch 1982).

Chairman’s: Working Paper: Positive. formulations of
an RW Definition (Synopsis). .

Tentative Programme of Work (Submltted by the

'Chalrman)._

,_Chairman s Working Paper: Suggested formulation
of the prbvision on sScope of ‘the Radiological -

Weapons -Treaty.

‘ Chairman's Working Paper: Suggested formulations

of the provisions on peaceful uses.

‘Yugoslavia:: Definition of Radiological.Weapons: -
Article II.




3
CD/284 /Rev.l
Annex I
page 5

56. CD/RW/WP.31 Australia: Proposal on Definition and Scope of
. ) - Prohibition (giving two alternative. texts).

57. CD/RW/WE.32 Chairman‘s werking Paper: Suggested mechanism of
_ compliance -and verification (following on
. Document’ CD/RW/WP.20).

58. CD/RW/WP.33 _ . Chairman's -‘Summary of suggestad. issues of initial . -
relevance relating to protection of nuclear
facilities for discussion during Working - Group
meetings ‘on 26 March and 2 April 1982.

59. CD/RW/WP.34 Sweden: Memorandum of certain aspects of a

: . : N convention prohibiting radiological warfare

. (5 April 1982).

60. CD/RW/WP.35 Draft Report to the Committee on Disarmament in

.. : - : view of the Second Special Session. devoted to .
Disarmament:’ submltted by the Chairman (Introduction)
(Parts A ‘and Cf

R O e : g L
61. “CD/RW/WP.35/Add1l" . ':Di§cussions on'bhe provisions of tha Draft Treaty
on Radiologicdal Weapons ("traditional" RW subject

. . o matter): submitted by the Chairman (Part B). -
62. CD/ﬁﬁ/ﬁP.BS -Groﬁg of 21: ‘Text proposed for an Article in the

.Draft Treaty -on Radiological Weapons (14. April 1982).

- XII.- Conference Room Papers>

1. CD/RW/CRP.Ll and Corr.l.: : Definition: . Proposals by USSR-United .States, -
Netherlands, France, Sweden, Egypt, Mexico,
Pakistan, Canada and Italy.

2. CD/RW/CRP.1/Add.1 and _~ ' Définibicn: Préposals by Ezypt, Pakistan, Ttaly
Corr.l " and Australia.

3. "CD/RW/CRP.1/Add.2 . Déefinition® Proposals by India.

4. CD/RW/CRP.1/Add.3 . ~Def101tlon' Proposal by Yugoslavia.

5. CD/RW/CRP.1/Add.4 Definition: Proposals by Venezuela.and -Argentina.

6. CD/RH/CRP.I[Add.S", , ) .;Deﬁinitien:;.ﬁroposal by Morocco.

T. CD/RW/CRP.2 B Scope of Prohibition: Proposals by USSR~
United States, Belgium, Sweden, Netherlands and
Australia.

8. CD/RW/CRP.2/Add.l Scope of Prohibition: Proposal by France.

9. CD/RW/CRP.3 Activities and Obligntions: Proposals by

USSR-United States, Italy, Canada, Sweden,
Netherlands, Pakistan and India.
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10. CD/RW/CRP.3/Add.1
11. CD/RW/CRP.4

12. CD/RW/CRP.4/Add.l
15. CD/RW/CRP.4/Add.2
14. CD/RW/CRP.4/Add.3
15. CD/RW/CRP.5

16. CD/RW/CRP.5/Add.l
17. CD/RW/CRP.5/Add.2
18. CD/RW/CRP.6

19. CD/RW/CRP.6/Add.l
20. CD/RW/CRP.7T

21. CD/RW/CRP.8

22. CD/RW/CRP.9

23. CD/RW/CRP.10

24.. CD/RW/CRP.10/Add.1.
25. CD/RW/CRP.1l'

26. CD/RW/CRP.12

27. CD/RW/CRP.12/Add.1l

Activities and Obligations: Proposals by Austrélia.
and France.

Peaceful Uses: Proposals by USSR-United States,

Federal Republic of Germany, Italy and Pakistan.

Peaceful Uses: Proposal by France.

Peacefﬁl Uses: Proposal by Pakistan.

Peaceful Uses: Proposal by Romania.

Relationship with other disarmament measures and
agreements: Proposals by USSR-United States,
Pakistan, Egypt, Canada and France.

Relationship with other disarmament measures and

"~ agreements: Proposal by Australia and France.

Relationship with other disarmament measures and
agreements: Proposal by Pakistan.

' Compliance and Verification: Proposals by

USSR-United States, Belgium, France and Sweden.

Compliance and Verification: Proposal by Pakistan.

Annex: Propqsglg_by;USSR-United States and France.

Amendments: Proposals by USSR-United States and
France. L

Duration and Withdrawal: Proposals by USSR-
United States and France. ’

Review Conferences: Proposals by USSR-United States,
GermanrDegocratic Republic, Australia and France. .

Review Conferences: Proposal by Morocco.

Adherence,. Entry into Force, Depositary: -
Proposals by USSR-United States, German Democratic

~Republic, Australia, France and Pakistan.

-Preamble: Proposals by Hungary, Sweden, Egypt
“and Belgium.

Preamble: Proposal by Bulgaria.




28.

29.

" 30.
31.
32.

33.

CD/RW/CRP.12/Add.2

CD/RW/CRP.13

CD/RW/CRP.14
CD/RW/CRP.15

CD/RW/CRP.16

CD/RW/CRP.17
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Preamble: Proposals by Sweden and Federal Republic

of Germany.

Invitation to the International Atomic Energy
Agency: ' Proposal by The Netherlands.

Scope on Prohibition: Proposal by The Netherlands.

Amendments to text of Draft Report.

Definition of facilities to be protected:
Proposal by Pakistan.

Draft Consolidated Radiological Weapons Treaty
Provisions: Submitted by the Chairman.
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Original: ENGLISH

STATEMENT HADE BY AMBASSADQR HENNING UECEIER CHATRMAN OF THE AD HOC
WOREING GROUP ON RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS, ON '.EH] 'OCCASION OF TEE SUBIISSION
TO 'I‘HE COMIITTEE ON DISAHMAMENT OF THE REPORT OF THE GRGUP

The Work:mg Group had chosen to make use of its time for substantlve
negotiations as late into last week as possible. As a conseguence, only one
meeting was available for discussion and adoption of the report. This has
placed a considerable burden upon the Secretariat who had to put in extra hours
to reproduce the report from a somewhat heterogeneous collection of oral and.
handvwritten amendments designed to supplement the original draft.  The members
of the Secretariat have done an excellent job under these dlfflcult c:.rﬂmsta.nces .
- and I should like to tbank them on behalf of the Worklng Group.

However, it was unavoidable in this situation, that a smzll npumber of errors
or ambiguities have crept into the printed text. With your permission, I should
therefore like to read this limited number of amendments, which have become
necessary, none of which changes the general thrust and structure of the report,
but which will help to clarify it. None of the amendments adds to the text a
sentence or thought that was not already part of the Working Group's decision to
adopt the report. I thern refer to CD/284, and, in the English version to CD/284%,
I quote from:the English text, on page 2, in the penultimate line we ghould strike
out the words at the end of the line, "rad:.atlon from the decay of". On page 3,
in paragraph 16, in the seventh line after the sentence ending with "from attack",
kindly insert the following additional sentence: "Some delegations expressly
reserved their position as to the competence of the Committee to deal with this.
matter”. On page 5, in the last sentence of paragraph 27, there is a mere printing
error, please replace words "points of view" by "differences". And on the last
page, it has become necessary to clarify that some of the sentences written. here
are quotations from what delegations said. In paragraph 32 therefore, in the
second sentence, the words “in their view" should be put in, the sentence should
then read, "Since a basic objective was, in their view, ..." on to "prevent". The
following sentence should be prefaced "they also believed", the sentence then to
read, "They-also believed mass destruction would result from attacks, etc." In
paragraph 34,.the second sentence, the words "in their view" should be put in,
the sentence then to read, "a partial ban could, in their view, legitimize, etc.”
In paragraph 33, in the fourth line, the term "thermal effect" for mere techm.cal
reasons of correctness, should be replaced by “thermal powver',

As delegations will recognize, while taking note of the contents of the Report,

the record of the Working Group is far from brilliant. While a promising start
was made in early March with a practicable procedural decision that did much to
unblock a deadlock situation, the sense of urgency which General Asgsembly

Resolution 36/97 B had initially instilled into the Group and which raised hope
that convinoing progress could be made at least on the "traditional® RW subject
matter, rapidly vanished, and the Working Group is now still faced with some of
the same problems that made its work difficult in the preceding year. The

willingness of delegations to consider compromise formulation, and to join in a
common effort to reach consensus results, faded away at least when the time came

GE,.B82-62338
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to draft this Report, Instead of proudly going on record with the measure of
progrees-achieved, delegations preferred to restate their earlier positions,

in a clear attempt to keep their stance intact.for the next round--of negotiations.
Some- delegations—even used the opportunity to phrase their demands with new
vigour, although it must have been abundantly clear to them their proposals
harboured no promise of -adoption;by ‘the Working Grougs- The ‘Cheirman, in various
 instances; atfempted. to put forward textsruhich in-his -view took-a maximum
mumber-of positions into account, but he. geherally remained -unsuccessful, When
he, in the closing stages of the session offered to submit an integral draft
text of a future RW treabty, covering the SNtraditional R subject. matter,”a draft
vhich, in his perception could have served.as a suitable {For ‘compromise ‘onwhich

all delegations could. eventually agree, he was given toiunderstand that such an”

-

initiative was unwelcome; he thusabstained from cireulating & texts

The séveral paraliel peetings on,questions: relating to the prohitition of
attacks on puclear facilifies, provided.an opportunity for discussion in depth
of some highly relevant issues. A number of delegations contributed ‘40 an - ¥
elucidation of the technicil problems involved, and it is fair to say that’ the
Working Group as a whole gained considerable insighis:into’ the problems at hand.
Hoviever, major divergencies as to, the scope. of possible .prohibitiondppeared at”’
anearly peint, ‘dnd provéd o be so ‘considerable as to.impede furthe’r progréss
even on thé level of “inftial discussion, )

" While the Working Group's. Session has certainly contributed, totproviding-
a tlearer perspective “to all delegations -on the issues and.on certaire options!
.‘for solutPon, the field'Iis still wide open. - Once again, .the Mdrking :Group,
. dealing with a siibject Waftér of only limited.significance:for-the. global
disarmament protess,’ his been hmable, to live up fully to its: responsibilities..
. That constitutes a serious’ challéngé for the forthcoming summer session. It will
still be.my privilége to preside, aver. the,work at that time. Vhen work is
resumedy: I will-urge-2ll -delegations 4o renew their efforts to come to grips with
the still wnresolvéd ‘problems, and I would already ask them now:to dear their
minds-and”to use the ifitsrmediate period for.reflection: about how some of the
outs’tandiné“pré’pléméf_”d;__f:r_f:g.z_ggip.l,"?‘f can be tackled:without undue loss of time. .

~While *hé "Spring :Sesdion “yas disappointing in its resulis, I yet have to:

acknowledgethat 'mity detegations,” and many colleagues personally, offered “Fhe
Chairman an’eéxcéptibnakly fing Co-opération.and bore with him in’ the search for -
results and cofipfomise, ” I ‘should like to express my. gratitude:to-them,. jus® as!
I thank the Secretariat #nd the interpreters for their fine work. '~ ‘

S A ' v Lo

' Should a mode be adopted according. to which all the introductory: statements’ -
by Working Groups® Chairmen be circulated, I would not want to be excluded,
however, I would think that in my special case a rendering in:the- verbatim réecord
.rwould be sufficient. =~ o Lo . . ,
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JLPAN
WORKING PAFER
PROHTBITION CF ATTACKS AGAINST NUCIEAR FACILITIES:

1. The surpose of this worklng paper is to 1nd1cate a posslblllty of solvrng the
question cf ‘the prohlbltion of attacks agalnst nuclear facilities within tha
' framework cf a Badlologlcal Wcapons treaty, with a view to fac;lltatlng deliberatlons
on, and the early conclusion of 2 EW treaty.
2. Japan ‘has 24 nuclear power statlons, 6 nuclear-fuel processlng facllitles and 1
reprocesslng plant on its’ small expanse of land terrltory end is firmly résolved to
use ‘nuclear energy only for peaceful purposes. For Japan, therefora, it is 2 ‘matter
of great concern to ensure the security of these nuclear facilities and'we'consider
that the prohlbltlng of attacks against such facrlltles by 1nternatlonal agreement
would be of cdnsiderable’ srgnlflcance in this regard we also belleve that
achlevement of such’ agreement would be a matter of slmllar 1nterest to many other
cuntraes with nuclear facllltles for peaceful purposes on thelr terrltorles.
Expresslng such a view in the Second Speclal Sesslon of the Unlted Nations
General Assembly devoted to Dlsarmament Prime Minister Suzuki stated as follows:
"It is 2 matter of great concern for countries of the world to be relisved of
enxisties in regard to the peaceful uses of nuclear'cnergy. It is important in
particular, to ensure and guarantee the securlty of nuclear facilities for peaceful
purposes, and Japan hopes that lnternatlonal efforts towards this end will be
succegsful. My country, for its part wishes to contrlbute p051t1vely to these
efforts." o .
3. In the course cf the delrberatlon of a RW treaty in the Commlttee of Dlsarmament,
the Swedlsh delegatlcn submltted a proposal that a future RW treaty should lnclude a
prov1sron cn the prohlbltron of attacks against nuclear fac111t1es. Japan
appreciates the intention of thls Swedish proposal from th v1ewpo1nt mentloned in 2

above.
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Recognizing the importance of both the conclusion of a so-called "traditional
EW treaty end the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities, we have prepared
an outline of a draft protocol on the prohibition of attacks against nuclear I
facilities as an optional protocol to the FW treaty (see Annex).
4. Japan proposes to deal with this question in the form of an optional protocol
to the BW treaty for the following reasons: - '
(1) Both a2 BV treaty and the proposed provisione'on the prohibition of
attacks aga:.nst nuclear i‘ac:.lrh:.es would aim at mnumz:.ng the da.mage
i ‘th.ch may ‘be caused by dlssemmatlon of radioactive ma.ter:.ala. They
are, however, of a different nature in that the former would proh:.'bit
"weapons" ’ wh:.le the latter would proh::.b:.t an Macth —m . the act oi‘
attack:.ng nuclee.r i‘ac:Ll:Lt:Les. ' It has ’oecome clear 'hhat the attempt
to solve these two queet:.ons oi‘ a d.lfi‘erent nature by using one
:vehmle (a IM treaty) presents d.:.fi‘lculta.es to meny delegat:.ons a.nd ’
constitutes one oi‘ the factors makmg the a.clu.evement of a Rw treaty
d.lfi‘:l.cult. '
" (2) We velleve, therefore, that one way to respond o the keen mterest
ex:l.st:mg in the 1nternatlona1 commmlty in both these quest:l.ons is |
"to0 ‘attain an agreement on the proh:.'bit:.on of attacks against xmolear '
faclhtles in a aeparate 1nstrument vhile retalmng a link to the
RW treaty by malung 1t an optzonal protocol m.thzn the i‘ramework oi‘
the treaty. , N
(3) Thle proposal is put forward in response to the call of the Chalma.n
of the Ad Hoc Worklng Group on Radlological Weapons, Ambassador Wegener,
‘for a "compromse mechanlsm" and :.t is strongly hoped. that it w:.ll
be of some help 1n fmd.mg a way out oi‘ the present mpasse in the
_ " efforts to achieve a RY ‘treaty. ,
5. A .view has been expressed. that the questlon of the prohibition of” attacke agamst
nuclear facz.litlea ehould be dea.lt with in the context of the 1977 Add:Lt:.onal Protocols
to the Geneva. ConVentions of 12 August 1949. However, it is: neceseary ‘bo beer in: mind
that the sa.id Add:.t:.onal Protocols, which have their own backgrolmd, proh:l.bz.t attacks

only on nuclea.r power stat;ons.
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6. With regard to the scope of the prohibition, namely which nuclear facilities
should be protected from attack, Japan considers that out of nuclear facilities
for peaceful purposes at least all nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards should
be protected.
7. . We fully understand the idea that nuclear facilities in general should be
protected from attack. Therefore, it is proposed that a paragraph to this effect
‘be included in the preambular part of the protocol.
8. We are well aware that the conclusion of the proposed protocol as an
international agreement would have complex implications for the security of states
and wonld also involve a number of difficult technical problems of a legal nature,
These would certainly require further examination and study.
-9. It should also be pointed out that Japan hes no intention to exélude the
'i)ossi’bility of attacks against nucléa:.: facilities in an independent and separate
. treaty.
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ANNEX
OUTLINE CF DRAFT PROTOCOL QN THE PROHIBITION OF ATTACKS AGAINST
NUCLEAR FACILITIES (OPTIONAL PROTCCOL TO THE TEEATY ON THE
. FROHIBITION OF RADIOLOGICAL WEAFONS) -

The States Parties to this Protocol,

1. Recelling that, in accordance with ‘the Charter of the United Netions,
States mmst refrain in their internatiohel velations from the threat or use of force
against. the -territorial.integrity or political independence of any State, or in any
other.manner inconsistent with the Purpééea‘of‘the‘ﬂhited‘Nétions,

2..- Feking into account the gravity of possible damage to the civiliaﬁ'_ .
population by radiocactive contamination that could ensue in the case of“an attack
"against a nuclear facility,

3.  Expressing a general desire that nuclear facilities should not be attacked
as 2 matter of principle,

4. Hecognizing the importance of providing international protection to
peaceful nuclear activities carried out under international control,

5. Believing that the prohibition of attacks againgt nuclear facilities on -
which TAEA safeguards are applied would contribute to the protection of the civilian
population and the piomotion of peaceful nuclear activities, ’

6. Desiring that such prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities would
supplement the measures provided for in the Treaty on the prohibition of radiologiéal
weapons the purpose of which is to prevent damage by dissemination of radioactive
materials,

Have agreed as follows:

Article I

Each State Party to this Protocol undertakes not to make the object of attack
any nuclear facilities on which IAEA safeguards are applied and which are located
within the territory of any other State Party, under the jurisdiction of such other
State Party or under its control anywhere.

Article IT

The term "nuclear facilities on which IAEA safeguards are applied" means any
nuclear facilities on which the application of IAEA safeguards is provided for in
an agreement with the IAEA,
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Article III ‘

In order to facilitate the identification of nuclear facilities protected
under Article I, these facilities may be merked with a special sign (to be agreed
upon ). '

. Articles IV -

(Provigions. on a complaint procedure, the registration of nuclear facilities

..Yo be protected, scope of protection, duration of the Protocol, amendments,’

withdrawal, review conferences and other matters mhall be included if necessary,
or relevant provisions of the FW treaty shall be made to apply:with appropriate

modifi cations. )
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‘ CD/RW/We.37/Corz.1
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ENGLISH ONLY

JAPAN
WORKING PAPER

PROEIBITION OF ATTACKS AGAINST NUCLEAR FACILITIES

Corrizendum

Page 3, replace paragraph § by the following:

"It should also be pointed out that Japan has no intention to exclude
the possibility of dealing with the question of the prohibition of attacks

against muclear facilities in an incdependent e_md separate treaty."
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REPORT OF THE AD HOC VORKING GROUP ON RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS:
I. INTRODUCTION

1. At ite 156th plenary meeting on 18 February 1982, the Committee on Disarmament
decided to re-establish the Ad Hoc iJo'rking Group on Radiological Veapons on the basis
of its former mendate, with a view to rezching agreement on a2 convention prohibiting
the develonment, ‘production, stockp:.l:.ng ‘end use of radiological weazpons. The
Committee further decided that the Ad Hoc Working Group would repori to the Committee
on the progress of its work before the conclusion of the first part of its -

1982 sesgsion, in view of the convening of the second special session of the

General Assembly devoted to disarmamert, angi that the Ad Hoc Working Grouo would also-
report to the Committee before the conclusion of the second part of its 1982 session.

IT. ORGANIZATION OF VORK AND DOCUIENTATION

2. At its 157th plenary meeting on 23 February 1982, the Commitiee on Disarmament
appointéd Ambassador Dr. Henning Wegener, representative of the Federzl Republic of
Germany, as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group. Mr. Guennady Efimcv anc

Dr. -Lin Kuo-Chung of the Unifed Nations Centre for Disarmament served as Secretary of
the \Iorklng Group during the first and second parts o the 1982 sessicn respect:.v’ély.

. The Ad Hoc Hoc Working Group held 14 meetings between 20 February ané. 21 April and
petween 2 and 8 September 1982.

4. At their request, representatives of the following States, not meamberes of the
Committee on Digarmament, were invited to participate in the meetings of the

Ad Hoc VWorking Group during the 1982 session: Austria, Demmark, Finlend, Greece,
Ireland, Norway, Senegal and Spain. - ' )

5. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc Working Group took into asccount
paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the first special session of the

General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It also ook into consideration the
relevant recommendations of the United Nations Disermament Commission, in particular
those adopted in connection with the Second Disarmament Decade in 1980. In addition
to various resolutions adopted by the General Assembly on the subject =zt its previous
sessionsg, the Working Group .further took intc account resclution 36/0'1' B of the.
General Assembly, by which the Committee on Disarmement was called upoa "to cont:.nue
negotiations with a view to an early conclusion of the elaboration of a treaty
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiolgical wezpons,
in order that it msy be submitted if possible to the General Assembly at its

second special session devoted to disarmament, to be held in 1982".

GE.82-66497
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6.

During the 1982 session, the Ad Hoc V!orklng Group had before it the following

additional documents for consmeratlon'

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

©

)

_('8).

(9)

(10)

(1),

(12)

(13)

(14)

CD/RV/WP.25

CD/RV /WP .25/Add .1
and Add. l/Rev.l

CD/RV/ WP . 26

CD/RVAAR .27

CD/RW /v ;28

;D/Rw/w .‘29
“ep/mifp .30

c::y‘awﬁeun and: Add.1

CD/RV/vP .32

CD/RVI/WP .33

CD/RW/P .34

CD/RV/R.350

CD/RW /P ..35/Ada.'i

CD/RW/WE .56

—. Draft Report to the Committee-on Disarmament in

Chairman's Statement (9 March 1982)

Chairman's Amended Proposal for the organization of
work during the opening session (adopted by the
Working Group on 15 March 1982)

Chairman's Working Paper: Positive formulations
of an RW Definition (Synops:.s) (10 March 1982)

Tentative Programme of Vork (Suggested. by the
Cha.lman) (15 March 1982)

Chairman's Working Paper: Suggested formulation
of the provision on scope of the Radiclogical

Weapons Treaty (15 March 1982)

Chzirman's Working Paper: Suggested formulations

of the provisions on peaceful uses (22 March 1982)

Yugosla.v:.a- Def:.m.tn.on of Ra.chologlca_ Weapons -

" Article 1T (18 March 1982)

- Austral:.a- Proposal on. Dei‘:.nltz.on and- Scope of

Prohibition (giving two alternative texts) (19 March
and 2 April- 1982)

. Chairman's Working Paper: Suggested mechanism of

compliance and verification (following on
Document CD/RV/WP.20) (22 March 1982)

Chairman's Summary of suggested issues of initial
relevance relating to protection of nuclezsr
facilities for discussion during Working Group

" meetings on 26 March and 2 April 1982 (30 March 1982)

Sweden: Memorandum on certain aspects of a ' i
convention prohlbz.tlng radiclogical warfare |
(5 Aprii 1982) :

view of the Second Special Session devoted to
Disarmament: submitted by the Chairman :
(Introduction) (Parts A and C) (13 April. 1982)

Discussions on the provisions of the Draft Treaty
on Radiological Weapons ("traditional" RV subJect-
matter): submitted by the Chairman (Part B)- -

(16 April 1982)

. Group of 21: Text proposed.for an Article in the
Draft Treaty on Radioclogical Weapons:

14 April 1982)
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(15) c¢D W/WP.37 and Corr.l - Japan: Proposal on Prohibition of Attacks Against
; - Nuclear Facilities (1 September 1982) :
\16) CD/RWAPR .38 ' - Chairmen'e Statement (6 September 1982)
(17) cp/mvfup.39 - Chairmen's Vorking Paper: Compilation of
Radiological Weapons Treaty Provisions
(18) cp/Ru/MP.40 - Federal Republic of Germany: Issues Relating to a

Pronhibition of Attacks Against Nuclear Facilities:- - -
in the framework of a Radiological Weapons Treaty

ITI. SUBSTANTIVE NEGOTIATIONS

A. First Part of 1982 Session

7. ©Pursuant to the appezl contained in the General Assembly resolution 36/97 B, the
Ad Hoc Working Group, in addition to informal consultations and informal reetings of
a drafting group, held 12 meetings during the first part of the 1982 sessien with a
view %0 subtmitting a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and
use of radiclogical weapons to the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. ) ’

8. The Ad Hoc Working Group submitted a special report to the

Committee on Disarmament, as contained in Document 'CD/284/Rev.1, vhich contains a

summary account of the negotiations during the 1980 and 1981 sessions as well as the

first part of the 1982 sessiom. At its 173rd plenary meeting on 21 April 1982 the
mmittee adopted the special report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, which is an

.«tegral part of the Special Report of the Committee on Disarmament to the

secondspedi’al session of the Generzl Assembly devoted to disarmament

(Document CD/292 and Corr. 1-5). */ :

B. Second Part of 1982 Session

9. In view of the difficulties encountered *in the first part of the 1982 session and
taking into account the fact that the second special session of the Generzl Assembly
devoted to disarmament had not taken action'in this field, the Chairman of-the .
Working Group took the initiative to exchange viéws with delegations through a-letter
and attached questionnaire with a view to facilitating the future work of the

Working Group. The questionnaire concentrated on the relationghip between the
"{raditional" radiological weapons subject-matter and the problems inherert in the
prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities, which, inter alia, had threatened
o0 bring the negotiations in the Working Group to 2 deadlock =zt an earlier point.

10. At the lst meeting of the Working Group during the second part of the

1982 session, held on 2 September 1982, the Chairman reported on the replies to his
letter and questionnaire as well as various views expressed by delegations during

his informal consultations. A summary account of those replies and views is contained

j'r_/ It was also issued as Official Records of the General Assembly,
.welfth Special Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/5-12/2).
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in the Chairman's statement (Document CD/RW/WP.38). In the presentation of his
Statement the Chairman emphasized that his reading of the replies received was
necessarily of a personal and synthetic nature, and was designed to bring out the
‘common ground he could discern among the various views offered by delegations.

11. At the same meeting, confirming developments to which the Chairman had drawn
attention in his statement, a certain flexibility of positions of some delegations
was revealed in commection with the organization of the future work of the

Ad Hoc VWorking Group and the subjecis addressed in-the Chairman's questionnaire.
However, it appeared from the discussions that the consultations initiated by the
Chairman, especially those to which reference is made in paragraph 10 above, and the
new positions of certain delegations had not yet succeeded in eliminating the
difficulties encountered in the Working Group regarding the issue. Also, several
delegations felt it necessary to restate the views of their governments as to a
certain number of other issues of a substantive -nature under negotiation in the
'Worklng Group, whz.ch had not been considered in detail in the second part of the
1982 sess:Lon. ,

12. . Du.nng the same meeting the fepresentatives of Japan and "the Federal Republ:.c
of Germany introduced working papers as conta.med in CZD/RW/UP «37 and Corr.l and
CD/RV/VP .40, respectively.

13. 1In spite of differences of opinion, there was a general recognition that
negotiations on 4n international convention ‘prohibiting the development, production,
stockpiling and use of radiological’ wezpons within the framework of the: Comm:.ttee

on Disarmament should be continued with a view to a:bta;m:.ng rapid progress, tak:mg
also into account the consultations and discussions held during the second part. of
the 1982 session. Several delegatlons expressed the view that progress on the
"traditional" radiological weapons subject-matter might be facilitated by ‘basing
future negotiations in this respect on the Compilation of Radiological Weapons Treaty
Provisions submitted by the Chairman as contained in document CD/RW/\P.39.  Certain
delegations expressed the view that this issue should be negotiated simultaneously
with the question of prohibition of attacks against.nuclear facilities. Other
delegations had reserved their position on this subject.

14. The Ad Hoc Working Group agreed to recommend to the Committee on Disarmament
that an ad hoc working group should be established at the beginning of its
1983 session to continue negotiations on the prohibition of radiological weapons.
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FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY - -

Workiﬁg faper

. Issues Relating to a Prohibition of Attacks L
Against Nuclear Facilities in the framework
: " of a Radiological Weapons Treaty

I

General remarks

1. In its proposal of 30 June 1980 and its memorandum.of 13 March 1981 Sweden

expressed the view that there is a very real danger of mass destruction_posed by

‘the ‘dissemination 'of radioactive substances in war. With this it had in mind th-=

danger of-military attacks on nuclear installations containing large amounts of

radioactive materials. Consequently, it demanded that a treaty banning radiological

" weapons must: also provide for the prohibition of radiological warfare so:.as to

cover not only the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons But also attacks on civilian nuclear installations. Sweden therefore
proposed "that the main source of radlologlcal warfare, i.e. attacks on nuclear
installations, should be: mentloned explicitly" in Article III. Cak

In this context, Sweden also contended that the protection of nuclear
installations provided for in the additional protocols to the Geneva Conventiohs
of 1949 (Article 55 of Protocol I and Article 15 of Protocol II) is not sufficient
for two reasons: firstly, these protocols cover only nuclear electricél.generating
stations, thus omitting other installations containing large quantities of
radlédactive materials. Secondly, the purpose of the protocols is limited to
providing protection for the civilian population in the vicinity of these-
installations and they permit military considerations to take precedence.over |
humanitarian ones, thus allowing exceptions from the protective provisions. For
the purpose of a comprechensive ban on radiological warfare, a radiological weapons
treaty must, so as to "cover all important risks and have no loopholes", alsec

ensures comprehensive protection for nuclear installations.

GE.82-665356
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2. The present. paper deals in section II with the main substantive questions
relating to a comprehensive ban on military attacks on civilian nuclear installations.
This section is a rough summary of the remarks. made by two experts from the

Federal Republic of Germany at the 1982 spring se531on of the Ad Hoc Working Group

on Radiological Weapons. Section IIT thenr- looks .at. the question of how such

installations .can be protected in practice and comes to the conclusion that one should

examine how to improve the protection afforded by international customary law and
by the first additional protocol to ‘the Geneva Convention of 1949. Section IV then
deals with the question of whether protective provisions should be drawn up within‘
the framework of a treaty banning the development, production, stockpiling ‘and’

use of:radiological weapons (radiological weapons treaty) ar elaborated in separate
negotiations. It comes to the econclusion that the latter solution appears better
and proposes that the’ link.between the. subject-matter of the radiological weapons

‘ treaty and improved protection for nuclear installations be underscored by including .
an obligation in the treaty for the early commencement of negotiations on the latter.
e In the present paper the term "nuclear 1nstallations" covers the following .
nuclear power: stations and other ciVilian installations containing a correspondingly _
high amount of radioactive materials, the release of which Hould lead to an

unquantifiable loss of civilian 1life andlor render 1arge areas of land unusable:

- power-generating and researcn reactors, even if they are.temporarily
.or permanently shut down, . . .
. intermediate stores for spent fuel elements,‘

:‘ plants for reprocessing spent fuel elements,r

- olants for producing mixed oxide fuel elements,

- ;containers for transporting radioactive material between the aforementioned

plants. . . ‘ N '
Specifically military nuclear installations, which' pose: problems of tneir own;:
are not dealt. with here. ' T - ' -
II

Aspects of military attacks on nuclear installations

i. Significance of national safety regulations for nuclear installations
A decisive factor in aSSessing ‘the effazcts of military attacks on nuclear

installations are the safety standards which relate to the design and operation

P
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of such installations and are, owing to thes latter's dangercus potential, the
prerequisite for the granting of planning permission by natlonal authorities. These
standards are aimed -- as in the case of industrial plants -- at protection against
natural apd.civzlzan jinfluences and not against military influences,-put,they alsc :
afford some }imited protection against the latter. Of key importance in this .
respect are the design features for withstanding static and dynamic .loads as a |
result of, for instance, earthquakes, alrcraft crashes and lateral gas blast waves,
for example from. chemical exploszons, as well as redundant and protectlve design

featdres performlng containment and filtering functions and thus_preventlng the

... .escape of radionuclides in such cases.

#

xS .Other nuclear installations might be designed in such a way that:they are no
more vulnerable to milltary attacks than nuclear power stations.
Nat10nal safety standards relating to nuclear. installations dlffer greatly.

Moreover, 1n the course of time they have undergone. substantial changes,wlthln

_ind1v1dual countries so that varlous standards may_ apply in a single country,

as a result of which older installatlons are less well protected against external
effects than more recent ones. . Obviously, in the case of . low security standards
nuclear power installations are much more susceptlble to mllltary influences than
installations built in compliance with high safety requirements.

2. Effects..of military attacks on nuclear installations

It must be assumed that there are st1ll nuclear power installations in
existence from which some of the radioactive substances would escape in the event
of an attack with conventional weapons (for instance,.1,C00 kg TNT in = high-explosive
bomb.). This applies. all the more to attacks with nuclear weapcns. .Ihe'effects'in
the individual case depend on a number of factors, such as _ »

- .'distance from the installation and point of impact of the weapon

.= _type and power. of the weapon o . ) .

- type of 1nstallation and its design features

- chemical and physical nature of the nuclear substances contained

in the installation
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- type and extent of the destruction of the installation
- meteorological conditions at the time of the attack

- possibility of short-term measures to limit the damage sustained -
"by the 1nstallation. ' o '

The effects of a’ nuclear explosive device on the deciszve concrete structures;
i.e. containment of a nuclear power station are confined to the blast wave, '
(Thermal. and radioactive radiation do not yield any perceptible effects). If the
explosive device 1mpacts at a- short distance from the installation, damage to the
containment can no longer be ruled out, which can under certain circumstances lead -
to a core meltdown,' This would,‘however, have effects only hours later. (Only if -
a sufficiently powerful nuclear explosive device‘directly”hitsfthezcontainment'Or"
impacts in- 1ts immediate v1cinity is it llkely that the containment will® ‘Ye immediately
destroyed and that, in partlcularly unfavourable circumstances, the radioactive ‘core
will partly evaporate. Even in such a case the effects ‘of the weapon's ‘radionuclides
oredominate for the- first few weeks ) ~Other nuclear installations "in so far as
they have a containment similar to that of a reactor, behave more favourably in the -’
event of an attack wzth nuclear weapons sznce , as a rule all systems pass into a safe
state (emengency cooling unnecessary) even without auxiliary energy ‘supplies K
(electricity, water) and the effects of the evaporation of nuclides which is to—
be expected in the event of 2 direct hit and may possibly exceed the effects of .
the nuclear wWeapon, are felt several weeks later. ' ’

Generally speaking, it can be.said“that the escape of radioactive substances .
from nuclear pover installations produces barely calculable radiological effects

which render 1arge areas of land unusable to man for many ‘decades.

3. Probabillty of military attacks on nuclear installations

' The destruction of nuclear installations might in theory serve as a goal for
military force sznce in this way,. with only a limited use of special-purpose '
weapons; great- damagc can be achieved by releasing the radioactive material in
an installation. For instance, the impairement'of7energy supplies and the resultant

]

impact  on industry, infrastructure and defence might’be‘considered a feasible goal.
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However, the escape of radioactive substances in such installations can have

'effects on the attacker! s mllltary operations, the nature and exient of which cannot

be’ prec1sely determlned. In other words, an attack cn a nuclear 1n=ta11at10n would
lead to uncertain and scarcely calculable factors in the attacker's operatlonal'

planning. Furthermore, the deliberate destruction of such installations in

_conventional warfare would mean-the start.of an “indirect muclear war' and could

lead to unpredictatle reactions by the other side. As it is, the adversary's

:energy supplies can be impaired without this risk by destroylng conventional power

statlons, transformers, etc.-
The use of nuclear weapons against .a nuclear installation would, bj destroylng

the installation, increase the radiological effects of the weapons used. " However, _

_muclear-weapon States are not dependent on this effect. This effect would,

moreover, be to their disadvantage owing to the above-stated results. .

On the whole, the destruction of a nuclear. installation -entails a ccn51derable.
element of uncertainty for the destroyer, owing. to the- .incalculable ‘rgdioactive,
contamination. Moreover, the attacker is likely.to be greaily 1nterested in taking
control of the valuable installations 1ntact

- It can therefore be deduced from all these aspects that there are stronger ‘
arguments against a deliberate military attack on a nuclear installation,

Furthermore,it would run-counter to the trend in weapons technology towards precision

-weapons which permit targets to be eliminated by means of precision strikes with

limited and precisely calculable effects if one were at the same time to plan to
cause unguantifiable effects by destroying nuclear installations.

Destruction of such installations by accidental strikes is tﬁerefore more
probable than deliberate destruction. Accidental strikes will depend primarily on
the type and extent of.battles. and their-distance from the installations. They

will, of course, become all the more probable if there are military targets in the

vicinity of the installations. = Considerable importance therefore attaches to the
.question of whether.there are national safety regulations stipulating that military

.facilities and other.military, targets must be located at & minimum distance from

nuclear installations for reasons of safety.
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4. +National regulations on szfe distances between miiitary ‘targets and nuclear
_ingtallations

A numbér‘of countries have regulations stipulating safe distances between
potential military targets and muclear installationms.. They are designed ta. erisure
that, when military targets are attacked, neighbduring'nuclear~installations are not
‘affected by accidental strikes or cpllateral damage. These distances are laid down
in the licensing procedure -for such installations. The military authorities have to
ensure that the area around a muclear pewer installation is kept free from all kinds
of military targets. - The distance is calculated’by taking into account the - -
weapons “that are likely to be used against a mllltary target, their potentlal
area_of dispersion, and the deszgn_of the. 1nstallat10n.-

F A -+ SENEI
Imgroved“iﬁtérﬁational protection'for nuclear instaligtions

-

1. Protective zones for nuclear 1nstallat10ns

. The only way of fully protectlng miclear 1nstallatlons against mllltary attacks
is to establlsh.protectlve zones. Thesg zones would serve to ensure that
everyone is acuualnted with the location of all potentlally dangerous installations.

They would thus: help to make the- prohibition of direct attacks on such- installations-

more: effective and also cause adversaries engaged in military action within the .
protective zone to take into account the proximity of the installation so as to
avoid accidental strikes or collateral. damage. The latter would require that the
protective zones be képt free from miliﬁary installations and other targets: In
this connection, 4n.inner and an outer circle within a protective zone are -.
conceivable: the inner circle would be kept free from all targets,'ahd the outer
one free from particular types of targets (e.g. hardened ones). The protective
zones and the location of nuclear ﬁower installations would have to be made known on
acceeding to the relevant treaty, for instance by exchanging lists. This would be -
necessary not least because nuclear installations are not always identifiable as such.’
Conspicuous markings visible from afar bofh in the air and on the ground would also -
make for effective protectlon. ‘ |

However, -the establlshmenu of protective zones for nuclear installations poses
considerable problems. As already mentioned, the safety standards for such
installations differ between States and, in some caseé, even within an individual

country. If protective zones were to be confined to the minimum requirements,
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zones of different sizes would have to be established., Alternatively, zones of a
singie_size could be established worldwide in line with (assuméd) low- safety standards.
In this case the zones would have to be fairly large. -
Another problem is pdsed by'tﬁe fact that some countries have a high density
of muclear installations, whilst in others they lie scattered far apart or exist
only in small numbers. In the former countries, there would thus be a correspondingly
large number of protective zones which, depending on the size of the countries and
the'zones; would cover a substantial part of the territory. As a result,

sanctuaries would exist in these countries.

For these reasons it is a moot point whether protective zones can in fact be
established in the near future. '

5. Alternative solubion

-f An alternative solution would be to lay down a general ban on attaé%s on muclear
installations, as already envisaged for international conflicts in Article 56 of
Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions. Although a general ban would not
afford the same comprehensive protection for nuclear installations as would the
establishment of protective zones, it would none the less provide desirable additionai
protection for such installations against military attaeks. In other words, this
solution'amqﬁnts to the proposal that one should examine how to improve the
protection afforded by international customary law and Additional Protocol I to the
Geneva Conventions of 1949, specifically Article 56. In Article 56 (6) of the
latter the High Coniracting Parties are urged "to conclude further agreements among
themselves to provide additional protection for objects containing dangerous forces'.

Improved protection for nuclear installations under internmational law would be
desirable for various reasons. For instance, by including only nuclear power
stations and not other nuclear installations in Article 56 of Additional Protocol 1 —
even if it is assumed that the latter are covered by the protection afforded by
general internmational law and other provisions of the Protocol -- one has not taken
into account the fact that the escape of radioactive substances from muclear
installations has the same hazardous effects as the escape of such substances from
nuclear power stations. The protection afforded by Article 56 of the Protocol
could also be improved by other means: for example, by stipulating that certain
types of military activity are not permitted within a specific area around nuclear

installations or by agreeing on the international exchange of lists of protected
installations.
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Dealing with the protection of nﬁclear installations in a radiclogical weapons treaty

‘1. When drawing up provisions designed to»impfove the protection of nuclear
installations, one would have to ﬁroceed from the exieting legai situation and both
reaffirm and define more closely the prohibition of attacks on such instellatiqns
which slready exists under intermational law. .

International law already contaiﬁs the principle that military attacks must be
diiected primarily against military targets. Furthermore, in an armed conflict fhe
right of the parties to the conflict to choose methods or means of warfare is net
unlimited. The principle of commensurability has to be respected at all fimes;

This protection is expanded and defined in Addltlonal Protocol I to the
Geneva Conventions of 1949 relating to the Protection of Vlctlms of Internatlonal
Armed Conflicts. . ‘

However, the elaboration of such provisions would greatly transcend the f?amework
initially enviszged for a radiological weapons treaty and probably necessitate a
considereble amount of additional time. It therefore appears best to deal with the
improved protection of nuclear installations in a separate agreement.

2.  Another reason why it is preferable to deal with the 1mproved protection of
nuclear installations in a separate agreement is ‘the fact that there are maaor
dlfferences in subject-matter: ' _

4 ban on radiological weapons is des1gned to prevent the use of radioactive
substapces as weapons which, on decomposition, release corpuscular and/br
e}eetromagnetic radiation and thus constitute weapons of mass destructicn as defined
in the 1948 United Mations Hesclution. = The estzblishment of nuclear installatiqns,
on the other hand, is of course not designed to produce the effect of weapons.
Instead, these installations would be used as wezpons by another country, not
responsible for their establishment, when it destroys them. The principle
military effect of attacks on nuclear installations would be a "mu tiplicator'effect"

sparked off by the weapon itself. - This is in principle comparable to the
destruction of a dam by conventional weapons and the resultant devastating tidal

wave,




CD/331
CD/RW /WE . 40

page 9

A ;‘adiélogical weapons treaty, one of its purposes being - as proposed by
Sweden — the prohibition of radiological warfare, would thus cover two highly
different subject-matters: one of them would be the military use of ionizing
radiation by employing devices, weapons or equipment specifically manufactured or
designed for radiological warfare. The other would be ionizing radiation and its
harmful effects caused by the unspecified impact of weapons when nuclear
installations are damaged or destroyed during military attacks. The only common
denominator would be the use of ionizing radiation for military pu.rpo.ses.
Furthermore, the actual content of a ban on radiological warfare would — in so far
as it went beyond the prohibition of attacks on civilian nuclear installations ——
be hard to determine.

- 3. In view of the great interest in improved protection for nuclear installations

-

ghown by numerous céuntries at the Geneva talks on a radiological weapons treaty,
it would appear advisable to include an article in this treaty which underscores
the link between the subject-matter of the treaty and improved protection for

muclear installations and thus leads to an early commencement of work on a specific

agreement providing prbtection for such installations. In other words, the article .

shoulC be worded to the effect that the Contracting Parties undertake to start °

negotiations as soon as possible on this subject.
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ENGLISH
Original: RUSSILL

ENSURING THE SAFE DEVELOPMENT CF FUCLEAR ENERGY
(Proposal by the group of socizlist countries)

1. The group cof socislist couniries proposes the inclusion in the agenda of the
Committee on Dissrmament of a2 separate item entitled "Ensuring the sazfe development
of nuclear energy" and 2lso the estzbiishment of an ad hoc working group to conduct
negotistions with a view to the elaboration of an appropriste internationsl.
agreement on this subject.

2, The group of socialist countries is making this proposal because it is in favour
of the adoption of internationsl legel measures for the prohibiticn of actions
leading to the deliberate destruction of civilian nuclesr facilities. At the same
time the socialist countries believe that the elsborstion and adoption of such
measures would constitute a substaniial contribution to the prevention of nuclear
war in snother importsnt way, since the destructicn of civilian nuclear facilities
could have conseguences similar in effect to those of a nuclear explosion.

3. The guestion of ensuring the safe development of nuclesr energy is excepticnzlly
important and urgent; it has been under discussion for many years now in bodies
concerned with disarmament problems and in particuler in the Committee on Disarmsment
as well as other internationsl forums. This being so, the grouv of socislist
countries considers that the best-place for the conduct of multilaterasl negotistions
on this urgent matier is the Committee cn Dissrmement. '

4, In proposing the initistion of regotiations on this guesiion, the group of
socialist couniries is prompted also by the recommendaticn of the United Nations
Genersl Assembly contained in its resolution 37/?9 C of 13 December 1932, which was
adopted on the basis of a consensus, that the Cormittee on Disarmament should
continue its search for s solutinm to the guestion of the prohibition of military
attacks on nuclear facilities, including the scope of such prohibition, taking into
account 21l propossls submitted to it to this end. This question wes also touched
upon in certain other resoluticns adopted by the United Nations General Assembly =t
its thirty-seventh session.

5. The group of socialist countries is convinced that the separate considerstion of
this matter in a working group of the Committee on Disarmsment set up specially for
the purpose would in fact be the best way of carrying out this task effectively. In
the view of the group of socislist countries, the zdoption of this organizational
approach for the consideration of this cuestion would at the same time facilitate
progress in the negotistions on the prohibition of radiological weapons. It is no
secret that the attempts to solve the problem of the prohibition of military attacks
on civilian nuclear facilities within the framework of "an agreement on the prohibition
of radiological weapons have proved io be the main obstacle to progress in resolving
each of these issues.

GE.83-60320
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€. The group of socialist couniries beiieves thet its submission of this propose
provides 2 resl possitility for the.practicsl solution of the problem of the

- prohibition of radiologicsl weapons as well sz of that of the prchibition of

miiitary sttacks on civilian nucleer facilities. The group of socialist countries
considers that it is essentiel now %o set sside disagreements on procedursl metiers
and proceed without delay to desl with the substance of these iwc guesticns, the
importsrce and urgency of which no one is likely to dispute. The group of socielist
countries expects sll States interested in the positive solution of these guestions
to support this propossl. ’
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29 March 1983
Original: ENGLISH/FRENCH

Decision on the re-establishment of ad hoc working groups
for the 1983 session of the Committee on Disarmament
(Adopted at the 207th Plenary Meeting held on 29 March 1983)

The Committee decides to re-establish for the duration of its 1983 session
the Ad Hoc Working Groups on a Nuclear Test Ban, Effective International
Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of
Use of Nuclear Weapons, Chemical Weapons and Radiological Weapons, and to
appoint Ambassador Herder of the German Democratic Republic as Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan as
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Effective International Arrangements to
Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear
Weapons, Ambassador McPhail of Canada as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons, and Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden as Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons.

It is understood that the ad hoc working groups may start their work on the
basis of their former mandates. The mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a
Nuclear Test Ban may thereafter be revised as decided by the Committee which will
consider ‘this question with appropriate urgency.

The ad hoc working gﬁoups_will report to the Committee on the progress of -
their work before the conclusion of its 1983 session.
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UNITED XDI@Ai

Definition of Radiological Weazpons and the
scope of a Radiological Yeapons Treaty

1. The 24 hoc Werking Group on Rediological Weapons of the Coumittee on

i sarmement has been negotiating a treaty bamning rediological weapons on the
1ines envisaged by the authors of a joint US/USSR draft which was submitted to
the Committee in 1980. o ' . _

2. L centrzl provlem has been the definition of such wezpoms. Since rediological
weapons do not exist, there can be no nrecise technical description of such -
weapons, but common sense and analogy with chemical or other weapons suggest that
what was envisaged by the authors of the joint draft is some sort of weapon (ox.
perhaps, more properly, munition) which would on delivexy, by explosion or other
means, disperse or disseminate redio-active meterizl in the environment. The -
primary danger from such a weacon would come from exposure to the dispersed
radio-zctive material. In order %o make the dzfinition of such weapons more
couprehensive, hovever, it is necessary to include spreys, .aerogolg, or other
methods of dispersing radio-active materizl in large quantity within the scope of
the treaty. ' : o - .

3, Huclear weapons would be excluded from the scope of the treaty but so far
the working group has failed to find languege satisfactory to all delegetions
which would express this fact. The United Xingdom delegation has carefully
considered various “positive" definitions which heve been put forward, and has
indeed suggested one of its own, but has concluded that it would be preferable to
seek a “negative" definition which would specifically exclude nuclear weapons and
other nuclear explosive devices. Such a definiton has a grecter possibility of
being unambiguous and unmistakable in intent. The United Kingdom delegation does
not accept that a definition which specifically excluded nuclear weapons in this
way would make any statement about the legitimacy or otherrise of that class of
weapons. If & problem existed in this regerd for certain delegations, it could
rezdily be overcomeé by a clear statement of interpretation et the.t.i'me of signature
of the treaty or, indeed, might well be held to be implied if the views of any
perticular State in this. regard had been clearly expressed on other occasions and
had thus become part of the negotiating history of the treaty.

4. Consideration of the danger that might occur in war-time from the dispersel

of radio-active material into the environment hos led some delegations to suggest
that prohivition of attacks on nucleer facilities should be included in the scope

of the treaty. Nuclear fasilities already exist in many areas of the world and
attacks on them in war-time could possibly lead to the dispersal of large amounts

of radio-activiity into the environment, causing radiologicel dagage to tke population
of surrounding areas. The United Kingdom delegation reco izes this problem, but
sees difficulties in accepting thet radiologicel weapons (in the gense that we have

GE.33-6C877
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described them above).and attacks on nuclear facilities can be prohibited by the
same .legal instrument.  Since attacks on n nuclear electricity generating sta.t:.ons
which might cause the release of "dangerous forces" are alfeddy prohibited by -
the Additional Protocols to the Gereva Conventions, legal confusion could follow
from an attempt to cover substantially the same subject in another convention,

5., The United Kingdom delegation sees .distinect dissimilerities between the two
troblems., In the case of radiclogical weapons, as originally envisaged, the
radio-active contents may be presumed  to be delivered from- the-attacking State
against a target in the State being-attacked. The attack will employ weapons, or
means of dispersal, which have been specifically designed for.the purpose of the ,
efficient dissemination of the radio~active material. The radio-active material /
and the means of dispersal together will constitute a recogm.zable weapon system,
which has no purpose other than the military one which it is the object of the
Convention to proscribe. In the case of an attack on . a nuclear facility, the
radid-active material is not deliversd from the attacking State but already exists
in the State subject to attack. Furthermare, the immediate vehicle of the attack
 would be weapons which fell outside the :scope of the treaty. Conventional weapons
would not in themselves contain any significant radioc-active material, and the .
radiological damage caused by the dispersal of the conients of the nuclear fa.clllty
would almost certainly be secondary to the purpose of the main attack. .An atdack -
by conventional weapons on a nuclear facility would appear tc be more analogaus

to attacks on other facilities, for exsmple dams, which could also cause masa
destruction and- ‘which, Tike nuclear electricity generating stations,.are already
treated in the Additional Protocols. Because of these fundamental differences
batween the two situations, the United Kingdom delegation sees serious conceptual
difficulties in bringing together the two. ideas. The fact that either radiological
weapons ‘or attacks on nuclear facilities would both cause damage by means of
radiation resulting from the decay of radic-active material is, in the wview of the
United Kingdom delegation, toc. narrow a reason for attempt:.ng to prohibit them
within a single legzl mstrument .

6. Discussions within the Comm.ttee on D:.samament have shown that differences
of view also exist between those delegations which are in favour of the question
of attacks on nuclesr facilities being included within the.scope of a radiological
weapons treaty. In particular there  are differences over whether military
facilities should be excluded from-the treaty and whether there should ba a lower
limit on the size of facility which should be included in any prohibition. To
extend' a prohibition to include all nuclear facilities of whatever size would take
us away from:the concept: of mass destruction in the sense commonly understood, and
would in the- view of the United Kingdom delegation render any treaty on these lines
impractical., The United Kingdom delegation: has no objection to. i‘urther exploratory
discussionsin the Committee on Disarmament to try to resolve some of these problems
with respect to a prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, while retaining an
open mind whether, on the assumption that existing differences can be resolved and
that there can be some agreement on the principles on which a treaty can ‘be ‘nased,
negotiations should be completed within the Comttee on Dlsa.rmament or in some

other body.
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Original: ENGLISH

REPORT OF THE AD HOC WDRKINQ GROUP
ON RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

~I. INTRODUCTION

1. At 'its 207th plenary meetlng, on 29 March 1983, the Committee on'Disarmament

..adopted the following decislon, relating to item 5 on its, agenda contained in
document CD/358, which, inter alia, reads:

n

- eea

_The Committee decides to re-estahlish for the duration of its -
1983 session .the Ad. Hoc Working Graups on a Nuclear Test Ban, Effective
International Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Against
the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, Chemict#l Weapons and
Radiological Weapons cos :

.It is understood that the ad ho#&’ working’ szuDs may start thEIP
work on the basis of their former mandates o

The ad hoc working groups will report to the vommittee on the
progress of their work before the conclusion df its 1085 session."

II. ORGANIZATION OF WORK AND DGU:uricNTATION

2. At its 207th plenary meetlng, on 29 March 198}, the Committee on Disarmament
appointed Ambassador Curt Lidgard, representative of Sweden, as Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group. Dr. Lin Kuo-Chung of the Unfited Nations Department for
Dlsarmamant Affairs served as Secretary of the Ad Hoc Working Group. .

3 The Ad Hoc Working Group held six meetings bétween 8 April and 29 April and
between. 13 June and 17 August 1983.

4. At its 1st meeting, on 8 April, the Ad Hoc Working Group, upon the Chairman's
suggestion, decided to establish two groups (A and B) to undertake substantive
examinaqions of the two major issues before the Working Group. '/ Group.A, under
the coorainatorship of the representatlve of the United States of America, would
consider questions relatlng to ftraditional radiological weapons subject matter"
and Group B, under the ‘coordinatorship of the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics would examine issues related to prohibition of attacks against
nuclear’ facilitles. It was the understanding that the question of linkage between
these two issues would be left aside for the time being and would be considered

in the Ad HocWorking Group itself at the end of the current session.

* A delegation, while not opposing the egtablishment of Group B abstained
from participating in that Group.
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5. At their request, representatives of the following States, not members of the
Comnmittee on -Disarmament, were invited to participate in the meetings of the

Ad Hoc Working Group during the 1983 session: Austria, Burundi, Finland, Greece,
Ireland, Norway, Senegal and Spain. : :

6. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc Working Group tock into account

paragraph 76 of the Final Document of. the the first special session of the )

General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It also took into consideration the

- relevant recommendations of the United Nations Disarmament Commission, in particular

those adopted in connection with ‘the Second Disarmament Decade in 1980. 1In addition

to various resolutions adopted by: the General Assembly on the subject at its

: previous—aessions, the Working Group took into account in ‘particular )
resolution 37/99C of the General Assembly. Paragraphs b and'z of that resolution

read as follows: _

"l. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotiations with
a view to an early conclusion of the elaboration of a treaty prohibiting
the development,’ production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons,
‘in order that it may be*submitted to the General Aesembly ‘at its
thirty-eighth session; ' | , o e

2. Further recuests the Committee on Disarmament to continue its ‘search
for a solution to the question of prohibition of military attacks on
nuclear facilities, including the scope- of such prohibltion, taking into
account all proposals submitted to it to this end'" {

7. During the 1983 session, the. Ad Hoc Hbrking Group had before it the following -
additional’ documents for consideration:

(1) CDn/345 R . A Group of Socialist Countries: Ensuring
: v - the Safe Development of Nuclear Energy
.ﬂ14 February 1983),_

(2) CD/RW/WP.41 . : ' United Kingdom: Definition of Radiological

(Cp/374) R Weapons and the scope of a Radiological
Weapons Treaty (13 April 1983);
(3) CD/RW/WP.42 Chairman's Working Paper: Meetings 1n
e . L , the First Part of 1983 Session
e . .. (14 spril 1983); L
(4) cp/RWMPR.A3 ~i'Cha1rman'a Working Papers'’ Meetinge in

"the Second Part of 1983 Seesion '
AA'(26 April 1985) :

~

(5) CD/RHIW§;4¢”:'f' " 'Q}JT":i © " Chairman's Working Paper, containing .

o - ; Coordinators' progress reports of
om Groups .A and B (29 april 1983),
(6) CD/RW/WP.45 and Corr.l Sweden: Compliance and Verification

(21 June 1983),_

(7) CD/Rﬁ]wP.@B. N o .'-_"'Propoeal by the. deiegation of the - .
United States of America;(IG_June 1983);

(8) CD/RW/WP.4T : United Kingdom: The Prohibition of
. Attacks on Nuclear Facilities
(30 June 1983);
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(9) CD/RW/WP.48° . . o " Group of 21: Proposal for an Article on-
- Tnpgaceful Uses™ (30 June 1983);

(10) CD/RW/WP.49 © . Japan: -Proposal for Article I
_ ("Definition") Article II ("Scope of
"-Prohibition®) and the related Article
(6 July 1983);

(11) CD/RW/WP.50 - - A A compilation of ‘types or categories of
nuclear facilities to be considered
(9 August 1983);

(12) CD/RW/WP.51 A compilation of alternative mechanisms
for the linkage between "traditional )
- ‘radiological weapons subject matter® and’
‘"prohibition of attacks against nuclear
facilities™ (11 August 1983);

(13) CD/RW/CRP.19 Suggestions by the Coordinator on the
. Issues of Definition, Peaceful Uses, and
" Relationship to Other Agreements
(28 April 1983); '

(14) CD/RW/CRP.20 Suggestions by the Coordinator for the
T : Structure of a Treaty -Prohibiting
Radiological Weapons (23 June 1983),

(15) CD/RW/CRP.20/Rev.l Submission by the Coordindtor of Group A
: 3 August 1983);

(16) CD/RW/CRP.21/Rev.1 " Report of Group A (9 August 1983),

(17) CD/RW/CRP.22/Rev.2 Report of Group B on the question of

- prohibition’of attacks against nuclear -
' ° facilities (12 August 1983);

(18) CD/RW/CRP.23 . Draft Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group
- - : B on Radiological Weapons (11 August 1983);

(19) CD/RW/CRP.24 A list of proposals regarding the question
- I of prohibition of ettacks against nuclear-
facilities (10 August 1983).

During the course of deliberations in the Working Group, as well as in Groups A
and B, the Secretariat also prepared a number of ‘informal working papers with a
view to assisting the work of the Groups. They are listed as follows:

(1) Compilation of texts regarding "Definition” and "Scope’ of Prohibition“ as
contained in’CD/31, cn132 CD/RW/WP.20; and cn/nw/wp.39, ' o

(2) Compilation of texts regarding "Peaceful Uees“ as contained in CD/31,
CD/32, CD/RW/WP.20 and CD/RW/WP.39; : :

(3) Compilation of texts regarding "Relationship with'other disarmament measures
and agreements" as contained in CD/31, CD/32, CD/RW/WP.20 and CD/RW/WP.39;
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(4) Compilation of texts regarding~"Comp;;ance and Verification™ as contained'"
in CD/31, CD/32, CD/RW/WP.20 and CD/RWIWP.59;

(5) A list of proposed draft treaties on radiological weapons;

(6) A Adist of proposals on tha dréft preamble part of the Treaty on Radiological
Weapons; ’ -

(7) A 1list of proposals on mpefinition® and "Scope of Prohibition" parts of the
Treaty on Radiological Weapors;:

(8) A list of proposals on "peaceful Uses' part of the Treaty on Radiological
Weapons; ' : AP ‘ .

(9) A 1list of prcposals on nRelationship with other disarmament measures and
agreements” part of the Treaty on Radiological Weapons;

(10) A list of proposals on “Compliance and Verification™ part of the Treaty on
Radiological Weapons; o

(11) Arlistidf proposals on #pmendments", "Review Conferences", "Duration and
Withdrawal", "Adherence, Entry into Force, Depositary" parts of the Treaty
on Radiologicai Weapors; : .

(12) A }ist-df“ﬁroposals on "hhnex" part of the Treaty on Radiological Héapons;
(13)- A list of proposals regarding the guestion of prohibition of attacks against
. ‘miclear faeilitles; - = - - ’ : R ‘ S

(14) A compilation of texts: of proviéibns contained in certain existing legal

jastruments regarding the question of prohibition of attacks against nuclear

facilities;

(15) ‘Compilation’ of specific proposals-which may facilitate the formulation of
a iist of criteria regarding thé scope of prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities; .

(16) A péelimina%& 1ist of types ‘or categories of nuclear facilities tb be
considered; : :

- .. -

(17) A.compilation of alternative méchanisms for the linkage between “Trﬁ&itionél
radiological ‘weapons subject matter" and "prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities". o —

.

T—— L

BEREER = « SUBSTANTIVE NEGOTIATIONS ON. THE SUBJECT ; T
T . .- DURING THE 1983 SESSION e

8. ‘Tn ‘accbrdance with the Programme of Work adapted by the Ad Hoc Working Group
as containad in document CD/RW/WP.42, Groups A and B held three meetings each
between 11 and 28 April, under the coordinatorship of Mr. Morris D. Busby (USA)
and Mr. Yury Nazarkin (USSR) ‘respectively. The Coordinators of Groups A-and B
submitted progreus reports, as contained in Annexes I and II of -
document CD/RW/WP.44 respectively. ‘ . =

—— ﬁ?>

- -
canne ]
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9. During the second -part of the 1983 session, Group A held nine meetings

between 13 June-and. 8 August,.under the coordinatorship of Mr. Morris D. Busby (UsA).
The Coordinator submitted the report of the Group on its work to the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Radiological Weapons, as contained in Annex I of this report. Group B
held 11 meetings between.-21 June -and 12 August under the coordinatorship of

Mr. Boris P. Prokofiev (USSR). The Coordinator submitted the report of the Group
on its:work:-to the Ad Hoc .Working Group on Radiological Weapons, as contained in
Annex II of this reporta : . . )

10. . At -its 4th and Sth meetings, on 11 and 15 August the Ad Hoc Working. Group
considered the guestion of linkage. between the two- major issues before the
Working Group,:namely "traditional radiological ueapons subject matter” and
"prohibition .of attacks against.nuclear facilities" Taking into account _varigous
suggestions-and- proposals made by delegations,-the Secretariat prepared a : )
compilation of .alternative.mechanisms for the. linkage betiween them (CDIRWIHP 51).“ _
The compilation contains the following alternative mechanisma' o

(1) ‘One: single treaty-on radiological weapons covering both issues, in light of
the fact. that attacks -against nuclear facilities could be tantamount to the/
use of radiological weapcn3° . - )

(2) One general treaty on radiological weapons containing two protocols, namely:
‘Protocol: 1 dealing with "traditional radiclogical weapons subject matter™
and "Protocol .II dealing uith ”prohibition of attacks against nuclear
facilities™; - . s .

(3) One treaty with one protocol, either intzgral or optional, namely: 'the )
treaty itsc®” uealing with "traditional radiological weapons subject
matter™ ar~ the protocol dealing with "prohibition of attacks against
nuclear iacilities";

(4) Two separate treaties dealing with the two issues with clauses of
understanding that the conclusion of one treaty will be pending the
conclusion of the other treaty;

(5) One treaty dealing with "traditional radiological weapons subject matter,
with clauses of understanding that the relevant provisions contained in
the existing legal instruments, in particular, the Additional Protocol I
of 1977 to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 should be amended in such a
manner that the question of "prohibition of attacks against nuclear
facilities™ be fully covered;

(6) Two separate treaties dealing with the two issues independently without
any linkage.

In addition the following alternative mechanisms were suggested:

(1) One treaty on the "traditional radiological weapons subject matter™ with
the insertion of a clause stipulating that the Contracting Parties
undertake to start negotiations as soon as possible on the prohibition of
attacks against nuclear facilities.

(2) One treaty dealing with the "traditional radiological weapons subject
matter' could have clauses of understanding to the effect that the
question of prohibiting military attacks against nuclear facilities,
including the question of the scope of such a prohibition, be further
‘considered with a view to reaching agreement on these issues.
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On the basis-of this compilation delegations had a general.exchange ) _
continued to be

discussions revealed that positions of delegations on.this question
considerably far apart from each other. '

-

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. .

11. Although certain outstanding issues;continued to remain in the
radiological weapons subject matter", the extensive discussions and
negotiations in Group A have further clarified many of the problems
would pave the way for future work on the subject. The substantive

of viewus. The

ntraditional
intensive
involved and
examination of

the question of prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities in Group B. was
considered useful and necessary;and to; have led to a bettenrqomprehension of the
problems._~The~various;poaitions<pf delega;ipns,4e§pec1§1;yhasgpq;ﬁhe scope of
prohibition and 1ega1<aspects,of~thegisaue,_wennglanified.,.Ihehdiscussion

contributed considerably .to.the examination pftqpmmpn=approache§ygnd of potential "

activities of the Group in the future.. . -

A&- =

12. It was recognized- that.the ngpraditional radioclogical weapons subject matter®
and the question of prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities.were.
important and that these issues needed solution.. TnevQngittee,on:Disarmament

could continue to be the most appropriate forum to deal with them.

13. The Ad Hoc Working GrpupJagégéd to recoﬁménd'@d}ﬁﬁéféoﬁmitteeipn Disarmament
to re-establish -an ad- hoc working group at the:beginning of its 1984 session to

continue its work and in that context to review and assess how best to make progress

on the subject matter-
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ANNEX I
COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT - CD/RW /CRP.21/Rev.1
q
Ad Hoc VWorking Group on 7 August 1283
Radiological Weapcns Original: ENGLISE

Group A

REPORT OF GROUP A

l. As requested by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiclogical
Weapons on 8 April 1983, Group A has considered the subject of radiological weapons
in the "traditicnal" sense. A separate group was requested to deal with the
question of prohibition of military attacks on nuclear facilities. Group A held

2 meetings during the course of this session. The purpose of Group A, as defined
by the Chairman, was to "...try to solve the still outstanding substantive issues
and leave for the time being the question of the linkage between them."

2. At its initial meeting on 11 April 1983, Group A decided on a working methed
whereby there vwould be substantive discussion of four outstanding issues: the
gquestion of a definition of radiological weapons; the question of an appropriate
article in the treaty regarding peaceful uses; the gquestion of undertakings and
obligations of states in the related field of nuclear disarmament; and the guestion
of compliance provisions. The Co-ordinator proposed, and the Group agreed, that
negotiations should be held on these issues, based on all existing proposals as
well as suggested compromise texts which the Co~ordinator would prepare and present
to the Group, in order to arrive ai accommodations. Group A would attempt to find
consensus and to forward to the full RW VWorking Group an overall treaty text.

3. Based on previously submittfed consolidated texts and all relevant proposels,
Group A considered each of the four ouistanding issues. In this context, Group A
took note of and expressed appreciation for the efforts of previous chairmen of

the Radiological Weapons Working Group, Ambassador Komives of Bungary and
Ambassador Wegener of the Federal Republic of Germany. During the course of these
deliverations, the Co-ordinator submitited, on his own responsibility, several
suggesticns for compromise (CD/HW/CRP.20) which were in turn discussed by the Group.

4. Differences on matters of substance remain. On 3 August 1983, the
Co-ordinator prepsred a consolidated negotiating text of a radiological weapons
treaty (CD/RW/CRP.20/Rev.1) and submitted it to the Group. The purpose of the
Co~ordinator's text was to reflect in a single document the state of the
negotiations, including areas of agreement and disagreement. The Co=ordinator
pointed out that the text contained internal brackets and in some cases elternative
language. This method had been employed not to indicate agreement on the
unbracketed portion of the text but, rather, to highlight key issues upon which
subsequent negotiations should fccus.

5. The Group considered the Co-ordinator's text. There was nc agreement on the
text, but the Group agreed that the Co-ordinator forward it, elong with this report,
to the Rediologicel Weapons Working Group, it being understood that the text was
prepared on his own responsibility,
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Ammex to ANHEX I

CD/RW,/CRP.20/Rev.l
3 August 1983
Original: ENGLISH
COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT
Ad Hoc Working Group on
- Radiological Weapons .
Group A

~

Submission by.the Co—ordinztor

Attached, for consideration of Group A, is a draft Treaty Prohibiting
Radiological Weapons, which has been prepared following consultations with
delegations, as egreed at-the meeting of Group 4 on & July-1983. The draft
includes provisions regarding verification and consul'ha_.__tion/ compliance

procedures which it had not been possible to include in CD/RW/CRP.20.

' as gtated;
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TREATY PROHIBITING RADIOLOGICAI. WEAPQNS
The States Parties to this Treaty,

Detemzmed to strengthen intermational peace and securrhy and to preserve
mankind from the danger of new means of warfare, .

, Desiring to contribute to the czuse of halting the arms race and recognizing
that an agreement on the prohibition of radiological weapons would contribute  to
this end,

[Affirming the obligation. of all States] [Determined] to pursue negotiations
in good faith on effective measures relating to. the prohibition of recognized
weapons of mass destruction.and to bripg about general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective intermational control, '

Reeffirmirig in this regard the urgency of the pursuit and early conclusion
of negotiations on effective measures aimed at the cessatlon of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear ﬁlsa:cmament -; = :

Noting the provisions contaa.ned in other agreements relatmg to this
objective,

Conscious that the use of [any form of] rad.lologlcal weapons could have
devastating consequences for ma.nkmd,

Stressing therefore the par:ticula.r importance of accession to this Treaty by
the greatest possible number of States, .

[Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications of
radioactive materials should be available ito a2ll States Parties to this Treaty,
with due consideration for the needs of the developing cowntries, and recognizing
the need for peaceful uses of sources of radiation from radioactive decay in
different fields of human activities,]

Recalling that the General Assembly of the United Nations has urged the
prohibition of the development, product:.on, stockpiling, and use of radiological
weapons, ,

Have agreed as follows::
Article I

1, Each State Party 4o this Treaty undertakes never. under any circumstances to
develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or possess, transfér, or use .
radiological weapons. For the purposes of this Treaty, the term "ra.dlolog'lcal
weapon" means:

- (2) Any device, including any weapon or equipment, specificzlly designed
to employ radioactive material by disseminating it to cause destruction, damage,
or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of such materialj;
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(t) Any radioactive material specificelly [designed] for employment, by its
discemination, to cause destructiocn, dam‘.g'e, or injury by means of the radiation
produced by the decay of such material. .

2. Each State Party to this Trezty aliso undertakes never under any circumsdances
to employ deliberately, by its dissemination, any radioactive material ic cause
destruction, damege, or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of
such material, whether or net such material is specifically defined zc a
radiological weapon in paragrzph 1 of this ariizle.

3. Each State Paxrty to this Treaty also mmdexrtakes not in any way to assist,
encourage,. or incuce any person, State, group of States, or internaticnal .
orgenization to engage in an:, of the activities vhich the States Parties to the
Treaty have undertz¥en not o engage in under the prov::.s:.on., of paragraphs 1 and 2.
of this ariicle,

[Article II

l. Each State. Party to this Treaty umderiakes to contribute [to the fullest
possible extent] [fully] to the strengthening of internztional: co-operation in
the peaceful uses of radioactive materials end of sources of radiation from
redioactive decay[, and %o the development of adeguzte measures of protection for
all States against harmful effects of radiation].

2. Each Siste Party ’co this. Trea:w undermkes to facilitate, and has the right
to participate in, the [fullést possitle] [fuil] exchange of eguipment, materials; '
and scientific and’ techrological informafion regerding the veaceful uses referred '
. %0 in paragraph 1 of this article, ta...:.ng into account the needs of the develoulng
countries.

3. Nothing in this Treaty ‘'shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienzblé
rlgh’c of the States Parties to this Treaty to develop and apply their programmes’
for the peaceful uses of nuclecr energy and to internmational co-operation in this -
field[ , consistent with the ne=d to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons JE
and no provisiors of this Treaty shall hinder the use of sources of radiation
from radiou.tive decay feor peaceful purposes, in accordance with generally
reco]gm.zed prmc:.ples and 2ppliczble rules of international law concerning such .
use ' .

Article III

Bach State Party to this Treaty undertakes to prevert lcss of and to prohitit
and prevent diverasion teo radiological weazpons of rzdioactive materials that might
be used for such wezpons. .

Axticle IV

Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes, in accordance with ite
constitutional procedures, to taie any measures which it considers necessary
tc prohibit and prevent any activiiy in violation of the provisions of the -
Treaty anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.
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Article V

[1. The provisions of this Treaty shall not apply to nuclear explosive devices or
to radicactive meterial produced by them] .

2. ‘Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted' as in any way limiting or
detracting from any existing rules of intermational law applicable in armed
conflict or limiting or detracting from obligations assumed by the States Parties

- ynder any other relevant international agreement.

[Article V bis

 The: States Parties to this Trealy underteke to pursue urgently negotiations
for the cessation of the nuclear arms Iace, the conclusion of effective measures
to prevent the use or threat of use of nuclesr weapons, and the achievement of

nuclear disarmament.]
. Article VI

1. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake to consult one another a.nd to
co-operate in solving any problems vhich may be raised in relation to the "
objectives of,-or in the application of the provisions of, the Treaty.

2. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this article may also be underteken
+hrough appropriate international procedures within the framevork, of the

United Nztions and in accordance with its Charter. These international.
procedures may include the services of appropriate international - organizdtions,

as well as of a consultetive commitiee and a fact-finding p"a;_iel as provided for
in article VII of this Treaty. s - R

3, The States Parties to this Treaty shall exchange to the fullest possible
extent, bilaterally or mltilaterally, information deemed necessaTy to provide -
ageurance of fulfilment of their obligations under the Treaty.

Article VII

1. For the purpose of effective fulfilment of paragraph 2 of article VI of this -
Treaty, a consultative cormittee and 2 standing fact-finding panel shall be '
established. Their functions and rules of procedure are esteblished in

Ammexes I and II, respectively, vhich constitute integral perts of the Treaty.

2, Any State Party to this Treaty which has reasons to believe. that any other
State Party may not be in compliance with the provisions of the Treaty, or which
has'concerns ebout a.related situation which may be considered ambiguous, and 'is .
not satisfied with the results of the consultations provided for under article Vi
of the Treaty, may request the Depositary to initiate an inguiry to ascertain

the facts. Such a request should include.all relevant information, as well as
all possible evidence supporiing its validity. .

3, For the purposes set forth in paragraph 2 of this article, the Depositary
ghall convene as soon as possible, and in any case within 10 days of the receipt
of a request from any State Party, the stending fact-finding panel established
pursuant to paragraph 1 of this article. )
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4. If the possibilities for fact-finding pursuvant to paragraphs 2 and 5 of this
article have been exhausied without resolution of the problem, [five or more States
Parties] [any State Party] may request the Depositary to convene & meeting of the
conmltative comttee of States Parties to cons:Lder the matter.

Se Ea.ch State Pa.'zty to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate to the fullest
possible extent with the consultative commitize and with the fect-finding panel
with a view to fac:.’l::‘a‘bmg the:.r work.

[6: PBach State Par‘by to this Treaty undertakes to provide asslstance, in

accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, to any
State Party to the Treaty which has been harmed or is likely %o be ha:r:med as a
Tesult of violation of the Treaty.]

[7. The provisions of th:w article shall noi be interpreted as affecting the.
rights and duties of States Parties under the Charter of the United Nations,
including dbringirg to the attention of- the Secuxity Council concerns: ‘abont .
compliance with this Treaty.]

Art:cle VTII

l. Any State Party to '!:h:n.e Treaty may propose amendmentis to the Treaty. The
text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted tc the Depositary, whc shall
promptly circulate it to all Qta.tes Pg.rtles.

[2. Any State Pa:cty prcposing a.menﬂments to this Treaty may request the Depositary
to seek the views of the States Parties. on vhether a conference should be -convened
to consider the proposal. Thereupon, if requested to do so by a mejority of the
States Parties, - the Depositary shall convene 2 cornference to which he shall invite
all States Parties to consider such e proposal.]..

3. An amendment shall enter into force for all States Parties tc this Treaty
vhich have accepted it, upon the deposit with the Depositary of instrumenis of
acceptance by a majority of the States Parties. Thereafter,.it sbkail enter into
force for any remzining State Party on the date of deposit of its instrument of

_ ArwticleA X

1, Th:Ls Treaty shall be of unlimited G.uratlon.

'2. anh Sta‘be Pa.rty to t.hls Treaty sha.ll .in exercising its natlonal sovereignty

have the right to withdrew from the Treaty if it decides that exitraordinary event ..c,
related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme -
interests of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other
States Parties[ ,] [and] to the Depositary{,:and to the United Nations -
Security Council| three months in edvance. Such notice shall include a- statement
of the extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized its supreme intereeis.

Y
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Article X

1. [Five] [Ten] years after entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of
States Parties shall be convened by the Depositary to review the [scope and]
operation of the Treaty, with 2 view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble
and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized [and 4o consider any proposals
for amendments then pending]. Such review shall fake into account any new
scientific and technological develcpments [1ikxely to affect the provisions of]
[relevant to] the Treaty, [States [not Parties] [signatories] to the Treaty shall
be invited to the conference as observers.]. :

2, At intervels of five years thereafter, a2 majority of States Parties ma.yvo'btain,
by submitting a propesal to this effect to the Depositary, the convening of further
conferences with the same objectives. . .o : R

3, If no review conference has been convened within 10 years following the
conclusion of the previous review conference, the Depositary shall solicit the
views of all States Parties on the holding of such a conference. If one-third
or 10 of the States Parties, whichever number is less, respond affirmatively,
the Depositary shzll take immediate steps to convene the conference.

Article XI

1. This Treaty shall be open ;bo all States for signature. Any State which does
not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with. paragraph 3 of -
this article may accede to it at any time. - .

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. ~Instruments
of ratification or accession shall be deposited with the Secretary-Gerneral of the
United Nations. .

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of instruments of
ratification by [fifteen] [twenty] governments in accordance with paragraph 2
of this article, : ‘ . :

4., For States vwhose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited after
the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the
deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the
date of each signature, the date of deposit of each. instrument of ratification or
.accession, and the date of entry into force of this Treaty and of any amendments
thereto, as well a8 of the receipt of other notices,

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositery in accordance with
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.' ‘

This Treaty, of which the English, Arabic, Chinese, .French, Russian and
Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secretary-General
of the United Nations, who shall send certified copies thereof to the
governments of the signatory and acceding States. .
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ANMNEY, I

[Consultative Commi ttee]

1. The consultative committee of States Parties[,- in addition to -establishing the
fact-finding panel as provided for in amnex II,] shall undertake to resolve any
problem which m2y be raised by the [states Pa.:ctles] [state Parby] requesting a
meeting of the committee., For -this purpose, the assembled Stztes Parties shall

be entitled to request and receive any information vhich a Sta.te Pa.rty is in a .
position to communicate.

.2, 'The work of the consultative committee shall be organized in such a way.as.to
permit it to perform the fumctions set forth in paragraph 1 of this amnex. The
committee shall [decide procedural. questions relative to the organization of. its

- work] [take decisions], where possible by consensus, but otherwise by a majority-
of those present and voting, [There shall be no voting.on matters of substance.]

The chairman shall have no vo*“ . -

3.. Any State Party may participate in the work of the comsuliative cormittee.
Bach representative on the committee may be assisted 2t meetings by zdvisers.

4, The Depositary or his representative shall serve as chairman of the
com.:.ttee.

B

5. The"consulta£1¥é'committee shall be convened by its chairman[: -

(2) mth:.n 30 days after entry into force of this 'h:eaty for the purpose:
of establishing the standing faci~finding panel;

( ‘b)] as soon as possible and in any case within 30 days after a request i‘or.
a meeting pursuant to paragz:aph 4 of article VII of the Treaty, .

6. Each State Party shzll have the right, through the chairmen, to request
from States and.from.internationzl organizations such information and assistence
as the State Pa:ty cons:.ders desirable for the. accomphshment of the committee's
work.

7. A summary of any [problem-solving] meeting, incorporating all views and .
information presented during the meeting, shall be prepared. The chairman shall .
distribute the sumary to all States Partiess : . S
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ANNEX 1T

[Fact-Finding Panel]

1. The standing fact-finding panel sha1ll undertake to meke appropriate findings
of fact and provide expert views relevent to any problem referred toit by the
Depositary pursuant to-paragraph 3 of article VIT of this Treaty. [Pursuant to
paragraph 5 of article ¥II.of the Treaty, the fact-finding panel may carry out
on-site investigations when necessaryi]

[2. The fact-finding panel shall be composed of not more than 15 members
represerting State Partiess ’ )

(a) Ten members shall be appointed by the [ chairmen] [consultative committee)
after consultation with States Parties. - In selecting these members due regard shall
be given to ensuring an appropriate geographic balance. Members shall be named for
a two-year period, with five members being replaced each year; - : S

vy In addition, -those: permé.nent members of the United Nations Security Council
who ave parties to ‘the Treaty gha1l also be represented on the fact-finding panely]

[2. The fact-fipding panel shall be composed of not more than (blank) members
representing States Parties. Members of the initial panel shall be appointed by
the [chairman, after consultation with States Parties,] [consultative committee]
at its first meeting, one-third being named for one year, one-third for two years,
and one—third for three years. Tnerezfter all members shall be named for a
three-year period by the chairman-[of the consultative committee, following
principles decided by the cormittee -during-its’ first meeting a.ndjaﬁ;ez .
consultztion with States Parties. In selecting the members, due regard shall be
given to ehsuring an appropriate geographical balance.] - - it :

3., Each member may be assisted by one or more advisers.

4. The _Deposi*bri—‘ or his Fepresentative shall serve a# chairman ofthe- padell ;.
unless the'panel decides otherwise under the procedures established: im *¥77 :
paragraph 5 of this ammex].

5.. The work of the fact-finding panel shall de organized. in such a way:as to
permit. it to perform the functions set forth in paragraph 1.of this annex. (At
the first meeting of the panel, to be held not later than 60° days' after-its’
establishment [by the consultative committee], the Depositery shall. submit
recommendations, based on consultations with States Parties and signatories, as
to the organization of the work of the panel, including any necessary Iesources o]
[The panel shall decide procedural cuestions relative to the orgenization of its
work, where possible by consensus, but otherwise by a majority of those present
and voting. There shall be no voting on matters of substance.] [The panel
shall take decisions, vhere possible by consensus, but otherwise by a majority
of those present and voting.] The chairman shall have no vote,
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6. Each member shall have the right, through the chairmen, to request from States
and from international organizations such information and assistance as the member
considers desirable for the accomplishment of the work of the panel.

7. The State Party requesting the inguiry and any State Party against which the
inquiry is directed shall have the right to [participate in the work of the panel]
[be represented at meetings but may not take part in decisions], whether or not
they are members of the panel.

8. The fact-finding panel shall, without delay, transmit to [ the Depositary]
[all States Parties] a report on its work, including its findings of fact and
incorporating all views and information presented to the panel during its
proceedings[.] [, together with such recommendations as it may deem appropriate.
If the panel is unable to secure sufficient data for factual findings, it shall
state the reasons for that inability.] [The Depositary shall distribute the
report o all States Parties,]
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AMNEX IT
COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT CD/RW/CRP,22/Rev.2 .
Ad _Hoc Working Group on . %Z_August 1985
Radiological Weapons Original: ENGLISH

GROUP B

REPORT OF GROUP B ON THE QUESTION OF PROEIBITION
OF ATTACKS AGAINST NUCLEAR FACILITIES

I, INTRODUCTION

1. In accordance with the decision adopted by the Ad_EHoc Working Group on
Radiological Weapons at its first meeting on 8 Aprll 1983, Group B was
established with the purpose of considering the guestion of prohibvition of
attacks against muclear facilities with the understanding that the question of
linkage between this issue and the "traditional radiological weapons subject
matter" would be left aside for the time being.

2. In carrying out of its task, Group B took into account all relevant proposals
submitted on the subject and held three meetings between 18 and 28 April, under the
Co—ordinatorship of Mr. Yury K. Nazarkin, representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, during the first part of. 1983 session. The Group devoted iis
efforts to the consideration of various issues involved in the subject such ss
scope, legal question, zones, as well as compliance and verification. At the
conclusion of the first part of the 1983 session, the Co-ordinator submitted a
progress .:report on the work of Group B of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Rediological
Weapons at its second meeting held on 29 April 1983, as contained in Annex II of
document CD/RW/WP.44. '

3. During the second part of 1983 session, Group B held 14 meetings between

21 June and 12 August under the Co-ordinatorship of Mr. Boris P. Prokofiev,
representative of the Union of Soviet Socislist Republics. At the initial
meeting of this period, the Group decided, upon the suggestion of the Co-ordinator
to continue to concentrate its efforts on those issues which have been considered
during the first part of the session.

4. In the course of its deliberations the Group also considered the various
proposals, suggestions and commentaries contained in the documents and working .
papers submitted to the Committee and its sub31dlary bodies before and during

the 1983 session. The 1list of these documents is contained in document
CD/HW/CRP 24, as annexed to the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group. In addition
to these documents, the Group took into consideration the proposals made and the
views expressed by delegations on the question of prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities in the Committee on Disarmament and the regular and special
sessions of the United Nations General Assembly. In this connection a number

of delegations stressed the importance of the guestion of ensuring the safe
development of nuclear energy as proposed at the thirty-seventh session of the
United Nations General Assembly, which was the other side of the problem of - -
prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities.
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17, SUBSTAIITIVE DISCUSSIONS -ON THX SUBJECT
Objectives

5., The view was widely held that there was a need for effective international
legal measures prohibiting attacks against nuclesr facilities because such attack
could result in mass destruction. In this connection, a view was expressed that
attacks on certain nuclear facilities might lead to such a destructive effect as
that of 2 nuclear explosion. There was also an exchange of views concerning the
precise nature of the objective to be pursued, namely, whether the purpose should

be:

- to prohibit attacks on such facilities as a form of radiological weapon
or, more precisely, as a means of radiological warfare;

-~ 1o avoid effects of weapons of mass destruction;

- %o sfiengthen the existing legal protection of spch facilities;
- tbhensure the safe developﬁent of nuclear power energy; or

- a combination of the ooaectlves rmentioned above..

While many delegations held that +he obaectlve, in keeping with the mandate of
the Working Group, should be the avoidance of effects of mass destruction, no
 consensus could be reached on this issue. Some delegations argued that
approaches which relied on the concept of an zttack on a2 nuclear facility being -
equivalent tc the use of 2 radiological. weapon, or on concepts of "mass:

. destruction" were unlikely to be fruitful, They suggested that a more- practical
approach should be adopted whick would try 4o establish the primary purpose of
any further ban of attacks on nuclear-facilities, determine practical limits to
the scope of any new ban and from these considerations determine how far existing
instruments vwere already sdequate in this respect. Other delegations stated
that attempts to thwart negotiations on a subject of such high importance to
internationsl community should also not be allowed to be fruitful. They pointed
out that avoidance of possible mess destruction through radiological warfare by
attacks on nuclear facilities was indeed the basis as well as the primary purpose
of the Group's work, The existing instruments were entirely insufficient in
this respect.

Scope of prohibition.

6. There vwas general understeniing among the delegations that the guestion of s
definition of the scope of the ban, or the kind of nuclear facilities to be

protected, constituted one of the key issues of 2 future international instrument,

In this connection 2 number of specific proposals and suggestions wers made
regarding categories or types of mclear facilities to be covered by a possible
agreement. . Several main points of views were expressed in that regard and it
vwas suggested that the prohibition of attacks should apply tos

—~ All nuclesar facilities;

— Al]l nuclear facilities in non-nuclear-veapon developing States;

LY
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—~ Civiliasn nuclear facilitiec only;

~ Civilian nuclear faciiities sbove & specified power threshold for nuclear
reactors and above a specified level of gquality snd gquantity of radio-
active materials for other facilities;

~ £11 nucleer facilities subject to IAEA safeguards system.

It was generally understood, however, ﬁhat’naval vessels, submarines, space
vehicles as well as other devices having nuclear installations and designed as
weapons systems wculd not be considered within the context of "nuclear

facilities" as referred to under the subgect of prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities.

7. In connection with the scope of the ben, ‘some delegaticns drew attention to
the fact that there wses also s problem of dual-purpose nuclear facilities, that
is, facilities which can be used both for peaceful and for military purposes,

e2nd a problem of distinguishing beiween military and civilian miclear

facilities. Other delegations stated that the difficulty in strictly
distinguishing between military and civilian nucleer facilities was' anotier - ;
important reascen for 2ll nuclesr fazcilities to be protected. 2 view was expressed
in this regard that an effective existing criterion to identify nuclear
facilities for peaceful purposes is the IATA safeguards system and that therefore
among nuclear facilities for peaceful purnoses at least those IECllluleS under
the IAEA safeguards should be included in the scops of proteculon. . Other
delegations considered that this criterion vas not sufficient,

8. Some delegations siated that all nmuclear facilities in the non~nuclear-
weapon States were civilian facilities, and at least, these should all enjoy
protection from attacks. Other delegstions held that the scope of any agreement
should not automatically include all nuclear facilities whether locatied in
non-nuclear-weapon States or nuclear-weapon States. TFurther, a2 view was also
expressed that the concept of “szeneric danger" might be applied when identifying
the types of facilities %o be protected, and that that concept might also be

used to determine the points in time when protectlon snould begin and cease 1o
operate,

. It was suggested that the scopc of 2 possible future treaty could very vell
be limited to nuclear power and research reactors, nuclear fuel production and

reprocessing plants as well ss fissionable meterials, spent fuel and high level
waste storage. -

Le&al-aspects of the question

10. The Group exemined some legal aspects of the problem of prohibition of
attacks against nuclear facilities. The discussion centerad on questions whether
certain relevant provisions in the existing international instruments, in
particular Additional Protocol I {1977) to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, are
adequate, as well as possible types of on agreement to be elaborated. In this
connection some delegations steted that the existing international law provided -
for s substantial protection of the nuclear facilities in question, and that they
hed not been convinced of the necessity for sdditionsl protection, Other
delegations held that since the protection covered by the Additional Protocol I
was inadequete in scope, contained a number of reservations and allowed 8
subjective interpretation of its relevant provisions by military commanders on a
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tactical level, there waes a clear need for s new international agreement, for the
necessary,protéétion of nuclear facilities. In the sourse of discussion the
question of the spplication of the ENMID Convention to the issue of military
attacks on civilian nuclear facilities wes slso reised.

Zones

11, The Group elso discussed the rationale of egtablishing protective zones
around nuclear facilities to be protected, In this context zones based on
circles with a definite radius were mentioned, However, substantial doubts were
expressed as to the feasibility and usefulness of the concept of protective zones,
especially in view of the existing differences in the desigm, typical inventory
and location of the various facilities to be protected. Another view was held that
there were difficulties with that concept in the case of nuclear pover stations,.
It was suggested that, instead of protective zones, a provision should be
included thet an attacker should assume absolute 1iability if severe radiological
consequences occur. - The problem of clandestine use of preotective zones for
military purposes was also toucned upon.

Compliance. and verification

12, With regard to metters concerning compliance and verification espects of a
possible agreement it was argued that consideration of those issues would -depend
to a great degree on the scope of prohibition. It wes felt in this connection
thet solution of this problem would be possible only after the scope of %he ban
had been détermined.. Some delegations pointed out that the gquesiion of
verification and compliasnce should be seen in its proper perspective and in
seeking a ban on attacks on nuclear faciiities it is the prohibited action, not
the mechanism of control on the potentizl victim, which ought to be the subject
of verification and compliance. ther delegations considered this view somewhat
" over-simplified., A view was also held thet the issu= of compliance and
verification was irrelevant since it was sufficient %o establish the fact of an
attack. Soms delegztions were of the opinion that if the scope of the agreement
would be limited to those facilities whick were placed under the IAEA safeguards’
system the control procedure could te much simplified 2nd made more 2fficient
with: respect to all such feciiities, except those in the possession of nuclear-
weapon States. ther delegations believed thet such an approach was :
discriminatory ané had no relevance tc the question of compliance and
verification. ’

III. COHCLUSIONS
13, In spite of differences of opinion smong delegations on specific matters,
it was generally recognized that the guestion of prohibition of attacks against
muclear facilities wes an important issue which needed solution and that it was
also 2 complex problem. The exchange of views on the subject in the Group was
considered as necessary and useful, It helped to clarify the various positions
of delegations, in perticular the scove of prohibition and the relevant legal
questions. It also contributed substantizlly to the exemination of possible
common approaches and potential mein avenues of the activities of the Group in
‘the future.

14
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CD/RW/CRP.24
10 August 1983
Original: ENGLISH
oposals Te i the question of hibition

of attacks agrinst nuclear facilities

. -CD/345

CD/RW/WP.3

CD/RW/WP.6

cn/m/@.ls
CD/RW/WP.23

CD/RW/WP .25
CD/RW /MP.25/Add.1/Rev.1

CD/RW /WP .33

CD/BM /WP.34
Cp/323 (CD/RW/MP.37)

cp/331 (Cp/RW/WP.40)

CD/RW/WP.45 and Corr.l

CD/RW /WP.47

A group of socialist countries: Ensuring the Safe
Development .of Muclear Energy.

Canada: Comments on major elements of a treaty
prohibiting the development, production stickpiling
and use of radiological weapons.

Sweden: Proposals for Articles I, IT and III of a
treaty prohibiting radiological warfare including
the development, production, stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons.

Sweden: Memorandum on certain aspects of a convention
prohibiting radiological warfare.

Group of 21: Working Paper on certain elements of the
Convention on the Prohibition.

Chairman's Statement (9 March 1982).

Chairman's Aimended Proposal for the organization of
work during the opening.

Chairman's Summary of suggested issues of initial
Televance relating to protection of ruclear facilities

for discussion during Working Group meetings on
26 March and 2 April 1982.

Sweden: Hemorandum of certain aspects of a convention
prohibiting radiological warfare.

Japan: Working Paper on prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities,

Federal Republic of Cermany: Working Paper on issues
relating to a prohibition of attacks against nuclear

facilities in the framework of a radiological weapons
treaty.

Sweden: Compliance and Verification.

United Kingdom: Working Paper on the prohibition of
attacks on nuclear facilities.
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4. co/mw /e, 50

15. CD/mJ/CRP,E:

16. CD/RW/CRP.16

A compilation of types or categories of nuclear
facilities to be considered (Prepared by the

Secretariat)

The Netherlands:

Pakistan: ZProposal on

be protected.

Proposal on invitation to ths

International Atomic Energy Agency. -

definition of facilities to
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CONFERENCE OR DISARMAMENY o165
17 February 1984
ENGLISH .
Original: RU§SIAN )

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS OF THE WORK OF THE
CONFERENCE CN DISARMAMENT

Memorandum of 2 g"oup of soclallst States

1. A group of soclnlist States members of thb Conference on Disarmament recalls
the provision in paragraph 120 of the -Final Document of the tenth special session
of the Generzl Assembly,. the first. specizl session devoted: to disarmament,
according to which thé: Conferenca-oh. -Disarmament, .previously designatzd as the
Committeec on Disarmement, is "2 'single multilateral disarmoment negotiating forum®,
‘and ‘also rule 1 of the rules..of procedurzs of the:Conferenc2, which describes it

as "a disarmament negstiating forum®. The Generizl hAsscably of -the United Nations
has repeatedly appenled to the Committee on Disarmament tc undertake negotiations.
- In particular; resolution ‘3871331, cntitlad "Report of: the Committee on -
Disarmament”, once agzin urges .the Confercnce "to. continue or undertake, during
its session to be held in 1984, substantive ncgotiations cn the priority questions
of disarmament on its 1g»nd" ... and. in ordzr to reach that gozl, to provide the
existing ad hoc working-zroups with approprizte negotiating mondates and to
estoblish, as a matter of urgeney, the ad hoc working groups on the cessation of
the nuclear-arms race and nubleas discrnament, on the preventicn of nuclear war
and on the préventisn of an arms race in cuter spacc“

2. Emphasizing the char1cter cf the Conference on Disarmoment- as a negotiating
forum, the group of’ soeialist States exprésses concern at the fact that this
_nebotlatlng body is, in substance, failing to perform its designated function
“and tending to turn-ints yet anﬂth delixarative: body- in the dishrmament field.
The main cause of this z2bnormal 31tu1tion, in the socialist countries! view, are
attempts to convert the Conference int> a forum for academic discussions and to
put up = sbrles of prellﬂln“ry conditisns for bhﬂ ‘holding of negotiations. Such
an approach in the socialist countries v1ew runs ‘ecunter: both to the terms.of

refercnce provlded £ r the ‘Conference in the Flnal Dicument and to- its own rules
of proc;dUrb. o : - S L s

“3. " The gzroup 9f Socialist countries’ proceeds from the fact thab the subsidlary'
bodies of the Confcrence on Diszrmament, a-‘negotiating forum, must have the .-
00351bllity to eccnduct the app“Opr1ete ncth11t13ns. Only technlcnl groups or

groups of ggvbrnmental experts, menticned in rule 23 of the rules of prﬂcedure,
may form an exception.

Th» qu st13n ar’ the estiblishmﬂnt of subsid11ry brdies must bé solved in a
manner organlcally lanLd with thc elabzration 5f an appropr;:hc negotiating
‘mandate. An art1fici~1 division between s*lvin* the questionzf the establishment
of subsidiary b"diCs ‘and reaching agreement on"their nandate mérely creates
loophcles to° cance*l the unwi;lingnbss af certhin States ‘t> conduct negotiatxﬂns.

GE.84-60413
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4. . Attompts made in the past to set up subsidiary bodies having no mandate to hold
negotiations have shown that, despite the hopes placed in them in certain quarters,
discussions in subsidiary bodies of this kind f2il tc lead to any codnstructive
development of the position adopted by the opponents of negotiations.

5. In that connection, the gﬁoup of sccialist States proposés that in the course of
the 1984 session subsidiary bodies should be ‘established on all substantive items on
the Ccnference agenda with mandates providing for the holding of negotiations. The
group notes with satisfaction. that the mandates of subsidiary bodies on the items
wEffective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the
use-or threat of use of nuclear- weapons":and nComprahensive programme of’ disarmament”
for the period of the 1983 session already provided for the holding of:‘appropriate
negotiations; as well as the fact that in ‘the Ad Hoc Working -Group on -the agenda -
~item ﬁChemical‘weépoﬁs“ a recommendation was adopted to provide the corresponding
.Subsidiary body which might be established at the 1984 sesSion'with;a:mandate'"tou
starft the -full and complete process of negotiations, developing and wWorking out the
corivértion, -except for its final drafting". - o

With regard:to:the remaining substantive jtems ‘of the agenda,-the group of
socialist States considers that it would be expedient to provide the following .-
mandates: - Pl - M : : h . S

(1) Subsidiary body on agenda item 1, “ﬁucleaf test ban".

. "The Conferené% on Disarmament decides: to establish for the duration of-its .
1984 session, an 2d hoc subsidiary body to. negzotiate on a Treaty prohibiting all
nuclear-weapon tests, taking into account all existing proposals and future
initiatives. The ad hoc subsidiary body will report to the Conference on Disarmament
‘on the progress of its work at the end of the second part of its 1984 session."

.2(2) Subsidiary‘body-qn agenda item 2, “Cessation of.the‘ndc;ear arms raée~aﬁd
nuclear disarmament™.: - - - . . e - ..

- "The .Conference--on Disarmament decides to establish, for. the duration of its
1984 session,:an:ad hoc- subsidiary body for.negotiations_onAthe cgssationAof the
nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament in accordance with paragraph 50 of the .
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to.
disarmament, and especially to elaborate a nuclear-disarmament programme. The
ad hoc 'subsidiary body:will report to the Conference on Disarmament on the. progress

3

of its work at the end:of the second part-of ite§;984isessiong3_

e,{S)LgSubsidiéry bodyiab aéénda item 3, “Pxeyéntion 6f.nuclear.war; including’
all related matters”. '

‘ ?Thg;pgnferenge,on.Disarmamept decides to establish, for the duration of its
1984 session, an ad hoc subsidiary bedy for.negotiations with-a view to .achieving.
agreement on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war,
taking into account the.documents referred ta in General Assembly. _ .
resolution 37/78 I as well as other existing proposals and future 1nitiativés,

The ad hoc subsidiary body will report to the Conference on Disarmament on the’
progress of its work at the end of the sccond part of its 1984 session.”
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_ (4) Spbsidiary body on agendz item 5, "Pravention of an arms race .in outer
space".’ ' T T e L

"The Ccnference on Disarmament decides to establish, for the_duraiiqn‘of its
1984 session,” an ad_hoc subsidiary body with a view to undertaking negotiations.for
the conclusion of an-agreehent or agreements, as appropriate; £0 preMent?éh.}bhs, ’
race in all its aspects iniouter:space, taking into account_all:relevant proposals,
including the consideration of‘ithe: proposal. for-a treaty. .on the.prohibition. of the..
use of force in duter-Bpacé and from space against the Earth.. The. ad_hoc. subsidiary
body will report to the Conference on Disarmament on the progress of its_worg,gt T
the end of the second part of its 1984 session."” o ’

(5) Subsidiary body on agenda item 7, "New types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons".

uThe Conference on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration of its
1984 session, an ad hoc subsidiary body for:

(2) Negotiétions, with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, with
a view to preparing a drzft comprehensive agreenment on the prohibition of the
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new

systems of such weapons, and to draft possible agreements on particular types of
such weapons;

(b)  Negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on a convention prohibiting
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons; '

(c) Negotiations with a view to solving the question of prohibition of
attacks on nuclear facilities, including the scope of such prohibition, taking into
account all proposals submitted to the Conference to this end.

The ad hoc subsidiary body will report to the Conference on Disarmament on the
progress of its negotiations in 211 three areas at the end of the second part of
its 1984 session."

6. At the same time, the group of socialist States indicates that it takes =2
positive view of proposals repeatedly advanced concerning the desirability of
preparing standard terms of reference for subsidiary bodies of the Conference on
Disarmament, which, of course, would provide for the holding of negotiations on the

appropriate issues.

T. With regard to the designation of thne ad hcc subsidiary bodies of the
Conference on Disarmament, the group of socialist States proceeds from the need to
make full use of the provisions contained in rule 23 of the rules of procedure of
the Conference. In particular, the group of socialist countries considers that it
would be logical, in view of the change of name of the single multilateral
negotiating body in the field of disarmament from "Committee" to "Conference", also
to consider the question of appropriately changing the designation of its subsidiary
bodies in accordance with the rules of procedure.
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8. Providing the subsidiary bodies of the Conference on Disarmament with the

the successful solution of the problems faclng it.
of late where certain States have engaged in negotiations for the sake of
negotiations, done everything to sidestep the solution of important issues, and

agreement. Nevertheless, in the view of the group of socialist States, to provide
the subsidiary bodies of the Conference on Disarmament with mandates to hold
riegotiations: would render attempts to avoid serious negotiations more difficult

and nmake - them more obvious.

possibility of holding negotiations does not, of course, represent a guarantee of
There have been repeated cases-
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Decision on the establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee
on Radiological Weapons

(Adopted at the 259th Plenary meeting held on 17 April 1984)

The Conference on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration of its
1984 session, an Ad Hoc Committee on Radiclogical Weapons with a view to reaching
agreement on a convention prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons.

The Conference also decides to appoint Ambassador Milds Vejvoda of
Czechoslovakia as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee.

The Ad Hoc Committee will report to the Conference on the progress of its
work before the conclusion of the 1984 session.

GE.84-61677
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Ad Hoc Committee on-
Radiological Weapons

YORKING PAPER: SWEDEN

Proposals for parts of a Treaty Prohibiting Radiological
Weapons and the Releade or Dissemination of Radiocactive: - :
Matarial for Hostile Purposes

[}

In 1979 the Soviet Union and the United States of America presentad a joint
draft treaty prohibiting radiological weapons. In June 1980 Sweden proposed that
the scope of the draft treaty should be broadened to include also the prohibition
of radiological warfare (CD/RW/WP.6). Since then extensive discussions have taken
place in the CD penetrating the issues involved in great depth. iuch work has been
done and a great number of detailed proposals-have'beed put forth. This process
has deepened the understanding of -the issues and has therefore been of great valie,
while at the same time bringing into the picture a nrumber of complicated problems
not originally foreseen. On some aspects progress has been made while on others:’
the problems have tended to become evéhwmorg intricate. Here solutions have yet ~
to be found. - Time has now come to revert to a search for simple and
straiéhtforward formulas based on the accumulated insight acquired during the last
couple of years' work and on a genuine willingness by all to compromise and
negotiate past positions.

In this spirit Sweden has endeavoured to elaborate new text proposals
concerning gome of the major Still outstanding problems. A fundamental idea on’

" which these proposals are based is that the treaty should prohibit the use of
radiocactive material for hostile purposes, be it by using radiological weapons

or by attacking nuclear facilities in such a way that radiocactive material is
released. Horking papers and proposals from individual countries have been
carcfully considsred and the progress already made has been taken into account.

In elaborating the now proposals the taxt put forward in August 1535 -(CD/421)

by the co-ordinator of Group A of tHe Ad Hoc Working Group or Radiclogical Weapons,
Mr. Busby, has servad as th2 basis. Changss in that text have only bcen made as
regards some of the kay issues where Swaden faels that progress has so far been

too limited or non-cxistant.

GE.34-623T4
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The new draft proposals presented here are an honest attempt to find

compromise solutions wihich could be acceptable to all as a basis for serlous

negotlations. )

Just because the overriding concern has been to find a compromlse

basis for the continued negotiations some changes in earlier Swedish positionS»

have been made.

Por the sake of facilitating the study of the new proposals they are
presented below parallel wzth the text-of 'the co-ardinatoc:of Group- & -in 1983 as

presented .in CcD/421."

Preambuidr text )

i ;n ‘he praambular part only such changes have been mada which arsa logical
consequences of the substantial changes proposed in the new Articles I, II and ITIT

.......

or prompted by rnfo:mulations elsewhera in the text.

1983 Report from G"oup A
Co<ordinator's tex* (CD/421)

Swedish proposals °

"TREATY PROHTBITING RADIOLOGICAL
WEAPCNS®

‘“The States Pzrties to this Treaty,

. "Defermi1ed to gtrensthen 1nternat1onal
peace and secu*zty ard to preserve
mankind fro: tbe danger of new means

of warfare,

"Desiring to. ﬂon.ribute to the cause:of .

halting the arms race and recognizing
that an agraenent on tle prcohibvition
of radlotoglca

weapons would contribute
to thlq evd '

TREATY PROHIBITING RADIOLOGICAL
WEAPONS AND THE RELEASE OR ..
DISSEMINATION OF RADIOACTIVE
MATERIAL FOR HOSTILE, PURPOSES

Desirlng to contribute to: the cause
of. haltlng the arms race and

recognlu;ng tnat an agreement on the

prohibition.ggﬁpad}ological,weapons ..

and of the rélease,or”dissemination
of radiocactive materias ror hosttle
purposes . would contribute to this

end,




"(Affirming the obligation of all States)
(Determined) to pursue negotiations in

good faith on effective measures relating

to the prohibition of recognized weapons
of mass destruction and to bring about

- general and complete disarmament under
strict and effective international
control, .
"Reaffirming in this regard the urgency
of the pursuit and early conclusion of
negotiaticns on effective measures aimed
at the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament, i
"Noting the provisions contained in
other agreements relating to this
objective,i: o ' .
"Conscious that the use of (any form

of) radiological weagons could have

devastating consaquences for'dahkind}

"Stressing theregore the ﬁarticular N
importance of accession to this Treaty
by the greateSt pcseible nnmber of
States, . . » _
"(Affirning the principle that the
benefits of peaceful applications of

radioactive materials should be available

to all States Parties to this Treaty,

with due consideration for the needs of

the developing countries, and recognxzing‘

the need fcr peaceful uses of sources of
radiation from radioactive dacay in
different fields of human activxties )

Cbh/530
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Conscious that th.e use of
radiological weapons and the release '
or dissemination of radiocactive
material coula nave devastatiné

consequences for mankind,

Becogniaing tne need for neacefni

uses of sources cf‘radiationrfrom
radioactive deca§ ig &ifferent fields
of human activities, and the need for
international co-operation in this _'
field, and affirming that the benefits
of peaccful‘applications of radicactive
materials'should be available to ail_

States Parties to this Treaty, with
"due consideraticn for the needs of

“the deveiopiné countries.
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"Beealling that the General Assembly of

the United Hations has urged the
prohititicn ef the development, production,
stockpiling and use of iradiological '
weapons,

"Have agreed as follcws:

Articles T, IZ, III and Annex III
Only minor adjustments have been made in the taxt of the Co-ordinator's

Article I. ‘Hewever, it has been supplementzd with new additional Articles.
The new Articles I, IT and IIT are proposed to take the placz of the
Co-ordinator'° Article I. Y

In the propesad new Arfiicle I the scope of the prohibition of use of
radicactive matarizl for hostlle purposes 1as been broadened to encompass also
release. or dissemination caused by attacks on nuclear fzcilities. "

“hese facilities have been defined in Article II:b. A number of very-
detailed proposais and counterprooosals on different aspects of this question have
been thorougbly discussed in the CD, but sc far no agreement on suitable criteria
has been reached. Belisving that praventing mass destruction should be the
overridinzg concern, Sweden proposes criteria based on the nuclear facilities'
potential to cause mass dastruction through the releasa or dissemination of
radioactivity, if atbtacked. An attempt has been made to formulate as simple a
model as possiblo with set threshold limits for *no different kinds of faoilities.

Furthermore, it is- proposed in Articies II and III that in order for a

nuclear facility to qualify for protection under the. Treaty it should be carefully
identified, register=zd’ and open to inspection. A simple procedure to this. end is
proposed in a new Annex ITT. A special register of the nuclear facilities in
question maintained by the Dzpositary is envisaged as well as a list at the
Depositary's disposal of quali i2d experts whoqe services could be made available
-to undertake I.spection piissions. No changas in the procedures for verification
and oompliance with the Treaty as proposed in the Co-ordinator's text

(Art1cle~Y; VII, Annexes I and II) will be needed.

For the saxe el facilitatirg.“h study of these new. proposals Annex III is

hera prasenteo in cenjunctioa with the Articles I-III.
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Swedish proposals

maopticle 1

n1. Each State Party to this Treaty |
undertakes never under any '
circumstances to develop, produce,
stockpile, otherwise acquire or

possess, transfer, or use radiological

weapons. ]

For the purposes of this Treaty,
the term 'radiological weapon'

means:

Article T

1. Each State Party to this Treaty
undertakes never under any

circumstances to release or

'diaseminate radioactive material for

hostile purposes causing destruction,
damage, or injury by means of the
radiation produced by the decay of
such material neither by using

radiological weapons nor by attacking

nuclear facilities.

2. Each State Party to this Treaty
undertakes never under any
circumstances to develop, produce,
stockpile, otherwise acquire or
possess, or transfer, radiological
weapons.’

3. Each State Party to this Treaty
also undertakes not in any way to
assist, encourage, or induce any
person, State, group of States, or
international organization to engage
in any of the activities which the
States Parties to the Treaty have

undertaken not to engage in under

the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2°

of this article.

Article II

For the purposes of this Treaty,
(a) The term "radiological weapons"

means:
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"(a) Any device, including any weapon (i) Any device, :.nc_ud:mg any
or-equipment,- snec:.f:.ca.lly des:.gned to0 - .. .weapon or emz_..pment, sn°ca.f:.cally
employ rgd.:.oac'h:.ve material by des:.gned to employ radioactive
d:.sSem:z.natJ.ng it to cause destruction, materizi vy disseminating it to
damage, or injury by means of the * cause destruction, damage, or
radiation proﬂ.uced 'by the decay of such injury by maans of he Tadiation
materal, o - produced by the decay of such

o o R material;
*(b) Any radiocactive material- (i1} Any ralicocsive material
specifically (des:.gned? for éznploymenu, specificaily designed fox
by its dissemination, to cause' emplc;me=t, by its dissemination,
destruct:.on, a.amage',‘ or :.ngury'by means to cauze destruction, dzxage, or
of +he radiation produced by the decay injury oy aszns of thne radiation
of such ma.tenal ‘ » produced by she dscay of such -

- matericl. - T

{b) The <eim- "puciesr facilities"
means ruclear fAcilities on land Which.
: o are either”
(i) Nuclear reactors desigred’
for a themmazl effect which could
exceed 10 Megoyatis:
(ii) Intermediate speni fuel
storages designed for storing
radioactive material exceeding
108 Bg;
(iii) Reprocessirg plants, or,
{iv) Waste deposits containing
radiocactivz material exceeding
108 Bq,
and vnice are included in a Tegister
maintzired by the Depocsitary.
The Depositary shall maintain a
register of nuclear fecilities

covered Wy the provicisas of this




"2. Bach State Party to this Treaty also
undertakes ﬁever under any circumstances
to employ deliberately, by its
dissemination, any radiocactive material
t0 cause destruction, damage, or injuxy
by means of the radiation produced by the
decay of such material, whether or not
such material is specifically defined

as a radiological weapon in paragraph 1
of this article. ,

"3, Bach State Party to this Treaty
also undertakes not in any way to assist,
encourage, or induce any person, State,
group of States, or international
organization to engage in any of the
activities which the States Parties o
the Treaty have undertaken not %o engage
in under the provisions of paragraphs 1
and 2 of this article.

CD/530
CD/RW/WP .52
page T

Trezty and shall {ransmit certified
copies thereof to each State Party to
the Treaty.

States Parties to the Treaty wishing
to bave nuclear facilities under their
Jurisdiction as specified in

Article II:b included in this
register shall for each such facility
communicate to the Depositary a
request for inclusion in the register.
Such a request. shall contain written
information as stmecified in Annex III
which constitutes an integral part of
the Treaty.

Information contained in requests

for the inclusion of muclear
facilities into the register shall

be subject to verification,fin
accordance with.procedures spelt out
in Annex TII. '
(Replaced by the proposed Article
I:1)

(This paragraph is identical with ihe
proposed Article I:3)
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ANNEX IIT

Register on muclear facilities and
Inspection Missions

1. TUpon receipt of a2 request for an
inclusion in the register provided
for in Article IIT of this Treaty
the Depositary shall without delay
satisfy himself that the muclear =
facility or facilities concerned can
be defined as such in accordance
with Article II:b. To this end the
requests for the inclusion of nuclear
facilities in the register as stafed
in Article III of the Treaty shall
contain the following written
information:
(2) Details on.the exact
geographical location of the
muclear facility/facilities,
(b) Identification of the type of
nuclear facility i.e. if it is a
reactor, intermediary spent fuel
storage, reprocessing plant or
waste deposit,
(c) Detailed specifications as ‘A
applicableﬂ on o : '
(i) +the thermal effect in
liegawatts for which-a nmuclear
reactor is designed,
(ii) +he capacity (in Bq) for
which an intermediate spent fuel
stoi‘a.ge is designed,
(iii) the content (in Bq) of a

waste deposit.
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2. The Depositary shall in
consultation with the requesting
State initiate an Inspection Mission.
An Inspection Mission, constituted
by one expert or more, shall by
on-site inspection verify that the
facility or facilities concerned
are nmuclear facilities as defined
under Article II:b.

3. The Depositary shall, with the’
co-operation of States Parties to
the Treaty, compile and maintain a
list of qualified experts, whose
services could be made available to
undertake such Inspection Misgsions.
4. The Depositary shall include

in the register the requested
detafls on the facilities concerned
as soon as the Inspection Mission
has confirmed that the relevant
definition under Article II:b is
applicable, and shall immediately
notify States Parties to the Treaty

of any new inclusion in the register.

Article IV

®ollowing the nroposals above, the Co—ordinator's Article II dealing with
different aspects of peaceful uses of radiocactive materials is numbered Article IV
in the Swedish proposal. )

Zearing in nind that tke main purvose of this paper is to bring about a
compromige, acceptable as a basig for further negotiations of a treaty brohibiting
radiologically caused mass destruction as well as the diffipultiés involved in
so doing, the Swedish proposal only includes underiakings falling directly within
the scope of such a prghibition. This is reflected in the following: .
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1985 Report from Group 4,
Co-ordinator’s text

Swedish proposals

"(Article IT

1. Each State Party o this Treaty
undertakes to contribute (to the fullest
possible extent) (fully) to the
atrengthening of international
co-operation in-the peaceful uses of
radiocactive materials. and of sources of
radiation from radioactive decay (, and
to the development of adequate measures
of protec:'bi'on for all States against
harmful effects of radiation).

%2, Each State Party to this Treaty
undertakes to facilitate, and has the
-Tight to participate in, the (fullest
possible) (full) exchange of eguipment,
materials, and scientific a.nd.' .
technological information regarding the-
peaceful uses r'eféi‘red. 40 in paragraph 1
of this article, taking into account the
needs of the developing countries.

"3, Nothing in %this Treaty shall.be

" -interpreted as affecting the

inalienable right of the States Parties
to this Treaty to develop and apply-
their programmes for the peaceful uses
of nuclear. energy and to internitional
_ co—opera‘bion.in thig field (, consistent
with the need to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons); and
no provisions of this Treaty shall

hinder the use of sources of radiation

Article IV

1. Bach State Party to this undertakes
to contribtute to the fullest possible
extent to the development of adequate
measures of protection for all States
against harmful effects of radiation.

2. HNothing in this T:eaty shall be
interpreted as affecting the
inalienable right of the States Parties:
to this Treaty to develop and apply
their programmes for the peaceful

uses of nuclear energy and to
international co-operation in this
field, and no provisions of this
Treaty shall hinder the use of sources
of radiation from radiocactive decay -
for peaceful purposes, in accordance
with generally recognized principles
and applicable rules of international

law concerning such use.
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from radiocactive: decay for peaceful .purposes,

in accordance with genmerally recognized principles
and applicable rules of international law
concerning such use.)

Articles V and VI . .
The Co-ordinator's Articles III and IV would as a consequence of the above
proposals be numbered as Articles V and VI.

Article VII _

This article is based on the Co-ordinator's two Articles V and V bis. Again
the proposed changes are to be seen as an attempt to concentrate ogly on issues falling
within the immediate scope of the proposed prohibitions. .

1983 Report from Group A&,

Co-ordinator's text Swedish proposals A
Article V Article VII

{1. The provisions of this Treaty 1. The provisions of this Treaty shall
shall not apply to nuclear explosive not apply to nuclear explosive devices or
devices or to radiocactive material to radioactive material produced by them.

produced by them.) .
2. Nothing in this Treaty shall be = 2. Nothing in this Treaty shall be

interpreted as in any way limiting or interpreted as in any way legitimizing the
detracting from any existing rules of use of nuclear weaponé or detracting fron
' international law applicable in armed obligations to prevent the use or threat
conflict or limiting or detracting from of use of such weapons and the achievement
obligations assumed by the States Parties of nuclear disarmament, nor as in any way
under any other relevant international limiting or detracting from any existing

agreement. rules of international law applicable in
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(Article Y bis
The States Parties to this Treaty

undertake to pursue urgently
negotiations for the cessation of the

nuclear arms race, the conclusion of

effective measures to prevent the use.

or threat of use of nuclear weapons,
and the achievement of nuclear

disarmament.)

Articles VIII-XIV

armed conflict or limiting or
detracting from obligations assumed by
the States Parties under any other
relevant international agreement.

No specific proposals are made concerning the Co-ordinator's articles VI-XII.

However, they would be numbered VIII-XIV.

Annexes I and I1

No new proposals.

fnnex IIT

#*

A new Annex III is. proposed, the text of which is presented in_it§ substantial

context, page. 9.

»-




CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT CD/540
31 August 1984

Original: ENGLISH

REPORT OF THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT TO
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS.

G. New es of weapons of mass destruction
and new gystems of such Weanons;
radiological weapons

118. The item on the agenda entitled "New types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of such. weapons; radiological weapons" was considered by the
Conference, in accordance with its programme of work, during the periods

2-6 April and 30 July-3 August 1984.

119. The list of new documents presented to the Conference during its 1984 session

under the agenda item is contained in the report submitted by the Ad Hoc vommittee
referred to in the following paragraph.
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120. At its 284th plenary meeting on 23 August 1984, the tonference adopted the
Report of the Ad Hoc Committee established by the Conference under the agenda item
at its 259th plenary meeting (see paragraphs 10 and 11 above). That Report
(¢D/533) is an integral part of this Report and reads as follows:

"I. "INTRODUCTION

"l. In accordance with the decision taken by the Conference on Disarmament at
its 259th plenary meeting held on 17 April 1984, as contained in document UD/499,
the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons was established for the duration of
the 1984 session with a view to reaching agreement on a convention prohibiting
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons. The
Conference further decided that the Ad Hoc vommittee would report to it on the
progress of its work before the conclusion of the 1984 session.

"II. ORGANIZATION OF WORK AND DOCUMENTATION

"2, At its 259th plenary meeting on 17 April 1984, the Conference on Disarmament
appointed Ambassador Milds Vejvoda of Czechoslovekia as Chairman of the

Ad Hoc vommittee. Mr. Victor Slipchenko, United Nations Department for
Disarmament Affairs, served as Secretary of the Ad Hoc vommittee.

"3, The Ad Hoc tommittee held 11 meetings from 15 June to 10 August 1984. In
addition, the thairman held a number of informal consultations with delegations.

"4. A% their request, the rspresentatives of the following States not members of
the. Conference on Disarmament participated in the work of the Ad Hoc tommittee:
Finland, Norway and Spain.. '

"5. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc vommittee took into account
paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the first special session of the.

United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It also took into
congideration the relevant recommendations of the United Nations Disarmament
Commission, in particular those adopted in connection with the Second Disarmament
Decade in 1980. In addition to various resolutions adopted hy the

General Assembly on the subject at its previous sessions, the Ad Hoc vommittee
took into account in particular resolution 38/1881) of the General Assembly of

20 December 1983, Paragraphs 1 to 3 of that resolution read as follows:

"*1. Requests the Conference on Disarmement to continue negotiations with a
view to a prompt conclusion of the elaboration of a convention prohibiting the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons in order
that it may be sutmitted to the General Agsembly at its thirty-ninth'sessionj;

"'2. Further reguestg the Conference on Disarmament to continue its search
for a prompt solution to the question of prohibition of attacks on nuclear
facilities, including the scope of such prohibition, taking into account all
proposals sutmitted to it to this end;

"'3, Takes note of the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological Weapons, in the report adopted ty the Committee on Disarmament, to
re~establish an Ad Hoc Working Group at the beginning of its 1984 session to
continue its work and in that context to review and assess how best to make
progress on the subject matter,!
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"G,
had

In addition to the documents of previous sessions, the Ad Hoc Committee
before it the following new documents for consideration:

CD/SBO, dated 3 August 1984, submitted by Sweden, entitled !'Proposals for
parts of a Treaty Prohibiting Radiological Weapons and the Release or
Dissemination of Radioactive Material for Bostile Purposes! (also issued
as UD/RW/WP.52 of 18 June 1984)

CD/RW/WP.53, dated 20 June 1984, submitted by the United Kingdom,
entitled 'A definition relevant to the prohibition of attacks on
nuclear facilities!

vD/RW/WP.54, dated 12 July 1984, submitted by Sweden, entitled 'Notes from
the intervention by Ambassador Ekéus on 21 June 1984 concerning criteria
and definitions used in CD/RW/WP.52' (also issued as tD/RW/CRP.27)

UD/RW/WP.SS, dated 19 July 1984, submitted by Sweden, entitled 'Answers
to questions raised by the Federal Republic of Germany conceming the
Swedish proposal for draft provisions prohibiting attacks on nuclear
facilities contained in (D/RW/WP.52' (also issued as tD/RW/URP.29)

¢D/RW/WP.56, dated 3 August 1984, submitted by Sweden, entitled 'Notes
from the intervention by the Swedish delegation on 1 August in the

. Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons concerning some definitions of

nuclear facilities in document uD/530 - uD/RW/WP.52!

UD/RW/WP.57, dated 2 August 1984, submitted ty the vhairman, entitled
turiteria and categories of nuclear facilities regarding the scope of
prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities!

uD/RW/WP.58, dated 10 August 1984, sutmitted by the Federal Republic of
Germany, entitled 'Questions addressed to the Swedish Delegation with
respect to the draft provisions regulating the prohibition of attacks in

- Document uD/RW/WP,.52!

vD/RW/CRP.25, dated 21 June 1984, entitled 'Proposals by the thairman
for the items to be discussed in the Ad Hoc vommittee on Radiological
Weapons during the summer session!

uD/RW/URP.26, dated 6 July 1984, submitted by the Federal Republic of
Germany, entitled !'Questions addressed to the Swedish Delegation with
respect to the draft provisions regulating the prohibition of attacks
in Working Paper (D/RW/WP.52!

uD/RW/CRP.ZB, dated 12 July 1984, entitled 'Programme of work of the )
Ad Hoc vommittee on Radiological Weapons!
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"TI1T. WORK DURING THE 1984 SESSION

"T. The Ad Hoc vormittee on Radiological Weapons proceeded to review a.nd assess
how best to make progress on the subject matter entrusted to it. The

Ad Hoc uommittee agreed that during the 1984 session it would continue its
substantive examination of questions relating to !'traditional! radiological
weapons subject matter and queastions relating to prohibition of attacks against
nuclear facilities, without setting up two subsidiary bodies to deal with these
questions or prejudging the relationship between them.

"8. In that context, the Ad Hoc vommittee devoted two meetings to the continued
review of the question of Tinkage between the two major issues before it.

Although no delegation disputed the importance of those issues and the need for
their ‘sclution, differences of approach persisted with regard to the procedure
to-be. followed in:resolving them as well as to the form of any eventual agreement.
In the absence of consensus, the Ad Hoc vommittee agreed to concentrate its work.
on the substa.nce of the issues involvad.

"9, At its 5th meeting, on 12 July, the Ad Hod vommittee adopted the follow:.ng
programme of work for its 1984 session:

"M1Yithin the questions of the prohibition of radiological weapons in the
"traditional” sense and the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facuilities,
the following problems should be discussed without prejudging the final positions
of delegations as rega.rds the "1link" between the two a.spects of the issue:

-~ Definitions

- Scope '

~ Peaceful uses

- Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament

- Compliance and verification®.

"10. The Ad Hoc Committee discussed and examined various documents, inter alia,
those submitted tc it during its 1984 session by the delegations of the

Federal Republic of Germany (CD/RW/URP.26), Sweden (tD/530; uD/RW/WP.54, 55 and
56) ‘and the United Kingdom (UD/FW/WP.53). Many delegations held that the
approach proposed by Sweden in its draft provisions of a treaty prohibiting
radiological weapons and the release or dissemination of radioactive material
for hostile purposes (bD/SBO) provided the best negotiating framework for meking
progress on all the major aspects of the issue and thus in the fulfilment of

the Ad Hoc vommittee!s:-mandate.. Other delegations; however, reaffirmed their
conviction that proposals-aimed at resolving: the question of prohibition of
attacks against nuclear facilities.in: the  context of prohibition of radiological
weapons could only result in a failure to make progress on either of them.

11, The Ad Hoc cormittee devoted four meetings to the.congideration of the
questions of definitions and scope in accordance with its programme of work.
With respect to these questiong, it concentrated its work on consideration of
criteria which would apply in determining which nuclear facilities might fall
within the possible scope of a prohibition of attacks as well as on definitions
of such facilities. In order to allow for a more structured discussion of that
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issue, the Chairman, upon request of some delegations, prepared a working paper
(uD/RW/WP.57) which reflected some of the proposals made by delegations during
the session in this regard. Proposals for scope and definitions contained in

the Swedish proposal (UD/530) were examined. In particular, attention was
focused on the criterion used, i.e. the potential to cause mass destruction for
determining the four categories of facilities proposed to fall within the scope
of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear favilities. The Ad Hoc vommittee also
discussed the suggested definitions, capacity thresholds and other possible
delimitations as well as other related questions such as the distinction between
military and non-military facilities, protective zones, physical identification
(marking) of nuclear facilities, the definition of tattack!, verification, legal
and other aspects. The documents uD/RW/WP.53, 54, 55, 56 and CD/RW/CRP.26 were
valuable contributions in this respect. With regard to the definition of
radiological weapons in the traditional sense, some delegations reaffirmed their
views con.érning the so~called 'negative! or 'positive! approach. Divergent views
were also expressed on what should be considered a radiological weapon. While
some delegations maintained that it should include radioactive material as well
as devices and containers, other delegations held that radioactive material
should not be included since any kmown radioactive material has a utility for
civilian peaceful purposes, and that the term 'specifically designed device and
equipment' will be sufficient as the definition of a radiological weapon. In
this connection a suggestion was made to the effect that the prohibition of
configuration of radioavtive material to weapon use might be envisaged. A number
of delegations maintained that a definition of radiological weapons should not
imply any restrictions on the use of radioactive material for peaceful purposes.
They also held the view that such a definition should not provide a basis for any
provision which might be interpreted as legitimizing nuclear weapons. The
exchange of views, which was generally considered to be useful and constructive,
contributed to a better umderstanding of the substance as well as of the positions
of various delegations. Although some divergences of views continued* to exist,
the deliberations revealed that more delegations than previously supported ths
criterion of mass destruction as the most appropriate one for the identification
of facilities to be covered by the provisions of a prohibition of attacks on
nuclear facilities.

2. With regard to the questions of peaceful uses and the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, delegations generally reaffirmed the
views reflected in their earlier proposals to this end. Some delegations noted
that the compromise formulae proposed by Sweden in CD/530 could serve as a basis
for an eventual agreement on those two outstanding questions. Other delegations,
however, pointed out that a compromise should be sought in the context of all
provisions of that paper which could not be considered separately. Several
delegations emphasized the close link between the treaty on the prohibition of
radiological weapons and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. Some other delegations, however, reaffimmed their view that it
would be unrealistic to expect States parties to a future agreement on .
radiological weapons to undertake obligations which did not relate directly to its
subject matter. It was noted in this connection that a *delineating provision!
might be used in order to find a solution to this problem. Some delegations
reaffirmed the importance they attached to the issues of verification and
compliance. In that context, they expressed the view that existing proposals on
those issues were not sufficient and should therefore be further thoroughly
examined. They regretted that the Ad Hoc vommittee was not able to devote more
attention to this problem during the session. Some delegations reiterated that,
as provided in paragraph 31 of the Final Document of SSOD I, the question of
verification had to be examined taking into account the scope of a convention.
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In their view, this factor had an obvious bearing on the nature of the
verification provisions to be included in a convention. They reiterated that,
in the case of the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities, the
question at issue was only that of establishing the fact that an atitack had
occurred.

"13. Some delegations expressed their regret that the work of the vommittee had
not concentrated more on the available draft texts, including the drafts
submitted by the Jhairman of the two preceding annual sessions, as well as the
Swedish proposals (CD/530), and that the work pattern had rather been one of

a prolonged general debate. They also felt that, despite the efforts by the
Chair, this had not only caused delegations to lose sight of certain common
positions that had been achieved in the earlier sessions, but entailed the risk
that the negotiations might altogether lose their earlier momentum. Other
delegations on the contrary believed that the work of the Ad Hoc vommitiee was
ugeful and helped to clarify further positions of delegations. More progress
could not be achieved in view of the basic differences as to the framework for
the solution of the two major issues. They also considered that due attention
was paid to the existing draft texts, especially to the proposals by Sweden
contained in (D/530. They further maintained that the provisions of the draft
texts by the previous Chairmen could not be considered as reflecting common
positions. ‘

"IV, GONULUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATIONS

"14. It was generally recognized that the discussion held during the session.
contributed to a better undersianding of the issues involved as well as to a
further search for their solution.

"5. In view of the fact that the vommitiee's mandzte was not fulfilled, it is
recormended that the Conference on Disarmament should re-establish the
Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons at the beginning of its 1985 session.'

121. The tonference considered the question of new types and new systems of
weapons of mass destruction at its plenary meetings. A% the beginning of the
first part of the session, a contact group was set up to consider the
establishment of a subsidiary body on item 7.

122, A group of socialist countries, recalling their earlier proposals,

suggested in document CD/434 that the subsidiary body should have a mandate
providing:for, inter. alia, negotiations, with: the-assistance of qualified
governmental experts, with a view to preparing a draft comprehensive agreement on:
the prohibition.of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons' of’
mags destruction and new systems of such weapons, and also drafting possible
agreements on prohibiting particular types of such weapons. They continued to
uphold their opinion that everything must be done to prevent the emergence of
new types of weapons of mass destruction based on new scientific principles and:
achievements, and as a first step to that end, while pursuing negotiations on the
relevant agreements, the permanent members of the Security vouncil and other
militarily significant States should make declarations, pledging not to develop
any such weapons, which declarations should then be endorsed by the

Security vouncil.
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123. Some other delegations stated that in their view it would be more
appropriate to negotiate agreements to ban potential new weapons of mass
destruction only on a case-by-case basis as such weapons might be identified.
They pointed out that no such weapon had been identified so far. A general
prohibi tory agreement would not, in their view, be applicable to concrete
situations deriving from the emergence of unidentified new weapons systems end
would therefore not permit the definition and implementation of the appropriate
verification measures. For the present, they considered that the practice
followed in recent years - periodic informal meetings with the participation of
experts - allowed the vonference to follow this question in an appropriate manner
and adequately to identify any cases which might require particular consideration
and which would justify the opening of specific negotiations.

124. A view was expressed by one delegation that, pending the conclusion of a
genersl agreement prohibiting the development and manufacture of new weapons of
mass destruction, the more powerfully armed States should adopt unilateral
measures to prevent the use of scientific and technical discoveries for military
purposes. It further believed that in this connection scientists would have an
important role to play and that they should therefore be associated in an
appropriate manner with the work of the Conference on Disarmament on this item of
the agenda.
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Original:s ENCLISH

I. MAIN ELEMENTS IN THE NEGOTIATIONS
OF A TREATY ON THE PROHIBITICR @
BADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS '

(Paper prepared by ths Chairman)

Preazble
Scope of the prohibition

Definition of radiological weapons

‘Activities and obligations

Relationship with other disarmament measures and agreexerts
Peaceful uses |

Cozpliance and verification

Cthexr provisiuvne

Amendzents

Duration and withdrawal

Reviev conference

Adherence, entry into force, depositary

Annexes



. 11, TEE OADER OF DISCUSSING MAIN ELEMENTS OF A
DRAFT TREATY ON THE PROHIBITION OF RADIOLOGICAL
WEAPONS AT MEETINGS QOF THE WORKING GROUP

i. 1t seems advisable that negotistions of main elexments of the
draft treaty st wvorking group meetings be conducted in the
following oxder:

= Definition of radiological weapons

= Scope of the prohidition

= Activities and obligations

= Peaceful uses, Relationship to other treaties

- Coxpliance and verification

= The rexaining “main elements' (other provxsions,
anendoents, duration and withdrawal, review conference,
adherence, enter into force, depositary)

= Preanble.

2. During each meeting the working group will tackle on the same
level sll proposals and considerations of States mecbers of the CD .
vhich vere submitted prior to the day of the meeting or might be
subzitted and vhich refer to the main element td be discussed.




COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT CD/AW/WF.3
Working Group on Radiological Weapons 18 June 1980

Original: ENGLISH

Comments from the Canadian delegation on ma jor elements of
a Treaty Prohibiting'the Development, Production, Stockpi-

ling and use of Radiological Weapons.

The Canadian delegation has already made, in
Plenary, general comments oOn the joint USA/USSR proposal
on major elements of a treaty prohibiting the development,
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons
(RW). We acknowledged that it might be less urgent to con-
clude an agreement which would prchibit a non-existent
weapon system than one which exists, but we concluded that,
for a number of reasons, it would nonetheless be a great
value if we could agree on a comprehensive prohibition of
RW. 1 now propose to make detailed comments on the joint
propcsal and on some of the very useful comments and ques-
tions offered by a number of colleagues.

Firstly, on the guestion of whether a treaty
prohibiting RW should include particle-beam weapons in its
scope, we have heard some countries say it should, others
say it should not, and others simply raised the question.
The Canadian authorities are of the opinion that a treaty
on RW should not attempt to include particle-beam weapons.

Y ]
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This should not be taken as asn indication that we are not
concerned with the research which is going on in some coun-
tries on these‘weapops. However, -for objective reasons of
definition, mode of prbbable use and scientific principles
involved, we belfeve¢ that particie-beam weapons are & subs-
tantially different category of weapon, which could not
iogically be put in the cstegory of radiological weapons..

With regard to the suggestion that a reference
be made in the preamble to the priority to be éiven to
nuclear disarmament, we-would agree to some language which
woﬁld stress that an RW Treaty would not‘in any way imply
thét the present situation is satisfactory. We would not
however wish to state that nuclear disarmament should be
given priority over conventional weapon disarmament, inas~
much as we firmly believe that the two must proceed
concurrently as laid down in paragraphs 45 and 46 of the
Final Document of UNSSOD.

With regard to Article I, it has been suggestéd
that the phrase '"in no circumstances' be added to the state-
ment of prohibition. One delegation made a separate but
related suggestion that.a specific prohibition be made of
the use of radiocactive barriers, even on ones own territory.
We agree that the use of RW on ones own territory should
not be an exception to the gengral prohibition, but we do
not think it is necessary, or appropriate, to single out a
particular method of using RW féf prohibition. In other

words, we agree with the: suggestion-that the: words " in no
.../3
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circumstances” be included in the ugdertaking of general
prohibition made in Article 1, in the same way they are
included in the Biological Weapons Convention. We realize
that some countries have strong feelings about being able
to defend themselves from attack by any and all means, but
believe that exceptions to a treaty would complicate and
wesken it.

The delegation of the Netherlands has pointed out
what appears to be a loophole in the present wording.of
Arcicles II and 111, and suggested, on April 9, alternative
'uording. ﬁy delegation agrées that radioactive material
produced, for example, by underground explosions or so
called peaceful nuciear explosions, wouid appear not to be
covered by the present wording, and we see the wording sugges-
ted by the Netherlands delegation as a distinct improvement.
Also on Article II, another delegation asked what criteria
should be adopted with regard to level or quantity of radio-
activity considered to be permissible'or prohibited. We
see this is a useful question, which may well lead to grea-
ter precision of definition in the treaty-to-be. Such an
attempt at precision could also lead to complicacions; if,
for example, it allowed the exclusion of less radioactive
material which, in greater amounts, could also be used as
radiological weapons. We would therefore wish to hear the
reaction of the two co-sponsors of the joint proposal before

we take a position on this question.

... 14
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The interescing Suggestion~has been made that
Article III should include a prohibition Bf attacks on
nuclear stations. Svch attacks would amount, in effect,
to the spreading qf another country's radiological mate--
rial and thus constitute the use¢ of RW. This action is of
course already banned in part by Article‘Sé of the Geneva
Protocol of July 1977 relating to the protection of victims
of international armed conflicts. Although we would, in an
ideal world, wish to prohibit such an attack, we wonder if
it can be done in the case where, for example, the nuclear
generating station is clearly providing power in direct
support of ﬁilitary operations. Since this case was consi-
dered in the negotiation of the Geheva Protocol and is
specifically exempted from its prohibition, its: implications
should be considered in terms of that protocol and not in a
treaty on radiological weapons themselves.

The suggestion has been made, both as a general
suggestion, and in relation to Article VI, that the Conven- )
tion on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material be
referred to:, and. even broadened to include all radiozctive
material. We do agree that an RW treaty should be consistent
with this Convention. However, if the suggestion is that an
international monitoring system for all radioactive material
equivalent to the I1AEA safeguards system for source and
special nuclear materials be set up, we have serious doubts,

given the:level of. technology. at the moment, that this is a

workable proposition. We would wish to have further-discussions

eeol5
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on this matter, as {t is clear that States must assume certain
responsibilities under Article VI, and the Convention on the
Phyﬁical Protection of Nuclear Haterills'iight well offer an
appropriate set of ground rules.

A number of useful sugge;tlons have been made
concerning Article VIII. First 6f all, that the discrimi-
natory aspect, i.e., the veto option of the permanent members
of the Security Council, be removed. We would like to explore
this question with other delegations, to see if this part of‘
Article VIII could be made less discriminatory. We would
support the two changes of wording suggested on April 9 by
the delegation of Belgium. One would call for the Consulta-
tive Committee to be set up immediately, if possible, upon
request; and the.other would allow the Committee to formulate
opinions on other issues than those raised by the State which
requested that the Committee be convened. He-also share the
desire expressed by another delegation to know more about
the relationship between and among the different avenues for
consultation, investigation and complaint specified in the
sub-paragraphs of Article III. In other words, would it be
helpful to specify that these three steps should be taken
one after the other, in the order given, or would it be too
binding if, for example, a party wished to go directly to
the Security Council? We tend to the Qiew that these steps
should be undertaken consecutively, but we are open to
other views. Finally, with regard to the request that an
example of '"assistance", as used in sub-paragraph 5 of Arti-
cle VIII, be given, we would also be interested in receiving

additional information on this question. /6
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It has been suggésted that the option of with-
drawing from the treaty described in A;ticle X be removed.
My Govérnmentvwoutpiaccept this suggestion if others agree
to it,,but.we'would remark that-the right to withdraw, while
explaining the exg}aordinaryfévents which, in the percep-
tion of the State concerned, have jeopardized its supreme

interests, is & standard clause in many international agree-

ments.

Finally, the question of the timing of the first
Review Conferencerhas been raised. We would be prepared to
accept the formula expressed in the joint proposal, but if
a number of other delegations have doubts about it as it
stands, it would perhaps be. wiser to change it so as to have

the: first conference SOONeT.




CRMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT CD/RW/WP.4
. 23 June 1980

Working Group on' Radiological Weapons Original:- ENGLISH

FEDERAL HEPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Proposed new Article V:

Para 1: Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as
affecting the inalienable right of all Parties
to the Treaty to-develop research, production
and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.

Para 2: Provisions of the Treaty shall not hinder the
use of sources of radiation from radioactive
decay for peaceiul purposes and shall be
without prejudice to any generally recognized
principles and applicable rules of inter=-
national law concerning such use.



CD/2/WP.5
COMMITTEE qn DISARMAMENT 25 June 1980

Vorking Croup cn Radiological Weapons Criginal: ENGLISHE

COMMENTS FRCM THE DELEGATICN OF THE FEDERAL EEPUBLIC QF GERMANY
08 MAJOR ELEMENTS OF A THEATY PRCHIBITING THE IEVELOPMERT,
PRODUCTICH, STOCKPILING AND USE CF RADIOLOGICAL WEAPGHS.

In the und_orsta.nding of the delegation of the Federal Bept;blic of
Germany it is quite clear vhat we are aining a‘t;. There skould be a
complete and comprehensive prohibition of a particular type of
.vaapon of pass dastruction already defined, but not yet in
existence, whose destructive effects are caused by means of

radiation produced by the decay of radicactive material.

Hence, any other use of radioactive materjal not
having the destructive effect just mentioned, ih particular
in medical and technical applications, will not and cannot
be covered by the <treaty. Moreover, we should resist any

attempt to burden the treaty with additional problems;

instead we should limit ourselves to deal with this one

type of weapon for mass destruction only.



CD/WNP.S -2 -
25 Juns 1980

Following these general remarks I would liie to

offer some more specific observations.

In our opinion it would be more logical to revert.
the order of Articles I and II so that the definition
comes first, whereas purpose and scope of the prohibition
would be dealt with subsequently. Otherwise, the prohibi-
tion is postulated before it becomeé clear whgt will be
cévered by such prohibition.

With respect to Article V which stipulates the
peaceful use of nuclear energy, we would suggest to
‘introduce an additional first paragraph, the existing

: para becoming para 2. The new para 1 of Article V would
rea& as follows: .
"Nothing in this Tréaty shall be interpreted as affecting
the inalienable right of all Parties to the Treaty to

develop reseanch, producfion and use of nuclear energy

for peaceful purposes”,

In the last part of whaf'now becomes para 2, the
draft before us mentions. "without: prejudice to any
ggnérally recognized. principles and applicable»fhles'oi
international law concerning such use”,
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¥e would like to ask the authors for clarification
which principles and rules of international law they
had in mind.

The complaints procedure envisaged in Articié VIiI
is, in our Judgment, fér from being ideal. We must,
however, recognize that the treaty prohibits weapons
not yet in existence, a fact that consequently does not
call for destruction or limitatioﬁ of stocks. The
proposed solution might, therefore, be accepfable in
this case. By the same token, the proposed procedure
has to be without prejudice to verification and complaints
procedures in other agreements on the limitation and
prohibition of already existing types of weapons.

These are the remarks I would like to offer at this
time. I reserve the right to ask for the floor again
during the further course of our deliberations, particu-
larly concerning the preambular part of the treaty.
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4 Qs
Ac Hoc Working Group for Radiological Weapons 30 June 1290
Original: ZNGLISH

Proposals by the delegation of Sweden

mreaty Prchibiting Radiological Warfare including the Develorment,
Production, Stockpiling and Use of Radiological Weapons

1. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not for any puxrpose to
develop,_ produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or possess, or use
radiological veapons, or otherwise to engage in radioclogical warfare.

II. Por the purpose of this Treaty,
1. the term radiological warfare means dissemination of radiocactive
material, other than through the explosion of a nuclear explosive
device, in order to cause destruction, damage or injury by means of the
radiation produced by the decay of such material,

2. the tera radiological weapon means any device, including any
weapon or equipment, other than a muclear explosive device,
specifically designed to employ radiocactive zaterial by desseminating
it to cause destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation
produced by the decay of such material.

III, Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not for any purpose to
attack or deliberately damage any nuclear electrical generating
station, other nuclear facility or muclear deposit on the territory
of States Parties to the ireaty. .
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30 June 1980

43 Boc Vorking Group en RBadioclogical Veapons Oricinal 1ENGLISH

COMMENTS FROM THE ITALIAN DELEGATION ON MAJOR ELEMENTS
OF_A TREATY PROHIBITING THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION,
STOCKPILING AND USE OF RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS (DOC. CD/31
AND CD/32)

ABAARAAN

The Italian Delegation has carefully considered the
main elements of the proposed Treaty, and wishes to make
at this stage in the ad hoc Working Group on Radiclogical

‘Weapons some comments on the following articles.

Art. 11 - paragraph ?

The Italian Delegation has already asked the cosponsors
of the proposed main elements for a Treaty on Radiological
Weapons to clarify what they had in mind in drafting Art.
11, paragraph 2. It seems in fact to us difficult to imagine
a sufficieptly clear and unequivocal category of radiocactive
materials ("any radicactive material-specifically designed
for....") as the one defined by Art. II, paragraph 2. The
paragraph as it stands now would be of difficult interpre-

tation and could create, in our opiniocn, some confusion.



On the other hand we wonder whether it is really necessary,
considering chéc Art, 1I, paragraph 1, and Art. I1II are
clear and wide enough for the purposes of the Treaty we
have in mind. We therefore would 1like’ to suggest the delet-
ian,of,ﬁaragraph 2 of Art. 11.

.Art. IV

Our concern has already been expressed to the Working
Group that the provisions of this Article might in some way
hamper or limit the scientific, technical, and industrial
international co-operation and exchanges intended strictly
for peaceful deveiopﬁents of nuclear energy and peaéeful
applications of radiocactive materials. To make it clearer,
the Italian Delegation would like to propose‘a. new wording.

of Art. IV on the following lines: .

"Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to take

“any deliberate action intended to assist, ancourage

"or induce any person, State, group of States or inter-
"national organization to engage in any of the activities
"which the Parties to the Treaty have undertaken not to

""engage in under the provisions of paragraph I and IIIY,

Art, V

~ The Italian Delegation appreciates and supports‘the
amendment pfopésed by the Delegation of the* Federal Republic
of Germany to include a new paragraph on the inalienable
right of all Parties to develop research, productica and
use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The Italian

Delegation-also-feelszthat another paragraph should be
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added to reaffirm the need to safeguard international
co-operation for peaceful purposes. The new paragraph

could read as follows:

"Noﬁhing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as limiting
"the right to the international co-operation aimed at
“the exchange of equipment, materials and scientific
vand technological informatiom for the peaceful uses of

"radioactive materials'.

Art. VI

Art. VI has been defined by the distinguished Represen-
tative of the USA ag a "unilateral obligation". The Italiam
Delegation feels that the measures to be taken by each State
Party to the Treaty in order to prevent loss; and to prohibit
and prevent diversion of radicactive materials that might be
used in radiological weapons should not be only the ones
which it "deems necessary", but should also be 'effective"
to their scope. The Italian Delegation as already suggested
as an appropriate matﬁer of consideration to the Working
Group the relationship between certain provisions of the
propesed Treaty and the provisions of the Convention on
the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material, negotiated
within the IAEA. Some Delegations expressed the opinion
that the latter provisions may be impracticable as applied
to the present proposed Treaty. The Italia? Delegaéicn
should like to point out that necessa}y and effective
measures can also be accomodated within the national laws
and regulations governing the production, possession, use
and disposal of radivactive materials for peaceful purnsses.

We therefore would prefer at least to see Art. VI reading



as follows:

»Each State Farty to the Treaty undertakes, in accordance

nuich its constitutional proceéq;es,

wpeasures to prevent loss of and to prohibit’gnd preveant

e materials that might be used
tivities contrary tO

to take effective

ng{version of radioactiv

ngy radiological weapons and any a¢

nehe provisions of Treaty in its terrirory OF at‘any

“place under 1ts jurisdiction or under its control'.
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Opigin:ls  MRENCH
FRATICE
Proroged amenduents to the pgreced Joint UCSR-United Ulates propocnl

an nnjor elements of o twveoty nrohibiting the divelopment, jraducticn,
atoclpiling and use of radiolvgienl weppons

USOR-United Staten text
II ‘
fer the purpese of tho Ticoty, tho tewm n radiologieal

veppor® neang:

1.  Any device, iinclulding ony weppon o equipmoﬁt, sthex
thkan o necloax cx;loslvo devios, specificelly duninhud to
reploy redionctive nntoriwl by dizaeminnting it to cause
destruction, damege or injury by mecans of the radinotion
preduced by the decay of such meteriel.

. Any radiozctlve materiel, other than that produced,
by o ruclear explosive device, cpecifically designed

foy cmployment, by ite dissemination, to cause
destruction, damage or injnry by means of the radiation
produced by tho decay of such material.

11T
Each State Party to the Treaty also undertakea not to

cmploy deliberately, by its disgemination, any radioactivo
. matorial not dofincd as a rodiologlical wecapon in

raragraph II, subparagraph 2, and not produced by a
nuclear explosive device, to causg deﬁtruction, damage or
injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of

such material,

¥/ Reisgued for technical recasons.
GE.00-63433

Arvondi ot venoned by oo
II

Foz the purpoge ¢f the Preaty, the temm “sodiological

veayon® mconss
1. - Any deviea, including any ucapon or equipment, other
ther. a muclear axplosivz device, spocifically decigned to

dienwminets rndiopctive matorinl to cpuse injury or damage

to pcrsons or properiy thirouzh the action of the radiati'n
produced by the decey of guch matorial,
2.  Any radlonctive material, other than that jproduced

by e muclear explosive device, npecifically prupeivd for

dicsemination to ceuse injury or damage to persons ox

~ property through the action of the radiation produced by

the docay of such material,
111
~ Bach Stote Pnrty'to thio Tioaty undertakes not to employ
deliberately, by its dicsemination, any radioactive meterial
not dofincd as a randiological weopon in paragraph II,
subparagraph 2, and not produced by a nucloar explosive

device, to cause injury or demage to persons or property

thrcugh the nction of the radiation produced by the dccay

of guch material.
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Provisions of the Trecty shall nof hinder the use of
seurces of radiation from radiocactivo decay for peaccful
gurpoges and chall be without prejudice .to any gencrally
rccognizcd‘yrinciplea and applicable rules of international

lav concerning such use.

VI

Each State'Party to the Treaty undertakes, in
accordance with its cunstitutional procedurcs, to tako
any mnésu;ns which it decms necessary to prevent loca of
ord to prohibit and prevent diversion of xédioactive materiala
that might be used in radiological weapons and ony cctivities
contrary to the provisions of the Treaty in its territory or
at 2ny place under its jurindiction or under its continl.

VII

Nothirg in the Treaty shall be inteipreted . as r crr v
Tfalting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any
Siate undor the Trcnty on the MNon-Proliferation of lluclear
\learons, the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in Ver
of Asphy:ziating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
Bacteriological Methods of Varfare, signed at Gensva on
17 June 1925, or any existing rules of international lau
governing ared conflict,

v
The provisiong of the Troaty shall not hiriae the use
of gources of ralintion from radionctive decay for peaceful
ﬁurponcs and shiell be without prejudice to any generally
recogrized principles and ppilicable rulea of international
lau conecyning such usu.

In particulayr, they shall not hindey the une of

raciorctive moterial, by disseminatine it, for »rcucnych

cn motorinle for pial nctliude of protection poeinet rpdinlior,
VI

Tnch Stato Porty to the Tuncty widortakes, in

pccordoree uith ita constitutiornal procedures pnd uith

oxiﬁt‘nw intemintionn) arrerroponis, to taler any measuius

wvhich it deems necesan oy to Jmvent lisa of ond to jrohilit
and prevent diversion of rodioactive mnteriels thnt might
be used in radiologiczl wepponc and any activities contipry
to the provigions of the Trenty in its territory or ot any
plece under ito juricdiction or under Its contrsl.
V1T

Mathing in the Treaty shoall be interpreted as in any uay
limiting or detracting from the obligations answned by Stnﬁas
Signatories of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclenr
Weepons, the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Acphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gasea, and of
Bactoriological lHothods of \Inrfare, signed at G- neva on
17 June 1925, or any cnisting iules of international lau

governing ammod conflict,
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'3, .ny State Party to the Treaty which has reasons to believe
that any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations

deriving from the provieions of the Treaty may lodge a complaint

_with the Security Council of the United Nationa, Such a

complaint should include all relevant infqrﬁation as well as all

possible evidence supporting its validity,

IX
1. A State Party may propose amendments to the Treaty. Each
proposed amendment ghall be submitted to the Depositary, which
ohall promptly transmit it to all States Parties,

2., An smendment shall enter into force for each State Party
accepting the amendment after the dopoait with the Dopositary

of documents of acceptance by a majority of the States Parties,

Thereafter, the amendment ahall enter into force for each
remaining State Party on the date of the deposit by it of the
acceptance dooument.

ch/iw/vp.8
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VIII

3, Any State Party to the Treaty which has reacons to
believe that any other State Party is acting in breach of
obligations deriving from the provisiona of the Treaty may
lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the
United Nationa in accordance with the provisiona of the
Charter. Such a complaint ghould include all relevant
jinformation as woll as all poasible evidence supporting
ite validity.

IX
1. Any State Party may propose amendments to the Treaty.
Each proposed amendment shall be submitted to the
Depoaitary, which shall promptly tranomit it to the other
States Parties and to the Committee on Disarmament,
2., The Committee on Disarmament may decide to study the

proposal and refer it to a meeting of governmental experts
open, in accordance with the Comni ttee's procedure, to all
Statos which express their jntention to participate in it.

3. The proposed amendment shall enter into force for
each State Party accopting the amendment after the deponit
with the Depositary of documents of acceptance by o
Egigpity qf the States Partien. Thereoafter, the amendment
shall enter into force for each remaining State Party on
the date of the doposit by it of the aoceptance document,
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X

1, The Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
XI

1. Ten years after entry into force of the Treaty, or earlier
if requeated by a majority of States Partiea, a conference of
States Partien ahould be convenaed to review the operation of
the Treaty, with a view to apsuring that the purposes of the
preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized,
Such review ahould take into account any new pcientific and
technological developmenta relevant to tha Treaty.

3. If no review conference has been convened within (blank)
years following the conclusion of a previous review
conference, the Depositary should solicit the viowa of all
States Pariiea dn the holding of such a conference. I
(blank fraction) or (blank number) of the States Parties,
whichever number is less, respond affirmatively, tho
Depositary should take immediate steps to convene the
conferencé.

XI1 ,
3. The Treaty gshall enter into force upon tho @epoait of the
instrumenta of ratification by (blank) Governments in
accordance yith subparagraph 2 of this pgrnsrnph.

X

1, The Treaty shall be for a period of twenty-five years.
XI

1. Five years after entry into force of the Treaty, or
earlier if requested by a majority of States Partieo, a
conference of Statea Parties shall be convened at
Geneva (Switzerland) to review tho operation of the Treaty
and with a view to assuring that the purposes of the

-preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being

reapected. Such review shall take into account any new
acientific and technological developments likely to affect
the purpose of the Treaty or the possibility of verifying
observance of the obligations assumed by the Parties in
this regard,

3. If no review conference has beon convened within five

yéars following the conclusion of a previous review
conference, the Depositary should solicit the viewn of all
States Pgrties on the holding of such a conferonce. Ir
two thirds of the States Parties respond affirmatively,
the Depositary shall take imnediate steps to convene the

oconference a8 soon as possible,

XII
3, The Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of
the instruments of ratification by ten Governments

"{n accordance with subparagraph 2 of this paragruph.




Annex to the Treaty
Consul tative Committee of Experts
1, The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake
to make appropriate findlnga of fact and provide expert views

relevant to any problem raised pursuant to paragraph VIII,
subparagraph 1, of the Treaty by the State Party requesting
the convening of the Committee,

\
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Annex to the T:eaty
Conpultative Committee of Experts
1, The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake
to make appropriate findings of fact and provide expert

views relevant to any problem raised pursuant to
paragraph VIII, subparagraph 1, of the Treaty. The
Consultative Coumittees of Experte shall be entitled to

recoive any information which a State Party to the Treaty

deems it useful to commnicate with a view to etrengthening

" the confidence of States Parties in the observance of the

purpose and provisions of the Treaty,

6. The Consultative Committee and each of the
governmental sxperts shall, where necessary, preserve the

confidential character of any information they receive,

in acoordance with the provisions of the Treaty, from a

State Party or international organization,
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COMMITTIEE OF DISARMAMENT CD/2 /NP9
8 July 1920
Ad Foc Yorking Group on _ Criginal: ENGLISE

radioclogical weapcs

PRCPCSALS BY THE IEIXCATION OF
PACISTAN '

Revise Article V as {ollows:

i. Nothing in the precsent Treaty will bé construed in such a way

as to limit or restrict in any way the full cxcrcise of the inalichablc
rights of all States to apply and d-vvcldp their proprammes for the
peaccful uscs of radioactive matcrials and of their programmes in the
ficld of nuclear cnerpy inchwding the right to have access to and he’

free to acquire technolopy, cquipment and materials for this purposce.

2. [Each State party to the Treaty uudertakes to contribute fully
to strengthening intemuational conperation for the promotion of the
tr:msl'.cr andd utitizution of nuctear technology, including the
peaceful uses of radivactive mat <ials, for cconomic il social

development especially in the developing coumtries.

Add a now article after Article v, ax fol lows:

Each State Party to the Treaty andertakes to nromote internatior
cooperat ionani
Jassistance, as appropriate, to ensine the development of adeguate

measures of protection asainst radiation hy all countries, especiaily

the developing countries.



COMMITIZE N DISASMAMENT cp/=i [WP.10
8 July 1380

44 Boc Varking Group on Original: ENGLISE
radiological weapans

Proposal by the delegation of YUGOSLAVIA
for an article of the Treaty related to ths -
definition of radiological weapcns.

*Por the purposes of this Treaty, the tern "radiological weapon”
includes: 4

1..Any caterial ihich is by .its nasture ra@iqactive. or
the process of treatment bdefore used as a weapon artificially pad
radiocactive, and specifically deéiéned for employmeat to ‘cause
destruction, dampge or injury bty its dissemination'ahd by means
of ionizing radiation in the process of natural decay of such ma-
teriel. -

2. Any device, weapon or equipment specifically desigried
to employ radioéctiVe paterial by iis dissemination to cause
destruction, damage or injury bty means of ionizing radiation in

the process of the natural decay of such paterial.”
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% July 1980

ENGLISH
Original: SPANISH

OBSERVATIONS OF THE DELECATION OF ARGENTINA

Although we believe that any prohibition of an unknown weapon is basically
preventive in its intention, since the more higzhly developed countries are
agreed that there is a need to draft a convention on radiological weapons and
believing as we do that the properties of radicactive material may well encourage
its use as an instrument of warfare, my delegation would like to make a few
preliminary comments as a contribution towards achieving progress in the
negotiations.

. We are pleased at the introduction of the idea of “radiological warfare" by
the Swedish- delegation since it ‘implies that the proposed prohibition could cover
all related and complementary aspects of the nse. of a radiological weapon.

We believe that we must first reach agreement on a definition of this type
of weapon, a definition free of ambiguity and satisfactory from all points of
view. ) i

Taking the definition given in ;.he USSR-United States draft as a
starting-point, we would make the f{ollowing observations:

1. It would seem desirable to maintain a reference to the two aspects
pentioned in the definition, that of the radioactive material and that of the
devices capable of being used for its dissemination, since the peculiar
characteristics of the substances involved gives them a versatility which makes
it necessary to foresee different possible forms of use. _

2. Substantial objections have been expressed with regard to the proposed
definition owing to the fact that it expressly excludes any "nuclear explosive
device", This could give rise to the interpretation that something vhich we
hope to make the subject of a separate prohibition would be tolerated.

We therefore endorse the proposal of the Netherlands that we should use
instead, in the definition, the notion of "dissemination independently of nuclear
explosions”,

This makes it possible to refer to the origin of the radioactive material
to be covered by the convention without explcitly mentioning nuclear explosive
devices.

3. Ve alsov believe that the word "specifically" should be deleted from both

parts of the definition in order %o give a wider scope to the prohibition.

GE.80-63631
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The deletion of this word would allow the definition to cover the possibility
that a given radiocactive material or a device of any kind, not originally intended

or designed for hostile purposes, might at some time be used as agents of

- destruction. _
This would mean, then, that whenever the purpose of these items was so

changed, whatever the purpose for which they were originally designed, the
convention would apply. ‘ ‘

We believe that this amendment would help to a_chieve more completely the |
objective sought by the ‘sponsors of the draft and by all delegations which have
made known their views up to now. )

, 4. VWith regard to the content of article V of the draft, my delegation
agrees with the distinguished representative of Italy regarding the support
merited by the proposal made by the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany
for a reaffimation of the inalienable right of all States to develop research,

production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.
It is our understanding that the future convention should in no way limit

international co-operation in the exchange of scientific and technological
information, as also equipment and materials, intended for the peaceful use of

nuclear energy.
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11 July 1980

ENGLISH
Original: SPANISH

COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT
Ad_Hoc Working Group on Radiolcgical Weapons

PROPOSALS BY THE DELEGATION OF VENEZUELA

Draft amendment to the "lgreed joint USSR-United States proposal on major
elements of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons®

1. The title of the Treaty (or Convention) which may result from the
negotiations being conducted by the Committee on Disarmament should be:

"Tyveaty (or Convention) on the prohibition of the use of radiocactive materials

for hostile purposes.”
2. Replace articles I, II and III of the "Joint USSR-United States proposal"
by the following:

"Article I
Bach State Party to this Treaty undert‘a.kes not to employ any
radioactive material deliberately, by disseminaiing it, for hostile
purposes or during an armed conflict, for the purpose of causing
damage or injury to persons or property by means of the radiation
produced by the decay of such materials".

3. Be-number the other articles of the "Joint proposal” correspondingly.

GE.80-63673



COMMITTEE CN DISAEMAMENT CD/BW/WP.14

- 14 July 1980
Ad Hoe working group on —
radiclogical weapons ) COriginal: ENGLISH

- COMPLIANCE AND YERIFICATION
PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY THE DELEGATION
OF SWEIRN

The Committee on Disarmament hereby requssts the Secretariat to

perform an overviev study of the possibilities of establishing and
administering safeguards to ensure that radicactive wvastes,

especially high level radio-active vastes from nuclsar reactors, are not
used in such a vay as to further ths development, production,
stockpiling, acquisition, possession or use of radiological weapons

or othervise to further radiological warfare.

* reissued for technical reascns
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Q/40

The Statas Pa~ties $o this Treasr,

Detar=ined %o fusthec enkacce intazzalicnal peace
and secuTity and %o save mankind fz=o the danger

cf the use of nev meaxns of wazfa>e and ¢5 canizi-
buta %2 the cause of the cessatizn of the az=s race
witk the fixal goal of achieving genezal and ccuplete
disasmacernt under strict and effsciive intermatioral
csntrol and to coniizte negotiaticns o achieve
faster pzsgTess in the disasmament fleld,

Convinced of the izportance of adopii=g elflectiive
Jeasures 5 pxavert the use of sciemtific ax=d
tacknological achievemezis foz develsping zew tyjes
and systezs of veapons of =mass deatTuciice ineludirng
radislegical veapens,

Reslising the thoeazening pessidility of the davelsp-
gent and icplor.:e':t of radislsgical vespens in the
azseral of ar—med {zzces of Stazas
Recalli=mg that the Gemeral isse=dly sf the Unitad
Naticns cailed for the pzchibisicn of :’.uvelape....
pooducticn, stockpilizg and use of madislogizal
veapcrs,

Conscicus k=

the use cf madiological veapens wouid
tave devastaiin

scnseguences foz zamki=d,

s==hibiticn of madiclegizal veapens
the presermaiico of
FTesent and future

Comvinced that 2h
vill czniTiluta o
envizshnzent fer =
Recocanizing the need for peicefl uses
of raciaticn from madiocaciive decay i=
{ields of human activitiss,

the matuz}

geneTaticns,

of scuzces
A b 'reﬁcd -

Desiz=img t3 fussher ccnflience and peaceful relazicona
acong States and %o izpTove intermaticmal aizcsjhece
in accsrdance vith the juspeses and principles of tle
Chazar of the Uniced Jaticna

§ o em—————

Zave agweed cn tle foll

wing:



hlm-ia
CO/EW/CEP.12/4dd.1

Sweden
co/Ev/ce.12/
A3a.2

Pedeza) Z2epudlic of
Q/EW/ 2.1
“d_z ..

Insert aftar the fizst paTngmaph of the
preantalar past (CD/40) a mev pazagmaph

"Declaring that zothing in this Comvention
should ejudice the detazmination of the
intaTmaticmal commmmity $o achieve effective
. measures Telzting toc the cessztion of the
suclear aTes Tacs a2t an early date and muclear
dizarmgzent 2s the highest priccity i(n the
- disgrzament pegotiaticons.”

Hew pazagach 3 (dec. €D/40)

*Zsalizi=g the gwowing potantial isks of radiclogical
vasface czrneciad vith the incTeasing wmoumt of
rzdicactive vasta”

Iz paTag=ath 2 (doc. CT/40), seccnd lize, %o -eplace tha
vords "4o pTovent the use of scisntific and tacinclogical
achisvexenta {or develcping naw iypes and systams of
vespons of 3ass destTuctiom..” witk:

"4 pravent ihs emergence of 2sw types of veapcns of
‘eass destouciicn based cn lew scianstific prizcijples

and achisvemanis,.”




TEFTITION OF RUADTCLOGICAL WEADCNS
=

/31-CD/32 For the puspose of the TTsaty, the tazx
=3I *=3diclogical wveapcn” asans:

1. Aixy devrice, iscluding ¥y vexpcn equipment,
other than & mucleas explosive device, specifically
designed to employ Tadiceciire matazial by
disseminating it to cause desizuciiom, daz=age oT
{injury by means of the Tadiaticn produced by tBe
decay of such matarial.

2., Aoy madicaciive satesial, others than thatl
produced, by & auclear explosive devics, spacifically
designed f=r expioyzant, by it dizsexiz=ation, t3
cause dastTaciicn, damage or indwy by asans of the
sadiaticn produced. by the dacay of smch satazial,

IETURRLLNTS Yew subpasagmaph 2 of zaTagmaph IO of the joizt
/2.1 USS2-JS4 proposal:

2. “ixy zadicac?tive zatezial speciflically

designed for ecplcoynent, by (i3 disseminatiom
indevendently of zuclear exdlcsicms, o cauae
desTaczicn, dazmage or ‘nlucy by mssus of tle .
sadiatisn produced ¥y the decay of such aatarial®y

o scs inendzent of pasagmaph I of the joint USS2-GSd
CO/xw/%B.8 FToposal: :

For the puspose of the TSwaly, e tazz "Tadioclogizal
veapcn” ears:

1. iny device, izcluding any veapcn cT equijment
other thar a muclea~ extlos:ve device, specifically’
dezigned %o dissemingte ~adisactive actaxrial <5

cacne dazage or injusy %o perscna or TTpETLY Iy Deans ol
the wadiaiion produced by the decay of such mate—a:.

2. Amy madioactive zaterial, other tharn that s==duced,
by & qucles~ explosive device, speciflicaily desizned
for disseacnztist to0 cause damage of injusy to pescns

_PL"?‘:"? Yy Zeans of the madigticn pocduced by the
decay of stcch aaterial.

s
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CO/DNE.E

ZCTPT

PALTSTAY
Cofew/Ce.1/4dd. 1

pipe Bivg
/NPT

o/ 2 /kdd.l

ATSTRLID)
O/ 2w/ 2P.1/kdd. 1

Nev pamagmaph II:
*Por the purpose of tuis ety

1. the term rzdiclogical vazfars means
disseminaticn of Tadicacilve material, other than
shrough the sxplosica of & zuclsar explosive device,
in ocxder 1o cause destomciicn, damage o injoy

by msans o ithe Tadiaiica scoduced by the decay of
such satarial, :

2. the tarm madiological vespcn means any.-devica
ingluding axy veapan or equipoent other than a

pucleas explosive davics, specifically designed %o
exploy Tadicective paterial by dissemizaling it to
canse destzucilen, dacage e injuzy by seans of tha
sadiation produced bty ihe decay of such matarial®.

Few subparazash 1 c? sazagmaph IT of sse join% propesali
"Per the puzpose of the TEAlY, the tezra "Smdislegical
Yeapca” seana:

Any devics, iacluding any wveapcn oT equiszent amecili-
cally deaigz=ed %0 .c3lusze daz=age, izjuzy o czntamizatic
Yy meacs of sadiaticn produced Yy =¥ zattod other than
sexplosive tucleas 2igsicn o fusicm”.

idd s cew subparagTazh crder dTals Azzicle II:

*3, The definiticn of mdioclagical (veapona)(vazZas=)
aomizizned iz pasagTapes 1 ard 2 of shis Asticle <lced
pot imply a=y legziizacy 2 the use cf ausleas
explosive devices, imcluding their radiztiza eflecis,
for tSe juspcee of causing dest—ucticn, dazage cT
induzy”.

Sugzesiad s deletizn of pazagTaph 2 &I Azsicls 22
of %he. joiz%t USS2-IE14 s=cposal,

A=micle IZ
1. A=y device, izcluding &y veapcn .= equip=ent,
othe= thap a suclesT explosive devics, specifically

designed o= moulfacnced to exploy LT milisg=r cT ctheT

1+ s ypones sadicacsive matezial by disgezizaticn
t5 cause destTuclicn, dazage cT inju=y Yy 2eazs cf
she radiaticn F=odaced by <he decay of such zmatazial.

2. 4=y Tzdiocacilve satz=ial except vben (Re sazeTial
13 pzodueed YT 8 zeclsar exploeive davicse,
speciflically desigoed <= pa=zfactu—wd 5T esploy=ernt
forraiditasy o other nostile pu—poses, 7 i3
digsecination, 33 cause des tomcticn, dasags oF LAWY
Yy esazs cf ste sadiaticn produced Yy ths decay %4
stch paterial.




Yogoslavia
Co/EwW/NP.10

Yenezzel

/5w /%5 .12

Argwntiza

Co/ 2/ wP.11l

i-v l}ticlc:

"For the purposes of this Treatly, the %arz
'radiological veapon' includes:

1. Ary sstarial vhich is by itz miu radicsctive,
or in ihe procasa of tTeatment delfors used 23 &

weapon ariificizlly made radicaciive, and specifically
designed for aployzent %o cause destracilon, daxzage
or injusy Yy ita dissezization axd by mears of
ionizing radiation {n ihe process of zata=al decay

of such matszial.

2. Axy devica, veapcn OT equipaent specifically
designed %o ezploy radicactive satazial by ita
dizsenization to cause destTzcticm, daz=gge o
intury by mesns of jcrizing radiaticn in the
process of the ratumal decay of such mxteTiai."

1, P=opcsed nev title of <he izeaiy: "CoeaTy
(e Conveniicn) cm the fwonidition cf fRe use of
w3disgcsive zatersals for hosiile TuTpeses”.

2. To =splace a~<icles I, I and 7 cf e
joint USSE-JSA pTopesas =y a zew az=icle I:

"Sach Stata Pazwy o this ToeaTy —dezakes 2t to
e=nicoy amy Tadicaciive sataz=ial deliderziely, %7
disseni=gt: is, for hestile juTposes ST RITI=Z
an a—=ed cocxflicst, fzz the TaTpole 2f ecgusing .
damage cr injTTy O peI3c:3 T FTovessy U¥ =2eazs
-7 *he =adiatien producad Yy the decay sf seex
aater-—a s”.

™ other ar=isles cf the jeoizmt FTrosal should
e rer-—tered cor—espendingiy.

1. Sndorsed the uae of *he 2otimm "1i3guezizaticn
{ndspendently of muclea> exploaiczs®.—

2. Suggestad ithe deletion of the woxd 'tycéi.ﬁ:t..."‘:f"
Zrcn doth pazt3 <of he definiticm. :

I, To intsodonce the texm "radiclegtcal vazZaze’



[8 2N

rage

cCO

cn/m-'/cz; 1/ |

Add.%

¥ev vasaz=ach IT

For the puspose of this Tregty, the tazm “"madialogizal
wvespcn” msans:

A=y veapcen sysiam, including gy wveapom, mmpitdien or
squipment, other than s onclear dsvice, specifically
deaigned %5 produce or emit mdissctive madiations
wan substances, Zatiars o any othar madisactve
souzces vkich it containa or wiih whizh i i3 lcaded
aZs inxtza‘:aucns.?: cr Zzadually =slsased by
maipulation of the veapa: or equimment o by =—=sicse
of ‘e zziticn's comialiser,




c3/31-50/32
TSS2-TS4

- et

o/3/ER.2

sccre  OF TS FROSTSITICH

___;‘_—————-_—-_

I

Msuummmmuymm.m ta
develop, produce, stockpile, othervise acguize or
pcssass, ST use ssdiclegical veajcts.

pand

Pach State Fazty %0 tis Teaaty slso undertakas not %o

ecplaoy delide=staly, by its disgazi=aticn, Yy
=3dicactive matarial not defised as a Tadiolegical
veapen in jasagmaph 1T, subpazagmaph 2, and zot
produced 3y & muclea= erpicsive devics, 3o cause
destzuciicn, dasage or Lajuxy by osans of the
cadisticn produced by the decay of such zatarial.

icardment of jasagmazh I of the joint USSZ-ISA proposal:

wpseh State pasiy %o the TestYy wndeztakes never, mder
any cizs=sstances, to develop, produce, siockpile,
othervise acquUiTe OT possess, oT use I {ologisal
veajcos”.

I

Tach Stats Pas%y %0 s *=eaty :dertakss ot {oT any
puspose 2 develop, produce, stockpilie, otheIvise
acquise oT poesess, o use =adioclegical wveapcoms, ST
othusrvise %o engzse in sadislogical vasfals.

=

Zach Stats PaTiy %o the TTwaly wmdersakas =0t for any
puspose i3 at<ack or deliberately dasage ¥ aecleas
elect=ical gwnerating staticm, other suclsas facilisy
or aucleas depcsit on the ta==isory of States Sas%iss
%5 %he Twatly.

lzendzeat of Azticle IIZ of the joial JS32-J3A proposal:

nSaeh Stats Party %o tle Tsealy alsc undertazes not
to ecploy delidemately, dr its dizseaination
{ndsnendentlv of nucleas axolosiers, any tailicactiive
=gcer-a. 20t defized 23 a radiolog=cal veapcn in
paragmszh 11, suzpasagTaph 2, to cauae jestzuciicn,
damage Oor inJuTY By means of the sadiaticn produced
by tha decay 3{ esuch zatezial”,



AUSTRALIL.
CD/EW/CRP.2

Poance
O Ev/vP.8

Articls ITI

Each Stats Party to the Trealy alzc undextakes ot %3
sxploy for militasy or other hoatlle puzpcses, by
ita disseminaticn, azy radiceciive matarial not
dafizad as a3 radioclogical weapen in Paragraph II,

sub paragzaph 2 (but excluding radicactive material |
vhen it is produced bty a muclssr explesive davice),
40 cause desiTuction, damage or {(njury by zeans of
the radiaticn producsd by the deczy of such matarial.

New il-ticle IIT:

"Cach State Pazty to the Trealy undesiakas

ot 20 enploy deliderataly, by iits dissemizztion,
any radicaciive matarial not defined as g
radiclogical veapen in Faragmaph II,

Subesarigreph 2, and oot produced By & cuclear
cz;gc_l_iv-, to canse intury or dawmzge %5 versons o

xrogerT by zeazs ¢f the radizition produced By

the decay of such zatazial.”




ACTIVITIES AKD OBLIGATIONS

CD/31-CD/32 | Iv.
USSR-USA ; Each State Party to the Tresty unde—takes nct %o

assist, encourage, or irduce any person, State,
group af States or interzaticnal organization to
engage in any of the activities vhich the Bacties
to the Treaty have undertaken not to engage in
under the provisions of paszgaphs I a=d III.

VI.

Each State Party to the Treaty urdertakes, in
accoxdance vith ita constitutiomal jprocedures,
4o %take any Deasure vhich it deex=s pecessary %o
prevent loas of and %o prohidit and prevent
diversion of radicactive materials that might be
used in radiclogical wveapons azd any activities
contrasy to the provisions of ihe Treaty in its
tecscitery or at any place urnder its juxisdiciion
or under i{ts ccntrol.

Italy ' New Azticle IV.
CD/Ev/WP. T : "Tach Stata Party to the Toeaty under-takes not

to %ake axy deliberate action intended to assiss,
encousage or induce any person, State, group of
States or intermational organizaticn %o engage in
axy of the aciivrities vbhich the Paries 20 tZe
Tssaty have underaked not %o engazse in under the
provisions of pazagmaph I and III™.

New Aziicle VI,

*Tach Staite Faziy %o the Treaty undextakes. in
accordance vith f{ta constifutioral proceduTes, %0
take effaciive meapsur=g to prevent loass of and to
+rohidit and prevent diversicn of radiocactive
zaterials that =ight be used in radiclogical wvesapcrs
and amy aciivities contrasy %o ithe provisions of
Toeaty in itz tesTitory or at any place under its
Jurisdiction or under i%s ccmtxol®.

Adustralia New Aticle VI:
CD/BV/CEP.}/Add.l Zach State Party to the Troeaty undertakes, in

< b
accordance with its censtituticnal precedures,
to *‘ake any zeasures in its terTiisTy at any
rlace under its jurisdicticn or under its con-
trol which it deezs necessary to prevent lcss
of andéd to prohidit and prevent diversiom %o
radiological wespona =f madicactive zaterials
that night te used f{or such vearcns and any
] activities contmary o the prsvisicrne of ihe
] T-eaty.




?;._1-562
/3w 2.8

Hew A—ticle VI:

wDach State Fazty to the Tea+y underiakes, iIn
aceo=dance vith i3 constitutional procaduTes
and the existent intermaticral asrangements, ¢

Take ADy 3easules woill 1% deexs necessacy 8

jcevent loss of and %o prohibit and prevent
diversion of radicaciive zaterials that might
be used in Tadiclogical veapcns and any acsivily
contTz=y to the provisions of the Toeaty in its
tar=itory ¢T at any place under iis juzisdiction
or undeT its contzol.”




Pege 11

PEACEPUOL TUSES

A s
/1 -LD/32 Provisions of the T-eaty skall not hinder the use of
USSA-US scusces of Tadiation f-oz madicaciive decay for peace-

ful pusposes and shall be vithout prejudice %o any
generally recognizad principles and applicable Tules
of intersational lawv concaTaing such use.

FLDERAL REPUELIC New Arzicle V:
CPF CZ=MANY

1. XNothing in this Toeaty shall de intarpreted as
/WP .4 affecting the inalienable right of all Parties %o
the Toeaty to develop reseazch, producticn and uss

L 14

of cuclear enexzy foz peacsful purposes.

2. P=ovisions of the Trealy shall nct 2izder the
use of scurcas of szdiaticn {rom madicactive decay
for jeacsfil puzposes and 3kall Be without prejudics
%0 any genexally Tecognizad principles asd applicable
mleg 37 istermaticnal lawv concaTming such use.

L Y
/RN T To add 2 zevw zazagTaph %o the ATticle ¥ proposed by
TAG:
"Rothing in this Toeaty skall be intarpreted 2is
limiting the Tight <o the intaTmationa’l es—cperation
aized at the excfange of eguipment, =aterzals and
scimiific and stechneclasgizal infermaticn fox ke
seacefyl uses of -adiocaciive zateriils.”
Francs New lrticle V:
/5 /P8 T2rSvisicnas of the Toeaty akall zot hindex the use cf

sourses of szdiaticn [-om adicactive decay I3z

-wa

seacafyl puposes and shall be vitacas prejudize $o anmy

generilly vecognized priscizles amd applicasle Tiles
el iz<armaticnal law czncesming such use.

In sa—icala=. *Rev shall nat hinder the use 2/ =acioe
ac%ive mate=mals, 3v d-ssepmimation, with the

T

5 study the zacter:ials and the sethods =8 wrevecsisp
gzainss T=iiaczizn.




RAOUNTA
O/ /EP.4/134.3

. M5 add a new ar=icle alfte= Arxticle Vi

New l=ticle Vi

1. Yothing in the present Trealy will be comstrted
in such 3 vay &8 to limii or restrict la any way
ihe full exszcise of the (=aliernsble Tights of all
States ts apply and develop Wheis progmammes for
the peacsful uses of radicactive matsrials and of
theis progoa=smes in the flald cf ruclea= enexgy
including the Tight o have access %0 axd be f{res
3o acguise tschknology, equitment and matexiisls for
this puzpose.

2. Zack State pariy 2 the Trealy undertakes o
ecot=itute 22lly to stoengthening irtsrmaticnal
eooperation for tke jromorion of the it—ansfer and
utilizazion of pucleszr technology, i{rcluding the
peacefil uses cf Tadicactive zatasials, for econozic
and social develcpmen:t especially in the developi=g
coUnNITies.

Each Stats Party o the Toezty undeziakes to
jroocia iztarmational csoperation and sssistancs,
s aproopTiata, %0 ensure the develomsent of
adequate aeasuses of protaciion. against. madiaticn
Ty all csuntTises, espec:ally the developing couniriew?

Azencmemt %3 paragragh 2, ATticle 7 (Pakistan).

I3 paTazath 2, secsnd lize, the words .
Teeeeeta stTengtening Intarmaticmal.... " tS
be Teplaced viill ",.....a.308 oT isgether vik
sther Statas a7 intaz=aticral organizaticna

2 e sTrengilening of intarzaticmal.....”




cD/31-CD/32
USSE-JS4

Aust=zlia
s VT LT 5/idd.1l

Pmance
CD/2W/wP.8

Pakistan
CD/EW/CEP.5/Add. 2

FETATIONSEIP VITS OTEER DISARUMENT
¥E1SUAES ARD AGEERMENTS

Apes

Bothing in the Tosaty shall be intarpreted s in any
vay lizniting o= detzaciing f=om the obligaticms

assuaed by any Stata wnder the Toeaty o the Yon-
Prclifezsticn of NuclesT Yeapcus; the Protoccl f{oz the
Prohibitica of the Use in Yar of Asphyxiaiing,
Poiscnous o Cthar Gases, and of Bactariological
Meithods of VazZaTe, tigned at Cenava, ca Jupe 17, 1929,
ar any existizg rales of intarmaticoal law goveraing
araed conflict..

Pooposed deletion of Azticle VII of the
joint JSSE-USA proposal. ' '

Yew L—icle VII:

othing in the Toealy shall ve intarpreted

as {0 any wvay limttizg oT det=2ciing f=om the

chligaticns gssumed By the States sizmatories

of the Tsaaty on the Nep-Proliferaticn of

Fuclsa~ Weapons, the Protocoal for she

Peshiditicn of %he use in Vaz of lsghyxiating,
igopcus or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological -

Methods of WasZarw, signed in Gemeva on

Jene 17, 1929, or acy existizg ales of

Tatarzational law goverming aTzed esnflics.”

Rev Axticle gfler A=sicle VIZ

™e Statas Parties 2o the Toeaty solemnly
undersake %0 pursue urgeat negotialions

achigve a halt %o the qualitative development

of muclear veapons; a cessation cf th¢ produciicn
of such weapons and i3 impiement a phased pTogmas=e
for their swducticn leadizg %0 thelir Rltizate
elizination, as vell as %3 conclude effecilve
SeastTes %o prevent he use o threat of use sf
sucleas veapcos.
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€0/ 31-C2/32
USSE-JS4

XELCITM

CO/Ew/ 22,6

COMPLIANCE AND VERTPICATICH

VI

l. Toe Statas Pariies to the Trwaty undeztaks %o conault

cus anotbar and to co=cperaia in solving any problexs

which may arise in relation %0 the objectives of or

in the spplication of the pruvisions of the Treaty.
Consul4aticn and co=operation pu=muans 4o this

gAY also be undartaken through appropriata intarmaticral
Rocsdures vithin:the fraoswozk of the Unitad Haticns and i
sccordasce with its Chartaz. Tisse intarmational procedices
say include the services of sppropciate intarmationsl
erganizaticns, &8 vell as of s Comsultative Committae of
kpc‘auwwiddtumSthzumkw

2. Yor the pusposes set fozil in Subparagraph 1 of this
Przmagaph, the Depositary shall, wvithin oce scnth of the
=ecaipt of & raquest {>=x any Stais Party, convens &
Ccusuliative Caxmittee of Experis. iny Jtate Pazty =7
appoint an expert to this Commiitee, vhose funciicms and
Tules of procaduTe are set cut in the iorex, wvaich
ccnatitutas an {ntagmal past of the Treaty., The Commiitae
shall tmansm=it to the Depositazy s suxmary of iis findings
ef fzc%, incorperaiting all viewas and (nfor=aticn presentad.
40 the Comnizise duving {is procsedings. Thse Depesitary
shall distoibuta the sum=asy to all Statas Paztiss.

3. doy Stats Parsy 4o the Towsly viiich bag ssasoms 4o
believe thai any otder State Pa=ty is acting in treach

of cbligaticns dexiving f>ou the provisiocns of the TTesTy
zay lodge s compiaint wvith the Secuxity Council of tha
Unitad Nations. Suck a complaint should isclude all
>slsvanst (~formaiticn as wvell as all peasidle evidenca
suppcriing ita validity. .

4o Zach Stata Fazty 0 the Towaty wderstikes o so-oparaia
i1 cas=ying out aoy invesiizalion vhich the Security
Comnedl may initiate, iz aczordancs.vith the provisions of
the Chaz%ar of the United Naticnma, on tte Sasis 3f tha
eozplaint secsived by the Council. The Secusiy Council
sbal) inform the Statas Fazies 5 the Treaty of he resulis
of ths icvestigmtion.

S Each State Pazty %0 the/Treaty wmndertakas o provide:

oT suppore assistance, iz accordence vith the provisions of
the Chartar of the Uniled Hations, 4o amy Pazty to the
Treaty waizh so sequesta, if the Securi<ty Council decides
that such Party has been harmed or is likxsly %o be zarmed
ss 2 result of violatiom of the Tresty.

T5 acend . the .firs<t senience: cf Subparagzmaph 2,
Pazagmaph T2IZ, as foilows:

"Por the puposes set farit in ..x.b-aa:-a..—aah 1 272
FazagTazhk, tte Jepositasy shall, Lf ocmsidle .=——ed:
and in anvy case vithin cne 3cnth of the recs:ipt of
Tequest... . .

nis
ata.r
3
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Pakistan
Co/mv/C2.6/4dd.1

Subpazagzaph J of Pazagmaph TIII, as acended:

3. iay Stats Pazty %o the T-eaty vaich bas reascmns '3
belisve that &y other State Paziy is scting in bresch
of ocbligaticns deriving f{zca the provisions of the
“-ga’Yy EAY lodge & eoxplaint with the Secaxity Council
of the United Jatices iz acoordancs vith the provisicns
of the Cha—tsr. Such a ccIplaint spould include ail
ssisvaat infarmaticn as wvell as all possible evidencs
supportizng its validisy.

New A=ticle YIIT

1. The States Prr=ies to the TTeaty undez=ats to ccasult
cne another and %o co-opezaie (n solving ay problems
vhich say asise {2 Telaticn o e objectives of o L3 L«
applicaticn of the pxovisions of *he T—eaty. Consultatior
and co—opesaiicn puTTuant %9 Wiis Paragapn shall Ve
cndertaken thTough appToTTiate intesmaticmal -FTocedures
within the Ssazeworx of e United ¥ations amd in accoTiar
vith its Coa=tar including the seTvices of app=orsiate
iatarnaticoal organizations, &3 wvell as of 2 Comsuizative
Cammitige of Expes=s as jrovided for = Subpazagraghs 2
and 4 of this Pazagmaph.

2., ixy stata P&ty may sppoint an &xpert 1 the
Consulzative Committae, vhcse fizciicna and s=les of
sToceduse afw set out in +he srnex vhich congtitutas i
intagzal paxs of the Toeaty. ™a Ccosultative Commatiee
vill peset pericdically 5 exctihange infozmgtion pesmalnilg
t5 ecmpliance Yy Statss Parles vith %hei= obligatiors
sndes the "seaty and tachncicgical anc dtaes deveicspzents
selating %9 the iaxplementzaticn of the ToestY.

3. Axy State Party o e "reaty wnich has-Teascns O
believe that axy other Stata Pazty i3 ac=ing ia hreach of
obligastions deriving (== the sTovisicns cf the TTeaty =y
lodge a ccmplaint vith the Genme=a! Assembly of the Jniczed
¥aticns (a Goverming 3oasd consisting all the States
Paties o the TTeaty). Such a complaiat sdculd {aciude
all seievant inforzation as vell as sl possible evidexce
suppcTting itz validisy.
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4. Upcon the Zwceipt of such a cezplaint by the Gemerxl
Assesbly (Governing Bogzd) the Depository shall immediately
iafora all Statss Parties and urgpently convene the
Cousultative Coamaittee of Experta. The Commitise shall,
cn the bdasis of the information provided %o 4it, make a
elininary detazaination oa the complaint, %o rsguest
further informsticn from the pa~ties conoer=aed. e
Conmultative Coamitiee ghall transait to.the Gezaral
Assemdly (Governing Boaxd) & sumary of its fimdings,
incorporaiins all viewvas and informaticn presentad 3o the
Cezmittae duing {ts procsedings. The Depository zhall
distriduate this Surmazy %o all Statas Parties.

g, Rach Stats Party to the Toeaty underiakes to
co-cperate in carsying cut ay investigation vhich

she General Assestly (Coverming Boazi) zay imitiate,

in aeczcrdarcs viih tte provisicns af the Clarter cof hs
Unicad Naticns cn the basis of the ccz=plaint received
by &he lssembly (3oard). The Genesal Assembdly
(Govezzing 3cazd) shall inform the Statas Parties %o
the Toexy of the Temults of the investigztion. :

8. Zach Statas Party o the Toealy urnderakes o provide
ST SuUPpoT= assisiance, in accordanos viil e zTovisions
of the Chazser cf the United Natioxns, 3 any Passy =
the Toesty ¥hish sc -cequests, 12 tne GCenaral Asse=bly
(Coverming 3cazd) decides that such Party has been
hasmed o i3 likely %5 be ha~—ed az 3 TEsult cof
viclation of the Tomacty.

P=ooesal for oz Siudy

T™e Comittes cn Disgmmazent herery Tsquests. the Secreta=:ac
%0 perfocrm A ovesview sTudy of the possidilities of
establiabing and adminigtazing sgfeguasda o ensuze th3s
Tadiogctive wastas, especiaily Digh evel madicactive

tas {-co zielear =eacicTs, ae 2ot used in such a vay
as ts fur<ier the develcmaext, producsion, sisckpilizg,
acqussiticn, pcssessizz cTr use cf sadicicgical veapcns
cT othezvwise c fuztter madizizsmcal vasIaze.
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/31-C0/32
USSR-TS4

FRANCE
CO/BW/WP.8

1; A Stats Pa=ty say p=oeocee amscdzents o the Tosaty.

- Bach proposed amsndaent shall be submitiad to the

Depcsitacy, vhich sball promptly tTansmit it 0 all Statas
?3-‘-" [ .

2. Ao aoecdzant aha..l entsr intc farce {or each Statle
Party accepting the amendzant afier the deposit with

the Depcsitacy of documenis of accsptance by a majorisy
of tha Staises PaTties. Thereaflisr, the amepd=ent shall
entaxr ints force for esch remaining Stats Pazty o the
data of the deposit by it of tha accsptance docmam

New Pazarmash I

l. iny Stata Pasty may propose: alendments: to the Towaiy..
Sach proposed amendzent shzll be submitzad 4o the
Depositary, vhich shall prosptly tTansais it ¢ the other
Statas Parties and s the Commiitae on Disaw=amen:,

2. The Committes cn Disz..g_a.men. 33y decide $o study the s=o=-

o -
SSt——

osal and »efer it %5 a Jeeting of rcverr—encal eXDexs

cpeny, in ac=sriancs vith the Copmi<tse’s a=aceduze, %5 31l
Statas viich exoress their= intan<ticn $S Ja—<icizazE in it,

3. The proposed amendment shall enteT into forcs far each
Stats Party accapting the azendoant aftac the depesit wvith
the Devositary of documents of accevwtance bv 3 2alority
of the States Pa=4ies. Theveaf{ta>., <he amendzent shall

antar inta ;c:-:s fo= each Temaining 3tals ‘-’::‘7 cn the date
cf *he demesii bv '.. ¢ %he aczsetance dccumanc,




- DURATION

AND WITEDRAAVAL

X.

c3/31 - CI/32 1. The Treaty shall Be of unlimited du=atiom.

USSR - US4

France
CI/ZW/CP.8

2. Fach State Parsy to thes Trmaty shall in

arcising its natiocnal sovereignty have
ttu:i:hteavithd:avfmthai‘:uty‘.fiz
decides that extzzordinasy events, Telated
to the subject zatter of the TTeaty, have
jeopasdized the suprmme interest of {3
countzy. It shall give notice of such with-
draial to all other States Pazties to t:e

. Twsaty and to the United Hatiocns Secu=ity

Council th-ee oonths in advance. Suchk zotice

ghall include a statement of the exsTaoTiinasy

events 1% -egaTds as having jeopadized its

supese interesis.
Pasag=azh X, mev subpaTzgmaph 1@

1. The T—eaty sbasl be for a pexiad of Twerty-

five yea=s.



. ©/31-50/32

/42

Ce==z2n DemocTatic Remablic

hn‘.nlin
CD/3W/Ca® .10

REYIXW CONFERENCES

Pamaeraph XI

1. Tan yea~s after eniTy into force of
the Tresiy, or earlier if Tequesiad By 2
majority of Statas Pazties, a conferemce
of States Pariies should de convened %o
seview ths.opezation of the Tzmaty, vith.
s viev to assuzing ,t.b{,t the purposss of
the preasmble and the provisions of the
Segaty aTe being salized. Such sevisy
ehonld take into account any new scientifl
and tscimological develotemnts selsvant %o
the Treuatly.

2., Theresltar, 3 majority of the States
Ta—ties eoculd obtain the comvening ef a
conference viih the saze cbjecilves.

. If no seviev confezence has been ccovensd
vithin (blank) yeazs following the conclusicn
of & previcus Teview confezecce, :5e Depositasy
should solicit the visws of all Statas Paztlies
on the 2oiding of suck a confeTence. i
{®lank fractiocz) or (vlank susbez) of the
Statas Parties, vhichever mmber is less,
respond aflismatively, tle Jepositary skculd
+aks ixzediata siaps o convene +he conference.

Pa~ag—ach X_, nev sub-ga=az=azh 3

3. 17 no Teviev conference kas Seen corcrened
vishin %en vears following the ¢onclusion of a
Tevicus Teview conla=ence, he Jeposiiacy
ghould sclicit the views of all States Ta=ties
on =he hoiding of such a. csrlerencs. 1
cpe~thiz3 or iez of the Stazas Pazsies,
whichever muzmber L3 less, =ssvord alfizzatively,
the Deposita~y should taxe temediaza 3teDps 2
corvene %he corference,

—icle YT g3 amended

1. Ten years after emiTy into fcTse of <be
Aegaty, CT if sequestad by de maiozis
of Stazes Tarsies, & Tonmference of Stases Tazties|
szall Be convened o Teview She Speralion of ke
fepaty vith a.view 13 assullng ttat the Fusposes
of the preantle of de TT=visions of the TTealy
a-e beinz Teallsed. Suca Teviev snoculd taxe (279
aczcunt a=y new scientiflc and tecznisal
develsTmenis Televant it ile Treaty.

.- -




Pege &

<. Subsequent Conferences ¢z =wriev the
averation of the Tr-eaty, with a viev 20
asgr=ing the pu=doses of %he preamble and the
T=ovisions of the TTeaty ave bdeins smalised.

could be comvened by a majority c¢f ths States

Pasies.

3. nstoallia has no obiection ¢t the povosal
‘sads Yy the Gezman Democraiic Republic in £D/42.

Pa-aerach X7, rev subezacaesashs 1 and 3

1. PMve vears aflar eni:zy inte fozce of the
S>eaty, or ex~liez if requesiad By 2 mjozit

of Stziss Parties, & corfesence 3f Staias

Py=2ies stall be convensd 3t Geneva (Switzerland)
25 Twviev the opesxiion of the Tomaty, and wish
a visv 45 assuTing that the mIposes of the
eaxnble and the provisions of <he Towaly

2=t deing resvecied. Such Twriewv 3fall take

into account any nev scientific and teemmclosizal
develormenss lixely 20 affect the mi=ocse of ihe
ToextT o <he Sossidility of ver:fTing obserrancs
of the oblirazt:ione aasuzed by tne Pa—ties in this
epa=<.

1. If no seviev ccnfeTexnce a3 deen scrvened
vithin five vez—s f3llowing the szmclusicn of a
FTYvious Teviey confeencs, B¢ Jepositacsy
sheulid solicit the viewm of g1l Statas Fz=ties
on the Acldi=mg of suck a ccmfezwnes. Zf two thixds
of the States Pi=—ies Tespond afliTmatively, e

.

Deposiciazy shal:l taxs immediate sieps D corvene

Yc==ezs Rew zazaz—act T
o w22, 10/A3a.2 1. ovesy Iive reaTs Tmm he date of eniIy izio foTve
of th:s Teeatr, o= defoze w22t 2ate LI a =jeziy ol e

Stazes Pa-=iss so Sequess Yy suimitiing 2 pTsResSat WO
<232 effpct ¢ the depositgTy, a conference of e
States Pas<ies z=ail de comvened o0 Teviev:

The operaticn cf wis ToeaTys

P=opesed amerndmenmty o tnis ToeatTs

Ay addiiismal clavse cT moooosed additizmgl

Protocel e othis Towaty )
2. I a=y cass, a3 zev sciemiific a=d techmizgzl
discovesies apd aci-evements YitD a2 deaTiDg cn tiis
cazegeTy of veapcns sball be svex 3 place 1n W
agezda =l eszz = hese csonfereces.
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ADEERENCE, ENTRY INTO PORCE, DEPCSTTARY
" e»/3-CD/32 Pazagcach XIT -

USSR-JS4

1. “The T-uaty shall be open to all States for
sigmature. A State vhich does not sign the
Toeaty before its entry {nto force i{n sccordance

vith sub=parzgmaph 3 of this parag-aph may
sccade t5 it 3t any time.

2. “The Toeaty shall Be subject to ratification
by sigmatory Statas. InstTuzents of maiiflcation
agd sccession shall be deposited vith the

Secetary-General of the Unitad Hations.

3. The Toeaty shall enter ints fexze upon the
deposit of the instTuments of ratification by
(vlazk) Goverzmenis in accordanes with
sub=pazzgraph 2 of this paragragh.

4. Por Statas vhose {nstruments of =atiflcation
‘or acsession are deposited subsequent to the emtTy
ints foree of the Towaty, L4 sball entar i=to
fores ocn the date of the devosit of their
{ngtaaenty of ratificzation or accession.

5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all
sigratory and sccedizmg States of the date of
esca signatuse, the data of deposit of each
ingtoument of Titiflcation or accasaion axd the
date of entTy isto forse of the Toeaty, as vell
as of any azenczeat 49 {% and of the -eceipt of
othes sotices. :

€. The Toeaty shall be rezistazed by the
Depositary pursuant to Ariicle 1C2. ef the
Cha==er of .‘12 United Naticns.

Gerzan Democzatic Rerublic - Patazzavh XIZ. nev subwcarazmach 3
Cd/42 B o

3. The Toeaty shall enmter into forze upcn the
deposit of the insiTuments of ratiflcation by
25 Govermments (inmcludirg the muclea--wveapen
ta‘es) in aczordance vith subepasagmadh 2 of
this pezagTaph.

Aim':nlix , Az%icle XTI, varazzavh 2
CD/Rw/EP.11

3. Australia bas no objection %o the proposal
mads Yy %the Cerzar Dezocratic.Repudlic in CD/42.




Francs
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Pakinta;:.

o&i/cP.1

Paragmaph X131, sub-tarss=ach 3

3. The Tosaty shall enter into force tpon the
depoait of the instoumenta of ratification

by ten Governments in sccordance with
sub-paTagTaph 2 of this paTagraph.

Saggestad that ihe vords "i{ncluding the
muclear-vesapon States” he deletad
(cd/42, subpara.l).
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USSR-J31
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AYIZEX

-Annax to-the Toeaty - Camsultative Coamitise of IxpaTis.

1. The Cocmsuliative Committise of Expests shall wmdes-
taics to maks appropriats findings of fact sod provide
visws rslgvast to any probles =ised pm3Tant
uwrm,swal.dmmqwm
Stats Pazty SIquesiing the ccuvening &f the Camitise.

3, Ty verk of the Comsuliative Cammitise of Expert

_muwnm;wuumznmpzz

tey fummticns set forid iz FaTagmaph 1 of this irxzex.
=, Coomiiise shall dacide procedamil questicns plative
amwﬁauzam.m;’mmw
escsensTs, DUt othaTwise By a majorily of ticae sTesent

" and voting. Thare shall e 30 voting = =atiass I

mmo
3, T™g Jepositasy o 2is Teprrextative shall serve
23 che Chaimman of 4tha Coomittee. '

4. Zach eper: 3y be assiztad af Seetings by s T aTm
adrisars.

S. Eack erper: s2all have =8 igRI, theepga the Chalmn
+5 saquast (=== Statas, and Iz {ntar=aziceal orza=izaiicms,
such infammatice and assislancs a8 tRe TpeTt csusidass
desi=able fc= the acscmplistment of he Camitsae's vork.

Jov Fazagmash 1 of Ba ixma=:

1. ™™g Consuliastirve Cammittae of (IXpeT™3 shaill TceI=aie
43 zake sppoURTiase fimdimgsi of fact and poovids expecs
views Talevant 9 sy FToblem: Taised pwsmuant o
Pamagmapn TIIZ, Subparagmaps.l, of the. Twasy. e
Sommit+ge of Zxnerss skall bYe entiltled 52

M

Juzpose ard Yrcvisions af the Toeaty.

%5 add a zev Paragmaph t0 e Amme=:

6., ™ Copsultative Coammittee and esck of the gover—mental
=pe=%3 shall, vhewe necsssasy. Tresesvw the confidemzial
cha—acts= of i=form=aiion thavy wcmive. in accomianes
with the STovigisng of che Treaty,f>=m a3 Stats Pavvy
intermaticnal me2ation.

the cormfidencs af Statas Paies {u the observancs af the
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COMITTED O DISARMANENT ch/mi/iP.15/Add.1/Rev.1

Ad Hoc VWorking Grour on 16 March 1951
Radiological liezpons Original: EINGLISH

Proposals by the delegation of India for amendments of Articles I, IT,
T1I, V and VII of the elements of the proposed Draft Treaty on the
Prohibitior of Radiolcsmical Vezpons

ARTICLE I
This Article should be reformulated as follows:
"Bach State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to develop, produce,

stockpile, otheruvise acquire or possess, transfer or use radiological

weapons". _
The word "transfer" has been added to the formmulation contained in the
joint USSR-United States proposals so as to make it clear that the prohibition
covers the traznsfer of such weapous to other comﬁies as well, This is in line
with other treaties on the prohibitions of different kinds of weapors.
ARTICIE II
Vhile the Indian delegation has not as yet a precise formrlation for the
wo.rding of Article II, it recommends that any definition that is aﬁcpted' must notd
contain an exclusion clauce with respect to nuclear wespons. Thus the phrase
"other than a -uclear explosive device" in sub-para 1. of Article IT and the
phrase "other than that produced by a nuclear explosive device" contained in
sub-para 2. of Article II ought to be dropped and a cuitable formulation bazed on
scientific principles ought to be atiempted. <Such a definition could be based
on the specific technical characteristics of potential radiological weapons.
ARTICIG III
Article IIT of the draft elements presented by the United States and the
USSR is ambiguous in character. ts language seems to suggest that fhe scope of
the Treaty is open-ended and extends beyond rzdiological wezpons. The Article may
be deleted altogether or it should be drafted in a more precise menner so that it
is clear what is irtended by this Article.
ARTICIE V
This Article should read as follows:

"Provigions of the Treaty shall not hinder the use of any radicactive
material or sources of radiation from radiocactive decay for peaceful purposes
and shall bve without prejudice to any generally recognized principles and
aspplicable rules of international law governing such use'.

The phrase “any radioactive material or" before the words "sources of
radiation" has been introduced so a3 to complete the meaning of this Article and

to bring it in conformity with Article II.
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ARTICIC VII
Article VII sl}oulc’-. rcad as follows:

"Hothiang ir the Treaty shall be interpreted as {oiracting from the
oblig.atiohs' assumed Ej any State under any other international treaty or
other existing rules of international lax-r-é;:;lc:'nihg an armed conflict®.

As non-cignatories to the Treaty cn tke Hen-Froliferatiion .of Fuclear Weapons
we are unable to accept a specific reference to this Trezty in this Artic