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Introduction
The third and final session of the Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) for the 2020 Review Conference (RevCon)
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear weapon (NPT) will be held at the United Nations in New York
from 29 April to 10 May 2019. The first two sessions of the PrepCom were held respectively in Vienna (2017)
and in Geneva (2018). The 2020 NPT RevCon will be held at the UN in New York from 27 April to 22 May,
marking the 50th anniversary of entry-into-force of the NPT. The treaty is the world’s most widely adhered to
international nuclear arms control and nuclear disarmament treaty, with 193 member States – the outliers being
India, Israel and Pakistan and North Korea which left the NPT in April 2003. (All four countries possess nuclear
weapons).
The chair of the 2019 NPT PrepCom will be Ambassador Syed Mohamad Hasrin Tengku Hussin of Malaysia,
assisting him will be Ms. Marjolijn van Deelen of the Netherlands (on behalf of the Chair of the 2017 PrepCom),
Ambassador Adam Bugajski of Poland (Chair 2018 PrepCom) and Ambassador Rafael Grossi of Argentina
(candidate for President on the 2020 RevCon).
Opening
In keeping with past precedent, the Preparatory Committee will be opened by Ambassador Adam Bugajski
(Chair 2018 PrepCom), who citing NPT Article VIII.3 on the review of the treaty, will announce the candidacy
as chair of Ambassador Mohamad Hasrin. Following past practice, as states parties will unanimously elect the
Chair,. Amb. Hasrin, as the newly elected chair, will then give a short opening statement, probably expressing
some preliminary views on the conduct and organization of the work of the PrepCom and seek the support of
states parties present for a harmonious and productive session.
The first official speaker will be UN Under-Secretary-General and High Representative for Disarmament
Affairs Ms Izumi Nakamitsu as the Representative of the UN Secretary-General; she will be followed by Amb.
Cornel Feruţă, Chief Coordinator of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and Dr Lassina Zerbo,
Executive Secretary of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization CTBTO).
Agenda
The “Agenda” of the PrepCom was agreed at its 2017 session focuses on:
Preparatory work for the review of the operation of the treaty in accordance with article VIII,
paragraph 3, of the treaty, in particular, consideration of principles, objectives and ways to promote
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its full implementation , as well as its universality, including specific matters of substance related to
the implementation of the treaty and Decisions 1 and 2, as well as the resolution on the Middle East,
adopted in 1995; the Final Document of the 000 Review Conference; and the conclusions and
recommendations for follow-on actions adopted at the 2010 Review Conference.
The “Programme of Work” deals with the organization of the work of the PrepCom. On the first two days, 29-30
April, states will deliver their general statements outlining their positions on the “three pillars” of the NPT:
nuclear non-proliferation; nuclear disarmament; and peaceful uses of nuclear energy; in addition to security
assurances from nuclear-weapon states (NWS) to non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS), the establishment of a
zone free of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East, and denuclearization of the
Korean peninsula.
The main objective of this session of the PrepCom is to agree on a set of “Recommendations” to the 2020
RevCon on the implementation of the treaty and related matters. Thus far the portents for a successful
outcome of the PrepCom appear dim because of the worsened relationship between the West, the
Russian Federation and China, as well as among Middle East states. There are major differences on
nuclear disarmament between the nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon states, the collapsing
architecture of Cold War arms control treaties, such as the termination of the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty and the failure to extend the New Strategic Arms reduction Treaty (START)
between the Russian Federation and the US, and the resulting loss of civility in diplomatic discourse
leading to name-calling and even insults.
Statement/Reflections on the “State of the NPT”
In order that the PrepCom session focus on taking the pulse of the treaty and recommend appropriate actions as
necessary to strengthen the implementation, authority and credibility of the NPT, and especially given the lack of
agreement between States, this author has been recommending that the PrepCom should be able to adopt a
“Statement” by the PrepCom on the “State of the NPT” in each of its sessions. Such a statement, patterned on the
statement by the President of the Security Council on behalf of the Council, would reflect the general views of
states parties on the prevailing international situation as it relates to the NPT at the time of the PrepCom.
Fortunately this recommendation was first taken up by Ambassador Henk Cor van der Kwast of the Netherlands
(Chair of the 2017 PrepCom) when he produced his “Towards 2020: reflections of the Chair of the 2017 session
of the Preparatory Committee” that in eight concise paragraphs summarized the key issues of the day concerning
the NPT. In 2018, Ambassador Adam Bugajski of Poland (Chair 2018 PrepCom), followed suit in his “Chair’s
Reflections on the State of the NPT” that concisely commented on the role and achievements of the treaty as
well as the challenges ahead and identified key issues for further discussion towards the 2020 RevCon.
The chairs of the 2017-2018 NPT PrepCom sessions together made an important contribution to the strengthened
review process of the Treaty when in a novel but relevant initiative have submitted an “Inter-Chair working
paper: conclusions and recommendations for the Preparatory Committee for the 2020 Review Conference of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,” that contains substantive recommendations and provides
an output-focused outlook to help increase continuity between PrepCom sessions. The focus of the working
paper is on areas where general opinion among states converged as possible starting points for progress, and are
based on the reflections by the two chairs that articulate a number of basic views on the NPT and its review
cycle that appear to be shared by its states parties. This important innovation of an inter-chair working paper
should be continued through the 2020-2025 NPT review cycle.
Should, as is unfortunately likely, states parties are unable to coalesce around an agreed set of
“Recommendations” to the 2020 RevCon, in the view of this author, Amb. Hasrin (chair 2019 PrepCom) could
briefly “enrich” the inter-chair working paper to reflect the assessments and recommendations of all three NPT
PrepCom chairs (2017, 2018, 2019) and forward it to the 2020 NPT Review Conference. Ideally, if states were
to act responsibly in the overall interest of the NPT and overcome their narrow disparate idiosyncratic (and
sometimes erroneous) views, they could endorse the Inter-Chair working paper (of the three chairs) on 10 May –
the final day of the 2019 PrepCom!
Conclusion
The effective implementation of a well-designed, results-oriented, strengthened NPT review process is central to
the fulfilment of the principle of “permanence with accountability” of the treaty as agreed in 1995 when it was
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extended in force for an indefinite period, i.e. permanently. The review process, comprising the PrepCom
sessions, the RevCon itself, and any other mechanisms agreed by the states parties should address two basic
questions: for what are states parties accountable, and how is that accountability to be exercised? The
strengthened review process must be “product-oriented” and structured to facilitate the attainment of the
objective of permanence with accountability, that entails accountability by all NPT states for compliance with
and fulfilment of undertakings under the treaty and the 2010 “actions” (and previous commitments from 2000
and 1995).
-------------------------Note: For a detailed assessment of the NPT review process from 1995 through 2015, and looking towards 2020, see: Jayantha
Dhanapala and Tariq Rauf, REFLECTIONS ON THE TREATY ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR
WEAPONS: Review conferences and the future of the NPT, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI),
October
2016.
https://www.sipri.org/publications/2016/other-publications/reflections-treaty-non-proliferation-nuclearweapons.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty: a Naming of Parts and recommendations
on the Road to the 2020 NPT Review Conference
By Tariq Rauf1

The NPT remains the only international treaty under which the five nuclear weapons states
(NWS) are legally obligated to pursue nuclear disarmament and hence feel constrained to
explain their nuclear force doctrines and report on the reduction measures that they have
undertaken. In no forum other than the NPT review process, do the NWS engage with non
nuclear weapon states (NNWS) on nuclear disarmament measures regardless of their
inadequacy in the view of many NNWS. To be clear, it is not the NPT review process that is
broken or in need of revitalization; the challenge is for the restoration of civility and respect
in diplomatic discourse by the NWS and their allies.
Key Questions for Discussion:
1. What issues related to peaceful use require more attention in the review process, and how
should they be addressed? Peaceful uses: every year at the IAEA General Conference fully
negotiated resolutions are adopted by consensus on: international cooperation in nuclear,
radiation, transport and waste safety; nuclear security; the Agency's technical cooperation
activities; nuclear science, technology and applications; strengthening the effectiveness and
improving the efficiency of agency safeguards; implementation of the NPT safeguards
agreement between the agency and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK); and
application of IAEA safeguards in the Middle East. These cover a broad range of issues
related to Cluster II and Cluster III issues on nuclear verification to various aspects of
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. On issues where agreements is not possible at the IAEA
General Conference need not be reopened in the NPT review process as such an exercise will
not yield different results.
2. Is the current NPT review structure conducive to effective, meaningful review of the treaty
implementation? If not, what practical steps could be undertaken to improve the review
process?
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The NPT review structure is enshrined in 1995 NPTREC Decision 1 and this was reaffirmed
in NPT 2000 Final Document which did not reopen Decision 1 but within its parameters
agreed to clarify the process based on the experience on 1997-1999. The 1995 NPTREC
package of three decisions and resolution is the legal foundation for the decision to
indefinitely extend the Treaty and thus Decision 1 cannot be reopened, amended or changed
without calling into question the integrity of indefinite extension. The problems of the
strengthened review process are due to the inability and resistance of States parties to
faithfully implement Decision 1, lack of adequate preparations, loss of continuity of
knowledge and practice, entrenched group positions, inflexibility and absence of comprise in
the higher interest of the Treaty, politicization, lengthy repetitive statements, inability to
engage in results oriented interactive discussions and negotiations, lack of transparency,
backroom deals, resistance and pressure from the nuclear-weapon States, disrespect and noncompliance with consensually agreed outcomes.
NPT 1995 Decision 1 put in place a strengthened review process. In accordance with
article VIII, paragraph 3, the Review Conferences (RevCon) should continue to be
held every ﬁve years,The Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) should hold, normally
for a duration of 10 working days, a meeting in each of the three years prior to the
Review Conference, if necessary, a fourth preparatory meeting may be held in the year
of the Conference. The purpose of PrepCom meetings would be to consider
principles, objectives and ways in order to promote the full implementation of the
treaty, as well as its universality, and to make recommendations thereon to the
Review Conference; these include those identiﬁed in the decision on principles and
objectives for nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament, adopted on 11 May
1995; and also make the procedural preparations for the next Review Conference. The
present structure of three Main Committees should continue and the question of an
overlap of issues being discussed in more than one committee should be resolved in
the General Committee, which would coordinate the work of the committees so that
the substantive responsibility for the preparation of the report with respect to each
speciﬁc issue is undertaken in only one committee; subsidiary bodies could be
established within the respective main committees for speciﬁc issues relevant to
the treaty, to provide focused consideration of such issues; RevCons should look
forward as well as back, evaluate the results of the period they are reviewing,
including the implementation of undertakings of the states parties under the treaty, and
identify the areas and the means through which, further progress should be sought in
future, and also address speciﬁcally what might be done to strengthen the
implementation of the treaty to achieve its universality.
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The NPT 2000 Final Document reaffirmed the provisions in the decision on
“Strengthening the Review Process for the Treaty” adopted at the 1995 Review and
Extension Conference; specific time to be allocated at sessions of the PrepCom to
address specific relevant issues; the purpose of the first two sessions of the PrepCom
would be to “consider principles, objectives and ways in order to promote the full
implementation of the Treaty, as well as its universality,” to this end, each session of
the PrepCom should consider specific matters of substance relating to
implementation of the treaty and decisions 1 and 2, as well as the ‘Resolution on
the Middle East’ adopted in 1995, and the outcomes of subsequent RevCons,
including developments affecting the operation and purpose of the Treaty.
Consideration of the issues at each session of the PrepCom should be factually
summarized and the results transmitted in a report to the next session for further
discussion at its third and, as appropriate, fourth sessions. Tof he PrepCom, taking
into account the deliberations and results of its previous sessions, making every
effort to produce a consensus report containing recommendations to the RevCon;
procedural arrangements for the RevCon should be finalized at the last session of the
PrepCom.
How to revitalize the NPT Review Process for facilitating nuclear disarmament?
Although there are enhanced perceptions in some quarters regarding the “precarious” state
of the NPT, 193 statesparties remain committed to it. Because of the NPT, 174 non-nuclear
weapons states (NWS) have accepted full-scope IAEA safeguards. The NPT remains the
only international treaty under which the five NWS are legally obligated to pursue
nuclear disarmament and hence feel constrained to explain their nuclear force
doctrines and report on the reduction measures that they have undertaken. In no forum
other than the NPT review process, do the NWS engage with NNWS on nuclear
disarmament measures regardless of their inadequacy in the view of many NNWS.
To be clear, it is not the NPT review process that is broken or in need of revitalization;
the challenge is for the restoration of civility and respect in diplomatic discourse by the
NWS and their allies. The strengthened review process for the NPT was established
through Decision 1 and the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference and this
decision was elaborated on at the 2000 NPT conference while maintaining the authority
and integrity of the 1995 decision. The NPT review process is not broken: we do not
blame our thermometers when temperatures rise or fall and it is an error to
attribute the stalemate over the last decade(s) in multilateral norm-building
processes for nuclear disarmament as the fault of the strengthened review process.
Unfortunately misguided and misplaced proposals have been advanced over the
years in stark contradiction and violation of the 1995 decision 1, but fortunately
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none have progressed. Over the two decades that have elapsed since the indefinite
extension of the Treaty in 1995, deep differences have emerged between the states of the
Aligned movement and the Western group over the meaning and significance of the 1995
decisions and resolution. These have unnecessarily cast a cloud over the strengthened
review process, as more and more delegates have resorted to placing blame for their
failure to agree on outcome documents on the nature of the review process rather
than on the reality of their inability to negotiate compromises and on their declining
understanding of the NPT review process. In essence, the failure to negotiate binding
nuclear disarmament measures at NPT review conferences is blamed on perceived
failings of the review process rather than on the lack of negotiating skills and political
compromises.
Limit length of statements and working papers: Furthermore, in the absence of meaningful
negotiations, states are submitting an increased number of lengthy working papers, reports and
statements that are difficult to summarize in a factual summary of reasonable length at the end of
PrepCom sessions as mandated by the 2000 NPT conference. The draft factual summary
prepared by the Chair in 2018 was 115 paragraphs, in 2017 it extended to 136 paragraphs,
in 2013 it was 99 and in 2012 101 paragraphs – there is no way that such lengthy document
can be adequately reviewed and agreed by States within the time frame of a PrepCom.
However, it is possible to produce tightly drafted Chair’s reports of a reasonable length, 17
substantive paragraphs over 8 pages, as at the 2014 PrepCom, even though States were unable
to endorse it.
Starting with the 2019 session of the NPT PrepCom, discipline could be exercised in limiting
working papers and reports to no more than 5 pages—it costs USD 3 per word or about USD
1500 to produce a single page!
Facilitator: Such negotiation could be facilitated by a “facilitator” who would report to the Chair
and to the PrepCom.
Special Focus or Allocation of Time at the PrepCom: Beginning with the 1998 session of the
PrepCom, precedent was established for allocating time for the consideration of specific items
within the overall context of nuclear disarmament and other substantive issues. Thus, inter alia, a
fissile material cut-off treaty, security assurances, and the Middle East were each allocated a
meeting. The 2000 Final Document in its guidance on the enhanced strengthened review focus
(paragraph 3) clearly stipulates that specific time is to be allocated at sessions of the Preparatory
Committee to address specific relevant issues. There is no linear correlation between the
allocation of specific time to particular issues at the PrepCom and the allocation of specific issues
to subsidiary bodies at the Review Conference. Given recent developments of the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) and the Open Ended Working Group (OEWG), and the
continuing deadlock at the Conference on Disarmament (CD), it might not make much sense to
allocate specific time in 2018 to reiterate well known positions stated in the CD and the UN
General Assembly First Committee on the proposed treaty prohibiting the production of fissile
material for nuclear weapons Fissile Missile Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), without detracting from the
importance of the FMCT as a significant nuclear disarmament measure, as the NPT review
process is not the forum to resolve the continuing deadlock at the CD. The FMCT and the
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Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT could be discussed in the general part of the
consideration of Article VI issues.
Technical briefings: Technical briefings could be provided by NWS on nuclear modernization,
nuclear forces and nuclear doctrines, safety and security of nuclear weapons and nuclear weaponusable materials, and verification modalities and technologies.
Focused discussion: A more practical approach could be to provide for focused discussion on
current important items such as: the state of nuclear disarmament; compliance; strengthening
physical protection of nuclear and radioactive materials; preventing nuclear terrorism; nuclear
fuel cycle arrangements; and strengthened IAEA safeguards, among other issues. Other items
deserving specific time include a discussion on the reporting requirements (nuclear disarmament
and the Middle East) and security assurances. Such discussions could consider inviting
presentations from experts on a balanced geographical and gender basis. The Chair of the
2018 Preparatory Committee could consider advance consultations to reach agreement on which
items would be allocated specific time.
Statement/Reflections on the “State of the NPT”
In order that the PrepCom session focus on taking the pulse of the treaty and recommend
appropriate actions as necessary to strengthen the implementation, authority and credibility of the
NPT, and especially given the lack of agreement between states, this author has been
recommending that the PrepCom should be able to adopt a “Statement” by the PrepCom on the
“State of the NPT” in each of its sessions. Such a Statement, patterned on the Statement by the
President of the Security Council on behalf of the Council, would reflect the general views of
States parties on the prevailing international situation as it relates to the NPT at the time of the
PrepCom.
Fortunately this recommendation was first taken up by Ambassador Henk Cor van der Kwast of
the Netherlands (Chair of the 2017 PrepCom) when he produced his “Towards 2020: reflections
of the Chair of the 2017 session of the Preparatory Committee” that in eight concise paragraphs
summarized the key issues of the day concerning the NPT. In 2018, Ambassador Adam Bugajski
of Poland (Chair 2018 PrepCom), followed suit in his “Chair’s Reflections on the State of the
NPT” that concisely commented on the role and achievements of the Treaty as well as the
challenges ahead, identified key issues for further discussion towards the 2020 Review
Conference.
The Chairs of the 2017-2018 NPT PrepCom sessions together made an important contribution to
the strengthened review process of the Treaty when in a novel but relevant initiative have
submitted an “Inter-Chair working paper: conclusions and recommendations for the Preparatory
Committee for the 2020 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons” that contains substantive recommendations and provides an output-focused outlook to
help increase continuity between PrepCom sessions. The focus of this Inter-Chair working paper
is on areas where general opinion among states converged as possible starting points for progress,
and are based on the reflections by the two chairs that articulate a number of basic views on the
Non-Proliferation Treaty and its review cycle that appear to be shared by its states parties. This
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important innovation of an Inter-Chair working paper should be continued through the 2020-2025
NPT review cycle.
Should, as is unfortunately likely, states parties are unable to coalesce around an agreed set of
“Recommendations” to the 2020 Review Conference, in the view of this author, Ambassador
Hasrin (Chair 2019 PrepCom) could briefly “enrich” the Inter-Chair working paper to reflect the
assessments and recommendations of all three NPT PrepCom Chairs (2017, 2018, 2019) and
forward it to the 2020 NPT Review Conference. Ideally, if states were to act responsibly in the
overall interest of the NPT and overcome their narrow disparate idiosyncratic (and sometimes
erroneous) views, they could endorse the Inter-Chair working paper (of the three Chairs) on 10
May – the final day of the 2019 PrepCom!
Restore civility and respect in diplomatic discourse: starting in 2015 particularly, the NWS
especially but also some of their allies have resorted to uncivil and disrespectful discourse on
nuclear disarmament and the Middle East in the NPT review process. Several of these states
lashed out at the 2017 and 2018 sessions of the First Committee on the Treaty on the Prohibition
of Nuclear Weapons . Continuation of such misbehaviour cannot be conducive to promoting
global peace and security. Thus, disagreements and differences on key matters need not
deteriorate into uncivil and disrespectful discourse. It is imperative to restore civility and respect
in the discourse and negotiations in the NPT review process with a view to cooperation to
strengthen the integrity and authority of the NPT.
Respect integrity of principles, objectives and actions agreed by consensus in the NPT review
process (1995, 2000, 2010): It is now commonplace that outcomes agreed through hard
negotiations in the NPT review process are being backtrack, flaunted, disregarded, reinterpreted
or outright discarded by the NWS (with the support of their allies). This has resulted in
undermining the NPT review process and led many NNWS going outside the established forums
on nuclear arms control to hold the three international conferences on the humanitarian
implications of nuclear weapons (Oslo 2013, Nayarit 2014, Vienna 2014), open-ended working
groups and the negotiation on the TPNW. Trust and confidence needs to be restored by the
NWS by reiterating commitment to previous consensually agreed outcomes. In this regard the
nuclear-alliance NNWS also must visibly commit to honour agreed NPT outcomes.
Venue Issues: For several review cycles, a group of, now 12, states calling themselves the
“Vienna Group of Ten,” have been submitting working papers on NPT issues relating to
Articles III and IV, i.e. on safeguards and verification, export controls, cooperation in peaceful
uses of nuclear energy, nuclear safety and nuclear security, and the CTBT. The Vienna Group of
Ten essentially introduces text into the NPT review process on the so-called “Vienna issues”
derived mainly from the various resolutions adopted by the IAEA General Conference with the
result in certain cases of reopening differences that were papered over at the IAEA; thus
consuming valuable time thrashing out matters already discussed at the IAEA. Also included is
text from discussions at the CTBTO.
A better approach would be to reflect the negotiated compromises in IAEA General
Conference resolutions rather than reopening issues already discussed at the IAEA that
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results in unproductive and contentious discussions including involving delegates not fully
attuned to the particularities of the IAEA based discussions. Attempts to reopen
contentious issues in the NPT context such as making the additional protocol the new
verification standard, or nuclear security and nuclear safety, will not result in agreement
or consensus if this could not be achieved at the IAEA. The agreed text from IAEA and
CTBTO resolutions can be incorporated in the Chair’s summary report, though this does not
necessarily mean that discussion on contentious issues is completely avoided. Contrary to some
accounts, progressive proposals came from within the IAEA, such as strengthening IAEA
safeguards after the 1991 Iraq war through the “93+2” programme, rescission of the small
quantities protocol (for states with little or no nuclear material), integrated safeguards and
the state-level approach, strengthened nuclear security and safety, and multinational
approaches to the nuclear fuel cycle, among others.
Similarly, the CTBTO has generated new ideas such as the integrated field exercises,
science and technology benefits of the International Monitoring System, the Group of
Eminent Persons, and Youth for CTBTO, among others. These proposals to strengthen the
IAEA and the CTBTO did not emanate from the NPT review process but from the two
international nuclear verification organizations – the NPT review process broadened
endorsement as the Treaty has more States parties than the membership of the IAEA and
the CTBTO.
Notions have been advanced to focus the Vienna session of the PrepCom on “Vienna
issues” (such as, safeguards, safety, security); the Geneva session of the PrepCom in 2018
on “Geneva issues” (including FMCT, NSA, nuclear disarmament); and, the 2019 session
in New York on “New York issues” (such as, nuclear disarmament and NWFZs). While this
might seem an attractive way to at first glance to order the work of the successive sessions of the
PrepCom, in practice it is unlikely to be an improvement over current practice and in any case
most states will call for the proceedings to cover all significant issues and not to “favour” any
except for those assigned to consideration under specific time. Furthermore, since Geneva-based
diplomats attend all sessions of the PrepCom, as such there is not much to be gained by
introducing ‘venue based’ discussions.
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