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SUMMARY 

This briefing note has been prepared for the Eleventh NPT Review Conference (2026), and made 
available through Atomic Reporters, to provide a capsule account of the Strengthened Review 
Process (SRP) as established in Decision 1 of the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference, 
further elaborated at the 2000 NPT Review Conference, and as reflected in the acquis of the 
Treaty. 

It is essential to recognize that the SRP framework adopted in 1995 and 2000 is inherently flexible 
and designed to accommodate evolving working methods. Decision 1 of 1995 cannot be 
substantially changed or amended as it was part of an indivisible package of decisions and 
resolution that enabled the indefinite extension of the Treaty without a vote. Tinkering with the 
SRP risks unravelling the indefinite extension decision, especially as now there is “buyer’s 
remorse” felt by a majority of non-nuclear-weapon States (NNWS) parties that the nuclear-weapon 
States (NWS) not only did not deliver on their nuclear disarmament obligations and commitments 
but have hollowed out the nuclear arms control and disarmament (NACD) architecture. New 
START expired on 5 February 2026 with no successor in place, the role of nuclear weapons in 
international security has not deceased on the contrary extensive nuclear weapon modernization 
programmes are in place, the Intermediate- and Shorter-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty was 
terminated in 2019 for no good reasons, the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) a 
key deliverable in 1995 languishes still not in force and the taboo on nuclear test detonations is 
under serious risk, to name but a few in the litany of justified complaints. This note sets out a 
series of specific recommendations for more effective management of the 2026 NPT Review 
Conference — including structural reforms to working methods of main committees, negotiating 
methodology, the shape and scope of the final outcome document, and the range of 
substantive issues it should address across all three pillars of the Treaty. 

 Key Findings at a Glance 

• The SRP (1995/2000) empowers the President and conference leadership with significant 
procedural flexibility. 

• General statements in Main Committees should be eliminated; substantive negotiation should 
begin at the start of week two on a draft final outcome document. 

• The President-designate could prepare a draft final outcome document and circulate to States 
parties either just before the start of the Review Conference, or at the beginning of week two – 
States parties then need to refine and finalize the document through formal negotiating sessions 
in main committees for adoption by the Conference at the end of week four. 

• Subsidiary bodies need not be established; only SB2 (under Main Committee II) on the 
implementation of the 1995 Middle East resolution is recommended. 

• The final outcome document should be concise, avoid repetitions and IAEA general conference 
resolutions texts, action-oriented, and cover all three NPT pillars with specific recommendations 
for 2027–2030. 

• The 2030 and future review conferences should be convened in Vienna (Austria). 

 

https://www.atomicreporters.com/about-us/
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I. INTRODUCTION: THE CONTEXT FOR THE 2026 REVIEW 
CONFERENCE 

 

 

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), opened for signature in 1968 and 
in force since 1970, remains the cornerstone of the global nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation architecture. With 191 States parties, it is the most widely adhered-to nuclear arms 
control treaty in history. The Treaty rests on three mutually reinforcing pillars: nuclear 
disarmament (Article VI), nuclear non-proliferation (Articles I, II and III), and the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy (Article IV), together with the inalienable right and associated responsibility not to 
divert nuclear materials or technology for weapons purposes. Nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ) 
treaties, along with positive security assurances (UNSCR 255/1968) and negative security 
assurances (UNSCR 984/1995), the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and 
the 2017 Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW), reinforce the NPT. 

 

NPT Review Conferences are convened every five years pursuant to Article VIII(3) of the Treaty. 
The most recent Review Conference in 2022 failed to adopt a final document, marking the third 
consecutive failure — following 2005 and 2015 — and the fifth overall since the Treaty entered 
into force. The consequences of repeated failure are significant: they erode confidence in the 
Treaty's ability to manage the nuclear order, weaken the political commitments of States parties, 
and reduce the NPT's normative authority at a time when the nuclear threat environment is 
deteriorating. 

 

Against this backdrop, the President of the 2026 NPT Review Conference carries an especially 
weighty responsibility. Sound procedural management — grounded in the Strengthened Review 
Process established in 1995 and elaborated in 2000 — will be essential not merely to avoiding a 
further failure, but to producing a genuinely substantive outcome that advances the Treaty's 
authority objectives and purpose. 

 

II. THE STRENGTHENED REVIEW PROCESS: ORIGINS AND 
FOUNDATIONS 

 

 

A. The 1995 Review and Extension Conference 

 

The 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference was a watershed moment in the Treaty's 
history. States parties were called upon to decide, under Article X(2), whether to extend the Treaty 
indefinitely, for a fixed period, or for fixed successive periods. The decision to extend the Treaty 
indefinitely — adopted without a vote — was made possible in part by an integrated indivisible 
package of  decisions and a Resolution, comprising:  

• Decision 1: Strengthening the Review Process for the Treaty; 

• Decision 2: Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament; 

• Decision 3: Extension of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons; and 

• The Resolution on the Middle East, calling for the establishment of a zone free of nuclear 
weapons, and other weapons of mass destruction, and delivery systems. 
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Decision 1 — the subject of this note — established the Strengthened Review Process for the 
Treaty. Its core provisions created a more structured and substantive preparatory cycle between 
Review Conferences, with a view to ensuring that each quinquennial conference was better 
informed, better organised, and better able to reach agreement on a final document, based on the 
principle of “permanence with accountability”. 

 

 Key Elements of the SRP as Established in Decision 1 (1995) 

1. Preparatory Committee (PrepCom): Three sessions of the Preparatory Committee to be 
convened in the years leading up to each Review Conference, replacing the ad hoc approach that 
had prevailed. 

2. Substantive Preparation: PrepCom sessions to consider principles, objectives and ways to 
promote the full implementation of the Treaty and its universality, and to make recommendations 
to the Review Conference – in effect, each session could be a sort of a “mini-conference”. 

3. Continued Review: Subsidiary bodies and working mechanisms to be used as necessary to 
address specific issues at review conferences – specific issues in preparatory committee sessions. 

4. Permanence with Accountability: Review Conferences should look forward as well as back, 
evaluate the implementation of the Treaty during the review period, and identify the areas for 
further progress to strengthen the implementation of the Treaty and  

to achieve its universality. 

5. Flexibility: The process is explicitly designed to allow for adjustments in working methods, 
structure, and focus as circumstances require – substantive amendments are not required. 

 

B. The 2000 NPT Review Conference: Elaboration of the SRP 

 

The 2000 NPT Review Conference adopted a Final Document that, for the first time in a decade, 
achieved consensus — including agreement on Thirteen Practical Steps toward nuclear 
disarmament under Article VI. Equally important for the purposes of this note, the 2000 
Conference elaborated and refined the SRP in ways that remain directly relevant to the 
management of the 2026 Conference. 

 

The elaborations agreed in 2000 included confirmation of the three-PrepCom cycle, with the third 
session serving as a consolidating and agenda-setting session for the Review Conference itself. 
They also reaffirmed the role of the President of the Review Conference as the central managerial 
authority, vested with discretion to organize the work of the Conference in the most effective 
manner consistent with the rules of procedure and the agreed schedule. 

 

Crucially, both Decision 1 and the 2000 elaboration deliberately leaves significant room for the 
President and the Bureau to adapt working methods, prioritize issues, and organize the 
negotiating process in response to the specific political and substantive context of each Review 
Conference. This flexibility is not a lacuna in the framework; it is a designed feature – hence 
substantive amendments or changes to the SRP are not required nor necessary . 

C. The Inherent Flexibility of the SRP Framework 

 

States parties and conference presidents have too often tended to treat the review process as 
more rigid than it actually is — defaulting to established but inefficient practices, such as lengthy 
rounds of general statements, disconnect between subsidiary bodies and their respective main 
committees, and last-minute informal negotiations (often off-site involving a select small group of 
States), when the framework would in fact permit more streamlined and effective approaches 
within the framework of the main committees. 
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The SRP framework as set out in Decision 1 and elaborated in 2000 does not require general 
statements in Main Committees. It does not mandate subsidiary bodies beyond what is strictly 
necessary. It does not preclude the President from circulating a working draft of the final document 
before the opening or early in the Conference or from commencing substantive negotiations in 
week two. The bad practices referred to the previous paragraph have developed over time and 
metastasized into near open conflict as the international security situation worsens — often driven 
by political rivalries and hostility — but none of them are required by the SRP itself. 

 

This is not merely a procedural observation. It is the foundation for the recommendations set out 
in Section IV of this briefing note. The President of the 2026 Review Conference has the authority 
— and, given the urgency of producing a substantive outcome — the obligation to make full use 
of the flexibility inherent in the SRP framework. 

III. LESSONS FROM PREVIOUS REVIEW CONFERENCES 

 

 

An analysis of previous NPT Review Conferences reveals a number of recurring pathologies that 
have contributed to failures to adopt final documents and to the adoption of weak or internally 
contradictory documents in some instances when consensus was achieved. 

A. The General Statements Problem 

 

A consistent pattern across Review Conferences has been the consumption of enormous 
amounts of time — frequently the entirety of the first two weeks — in rounds of general statements 
in plenary and in Main Committees. While general debate in plenary serves a legitimate signaling 
function, the extension of general statements into Main Committee work is largely 
counterproductive. It delays substantive negotiation, reduces the time available for drafting, and 
allows delegations to entrench positions in public statements before the negotiating dynamic has 
been established. 

 

The 2022 Review Conference, like its predecessors, suffered from this problem. By the time Main 
Committees moved to substantive work, the schedule was already heavily compressed, and 
delegations were insufficiently prepared for the transition from advocacy to negotiation. 

B. The Subsidiary Body Problem 

 

Review Conferences have increasingly tended to create subsidiary bodies under Main 
Committees — ostensibly to allow more focused work on specific issues, but in practice 
distributing limited negotiating bandwidth across too many parallel tracks. Subsidiary bodies 
frequently fail to reach agreement; their unresolved texts then return to Main Committees or to the 
President's office under even greater time pressure. 

 

The one subsidiary body that has performed a necessary though messy function is Subsidiary 
Body 2 (SB2), which addresses the implementation of the 1995 Middle East Resolution — an 
issue of sufficient political sensitivity and procedural complexity to warrant its own dedicated track. 

C. The 'Friends of the President' and Off-Site Negotiation Problem 

A particularly problematic practice that has emerged in recent Review Conferences is the resort 
to informal, small-group negotiations — whether labelled 'Friends of the President' consultations 
or convened off-site in a permanent mission — to resolve outstanding text. While the intent is to 
break deadlocks, the effect is frequently the opposite: these processes lack transparency, alienate 
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delegations not included, and produce text that lacks broad ownership, making it easier for 
dissatisfied or excluded delegations to block consensus at the end of the Conference. 

 

The 2022 and 2015 Review Conferences’ reliance on such mechanisms was noted by multiple 
delegations as contributing to the final breakdown of consensus. The President of the 2026 
Conference should take this experience into account seriously. 

D. The Compressed Endgame Problem 

 

Repeated Review Conferences have been characterized by the same structural defects: unduly 
lengthy draft final documents and most substantive negotiation being compressed into the final 
days — or hours — of the Conference, when delegations are exhausted, political capital is 
depleted, and the technical and legal quality of agreed text suffers accordingly. This pattern is 
entirely avoidable if substantive negotiation begins in week two and proceeds systematically 
through the Conference. 

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 2026 NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE 

 

 

The following recommendations draw on the SRP framework as established in 1995 and 
elaborated in 2000 and on the lessons of previous Review Conferences. They are directed 
specifically at the 2026 NPT Review Conference and are intended to be actionable and consistent 
with the President's existing authority under the NPT rules of procedure (UN General Assembly 
rules are inapplicable). 

A. Working Methods and Conference Organization 

 

RECOMMENDATION 1: Eliminate General Statements in Main Committees 

General statements in Main Committees serve no substantive negotiating function and consume time 
that is critically needed for drafting and negotiation. The President should firmly establish at the outset 
— in consultations with the Bureau and the Chairs of Main Committees — that Main Committee time 
will not be allocated to general statements. 

If delegations wish to place their policy positions on the record with respect to specific committee 
mandates, they may do so through written submissions circulated as working papers or through their 
interventions during substantive negotiation of draft text. The General Debate in plenary in week one 
should be sufficient for the purposes of high-level political signaling. 

This reform alone — consistently applied across all three Main Committees — would reclaim several 
days of negotiating time and allow Committees to move directly to substantive work. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 2: Circulate a Presidential Draft Final Document Before or Early in the 
Conference 

The President should prepare and circulate a draft final document — covering all three pillars of the 
NPT and the full range of issues identified in the PrepCom process — ideally before the Conference 
opens, but no later than the end of week one. The positions of States parties already have been 
elaborated at three sessions of the Preparatory Committee and are well known, supplemented by 
their working papers. This draft should be explicitly framed as a working text for negotiation, not as a 
presidential position. 

The General Debate in plenary in week one should serve, inter alia, as an opportunity for delegations 
to signal their priorities and concerns with respect to the presidential draft. The President and Bureau 
should use the period during and between the close of General Debate and the commencement of 
Main Committee work to update the draft in light of those signals. 
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This approach — consistent with the flexibility of the SRP framework — would ensure that Main 
Committees begin their work with a concrete negotiating text rather than a blank page, dramatically 
improving the efficiency of the drafting process. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 3: Commence Substantive Negotiations in Respective Main Committees 
from Week Two 

Main Committees should begin substantive negotiation of the presidential draft — in their respective 
areas of mandate — from the commencement of their work, without a general statements phase. 
Each Committee Chair should open the first session with an overview of the relevant sections of the 
draft, an identification of issues likely to require the most intensive negotiation, and a proposed 
schedule for working through the text. 

Negotiations should proceed section by section, paragraph by paragraph, in a structured manner. The 
Chairs should exercise active managerial control over the negotiating process, setting clear deadlines 
for initial reactions, consolidation of alternative proposals, and progression to agreed text. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 4: Conduct All Negotiations and Drafting in Formal Sessions 

All substantive negotiation and drafting should be conducted in formal sessions of each Main 
Committee — that is, in meetings that are open to all delegations and for which summary records are 
maintained. This is consistent with the SRP framework and with the principles of transparency and 
inclusivity that are essential to the legitimacy of the final outcome. The NPT and its strengthened 
review process belongs equally to all States parties, and no group or “Friends of the President” can 
take on the responsibility or task of negotiating the text of the final document on behalf of the other 
States parties.  

Consultations may be used as a complement to formal sessions — for example, for the 
President/Chairs to consult with interested delegations on specific formulations — but the results of 
these consultations should be transparently shared with States parties in the respective main 
committees and should not replace formal sessions as the primary negotiating venue. The practice of 
conducting core negotiations exclusively in informal closed small group sessions, or off-site, should 
be avoided. States parties need to be vigilant in this regard and assert their rights  to transparency 
and inclusivity. While open negotiations might be cumbersome, this is the only credible path to a 
strengthened review process that is accountable, transparent and inclusive. The days should be over 
for old diplomatic practices of secret or closed door consultations or negotiations, hiving off the 
President and Chairs to lunches and dinners to influence them is no longer acceptable. In fact, the 
President and Chairs should reject all invitations to lunches and dinners during the review conference 
– in today’s environment partaking of such “hospitality” should be regarded as unacceptable and a 
conflict of interest incompatible with the ethics of independent NPT diplomacy. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 5: Daily Update Briefings by Committee Chairs 

Each Main Committee Chair should provide a brief update to all delegations at the commencement of 
each Committee working day. These briefings should cover: progress made in the previous session; 
issues on which agreement has been reached or is close; issues requiring intensive negotiation; and 
the schedule for the day's work. 

Daily briefings serve multiple functions: they maintain momentum, keep all delegations — including 
those with smaller delegations unable to attend all sessions simultaneously — informed of 
developments, and create a public record of progress (or the absence of it) that can motivate 
delegations to engage constructively. 
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RECOMMENDATION 6: Encourage Inter-Delegation Consultations on Key Issues 

Committee Chairs should actively encourage interested States parties to engage in bilateral and 
multilateral consultations on key issues in the draft final document in informal committee sessions 
open to all States parties — with a view to generating agreed text that can be brought back to the 
formal session for consideration by all delegations. 

This is distinct from the problematic 'Friends of the President' format: consultations should be self-
organized by interested delegations, open to any State party wishing to participate in the relevant 
issue, and their results should be brought back to the formal Committee session rather than being 
transmitted directly to the President as de facto agreed text. 

The Chair may facilitate by identifying issues on which such inter-delegation consultations would be 
most productive, providing a neutral space for consultations where requested, and integrating their 
results into the rolling draft in a transparent manner for further discussion. 

 

B. Subsidiary Bodies 

 

RECOMMENDATION 7: Establish Only Subsidiary Body 2 (Middle East) 

The President and Bureau should resist pressure to establish subsidiary bodies beyond what is strictly 
necessary. The experience of recent Review Conferences demonstrates that subsidiary body 
proliferation disperses negotiating bandwidth, creates additional opportunities for deadlock, and adds 
complexity to the endgame without commensurate substantive benefit. 

The one subsidiary body that should be established, consistent with established practice and the 
unique political sensitivities of the issue, is Subsidiary Body 2 (SB2) under Main Committee II, 
dedicated to the implementation of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East and related matters, 
including the proposed Middle East zone free of weapons of mass destruction and other weapons of 
mass destruction. 

SB2 should operate with the same discipline recommended for Main Committees: formal sessions, 
daily briefings, a working text from the outset, and a clear mandate to produce agreed 
recommendations for inclusion in the final document. Its “Facilitator” should maintain close 
coordination with the President and with the Chair of Main Committee II throughout the Conference. 

 

C. The Endgame: Week Four and the Final Outcome Document 

 

RECOMMENDATION 8: Convene Plenary Sessions in Week Four to Finalize the Final 
Document 

The President should plan from the outset to convene plenary sessions in the fourth week of the 
Conference for the purpose of finalizing the text of the final outcome document. By the end of week 
three, the three Main Committees — and SB2 — should have transmitted their agreed (or near-
agreed) texts to the President and the Drafting Committee. 

Week four plenary sessions should be structured to allow for: presentation of the consolidated draft 
by the President; consideration by all delegations of outstanding brackets and unresolved text; and 
final negotiation of remaining issues in plenary, under the President's direct stewardship. The plenary 
format ensures maximum transparency and political accountability for the final outcome. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 9: Rely on the Drafting Committee — Avoid 'Friends of the President' 
and Off-Site Formats 

The President should rely on the Drafting Committee — a properly constituted body with a clear 
mandate and transparent working methods — as the primary mechanism for resolving outstanding 
text and ensuring consistency and legal quality across the final document. The Drafting Committee 
should be activated early and work continuously throughout the Conference, not merely in the final 
days. 
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The President should explicitly avoid establishing a 'Friends of the President' group for the purpose 
of negotiating unresolved text. This format — which typically involves a small, selected group of 
delegations negotiating behind closed doors — is incompatible with the transparency and ethics 
principles of the SRP, tends to produce text lacking broad ownership, and is perceived by excluded 
delegations as procedurally illegitimate. 

Equally, the President should avoid convening or sanctioning off-site negotiations involving a select 
group of delegations meeting in a permanent mission or other informal venue. The final document of 
an NPT Review Conference derives its authority from the consent of all States parties, and this 
requires that its text be negotiated in forums accessible to all. 

 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE SUBSTANCE AND SCOPE OF THE 
FINAL DOCUMENT 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 10: A Concise, Action-Oriented Final Document Covering All Three 
Pillars 

The President should communicate clearly — to the Bureau, the Committee Chairs, and to States 
parties in early consultations — that the goal of the 2026 Review Conference is a concise, action-
oriented final document that covers all three pillars of the NPT. This is distinct from the encyclopedic 
review documents that have characterized some previous Review Conferences and that, whatever 
their comprehensiveness, have often been too unwieldy to serve as effective political frameworks. 

A concise document — organized around specific, actionable recommendations for the period 2027–
2030 — is more likely to command genuine political commitment from States parties, more likely to 
be implemented, and more likely to serve as an effective accountability framework for the next NPT 
review cycle. 

 

Substantive Areas for Coverage in the Final Document 

 

Nuclear Disarmament (NPT Article VI) 

The final document should include inter alia specific, time-bound recommendations on nuclear 
disarmament for the period 2027–2030, including: 

• Concrete steps toward the implementation of existing commitments under Article VI, 
including the 1995 Principles and Objectives, the 2000 Thirteen Practical Steps, and the 
2010 Action Plan on nuclear disarmament; 

• Renewed commitment to the entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) and maintaining a no-test moratorium, with a call to Annex 2 States that 
have not yet ratified the Treaty to do so without further delay and by 2030 at the latest; 

• Progress on nuclear disarmament measures in the first place, inter alia, supplemented as 
appropriate by “fail safe reviews” and risk reduction measures; including further reductions 
in strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapon systems; withdrawing stationed nuclear 
weapons back to the territory of respective NWS; rejection of concepts and practices such 
as “forward deterrence” and “friendly proliferation”; strengthening of communication 
channels between nuclear-weapon States; and agreement on measures to reduce the risk 
of nuclear-weapon use through AI,  miscalculation or accident; 

• A call on nuclear-weapon States to elaborate on implementation of their Article VI 
disarmament commitments in one dedicated session of Main Committee I, ideally using 
an agreed reporting format; 
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• Reaffirmation of the commitment to reduce the role of nuclear weapons in security 
doctrines; 

• Recognition of the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) as 
complementary to the NPT along with the CTBT and regional nuclear-weapon prohibition 
(NWFZ) treaties. 

 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation (NPT Articles I–III) 

On the non-proliferation pillar, the final document should include inter alia recommendations on: 

• Universality of the NPT, with a call on States not party — India, Israel, Pakistan, and the 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea — to accede to the Treaty as non-nuclear-weapon 
States promptly and without preconditions, along with South Sudan; 

• Adequate funding and verification technology access for International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) safeguards, including the universalization of the Additional Protocol as an 
integral component of the Agency’s comprehensive safeguards system; 

• Addressing challenges to the non-proliferation regime, including cases of non-compliance 
and for all States parties to implement export controls as called for by the Treaty, and a 
standard States party agreed approach to safeguards on naval nuclear propulsion; 

• The withdrawal clause (Article X): recommendations that the international community 
develop agreed procedures and responses to cases of withdrawal, including consideration 
of the status of commitments made under the Treaty prior to withdrawal; 

• Strengthening of multilateral approaches to the nuclear fuel cycle, including multilateral 
fuel bank mechanisms and supply assurance arrangements through the IAEA. 

 

Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy (NPT Article IV) 

On the peaceful uses pillar: 

• Rejection of armed attacks on safeguarded nuclear facilities, compensation to affected 
States parties for nuclear and civil damages resulting from armed attacks;  

• Reaffirmation of the inalienable right of States parties to develop, research, produce, and 
use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in conformity with the Treaty; 

• Support for enhanced IAEA technical cooperation, with specific recommendations on 
adequate and assured funding of the Technical Cooperation Fund; 

• Promotion of nuclear applications in medicine, agriculture, water management, and 
industry, with particular attention to the needs of developing States parties; 

• Recommendations on nuclear safety, radiation protection, and radioactive waste 
management as an integral part of the sustainable development of nuclear energy; 

• Support for nuclear power as a low-carbon energy source in the context of climate change 
mitigation, including through international cooperation on small modular reactors (SMRs) 
and advanced reactor technologies. 

 

Security Assurances 

The final document should address both negative and positive security assurances: 

• Negative security assurances: A call on nuclear-weapon States to provide legally binding, 
unconditional negative security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States parties — that 
is, assurances that nuclear weapons will not be used or threatened against NPT non-
nuclear-weapon States parties; 

• Recommendations for progress toward a legally binding instrument on negative security 
assurances, whether as a protocol to existing nuclear-weapon-free zone treaties, a 
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standalone international instrument, or a Security Council resolution under Charter 
Chapter VII; 

• Commitment by nuclear-weapon States to sign and ratify all outstanding Protocols to 
nuclear-weapon-free zone treaties; 

• Positive security assurances: Reaffirmation of commitments to assist States parties 
subject to nuclear aggression. 

 

Middle East Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (NPT Article VII) and Other Regional Issues 

Based on the work of SB2, the final document should include: 

• A substantive section addressing the implementation of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle 
East, including progress made toward the formulation of a regional treaty on a Middle East 
zone free of weapons of mass destruction and other weapons of mass destruction, 
covering all States of the region of the Middle East, and the steps needed to move that 
process forward; 

• Reaffirmation of recognition of the nuclear-weapon-free zones established by the treaties 
of Tlatelolco, Rarotonga, Bangkok, Pelindaba, Semipalatinsk (Central Asia), and Mongolia 
as important contributions to non-proliferation and disarmament; 

• Encouragement of progress toward nuclear-weapon-free zones in regions where they do 
not yet exist, including in Central Europe, South Asia, and Northeast Asia; 

• Recommendations on denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula through diplomatic 
engagement. 

 

Universality 

The final document should include a dedicated section on universality: 

• A specific call for universal adherence to the NPT, addressing the three States not party 
(India, Israel, Pakistan), South Sudan, and the situation of the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea; 

• Recommendations that States parties individually and collectively engage with non-party 
States to encourage their accession; 

• Recommendations on the role of the IAEA and the United Nations in promoting 
universality. 

 

Strengthened Review Process 

The 2026 Review Conference should adopt a decision as follows:  

• States parties decided that the 12th NPT Review Conference scheduled for 2030, as well 
as all subsequent review conferences, should be convened in Vienna (Austria), in light of 
the fact that Pillars 2 and 3 (IAEA safeguards and peaceful uses of nuclear energy) 
always have been based in Vienna at the International Atomic Energy Agency, and one 
element of Pillar 1 (Nuclear disarmament) also has been based in Vienna at the 
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization.  

 

 Summary: Recommended Structure of the 2026 NPT Review Conference Final 
Document 

Preamble: Reaffirming the Treaty's objectives and purpose; acknowledging the current nuclear 
threat environment; welcoming progress since 2021. 

Section I — Review of Treaty Implementation: A concise review of implementation across all three 
pillars since the 2021 PrepCom. 
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Section II — Nuclear Disarmament: Specific action recommendations for 2027–2030. 

Section III — Nuclear Non-Proliferation: Specific action recommendations for 2027–2030. 

Section IV — Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy: Specific action recommendations for 2027–2030. 

Section V — Security Assurances: Recommendations on negative and positive assurances. 

Section VI — Universality: Recommendations on universal adherence. 

Section VII — The Middle East: Recommendations on the 1995 Resolution and the proposed zone. 

Section VIII — Other Regional Issues: Recommendations on existing and proposed zones. 

Section IX — The Strengthened Review Process: Recommendations on the 2027–2030 PrepCom 
cycle to implement the proposals in this Note, including convening the 12th and future review 
conferences in Vienna (Austria). 

 

VI. IMPLEMENTATION: A PROPOSED CONFERENCE TIMELINE 

 

 

The following proposed timeline reflects the recommendations set out above and is designed to 
enable the Conference to conclude with a substantive agreed final document. 

 

Phase Activity 

Pre- or Early in 
the Conference 

President circulates draft final document to all States parties. Bureau consultations 
on working methods and committee organization. Distribution of draft to Main 
Committee Chairs and Bureau. 

Week One Opening plenary. Election of President and Bureau. Organizational session. 
General Debate in plenary: delegations signal priorities and concerns re the draft. 
President and Bureau revise draft based on General Debate. Main Committees 
convene if time permits: organizational sessions and first substantive review of 
assigned draft sections. 

Week Two Main Committees in full substantive negotiation of assigned sections. Daily Chair 
briefings. Inter-delegation consultations facilitated by Chairs on key issues. SB2 
commences work on Middle East section. Drafting Committee activated. 

Week Three Main Committees finalize negotiation of assigned sections. Agreed text transmitted 
to Drafting Committee for consistency review and legal editing. President 
consolidates full draft. Chairs and SB2 report to plenary on status of work. 
Remaining brackets identified. 

Week Four Plenary sessions: President presents consolidated draft. Consideration of 
outstanding brackets. Final negotiation of unresolved text under President's 
stewardship in plenary and inclusive informal sessions. Drafting Committee 
resolves drafting issues. Adoption of final document by consensus. 

 

VII. CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

The 2026 NPT Review Conference takes place in an exceptionally challenging nuclear 
environment: geopolitical tensions between major powers are at their highest since the Cold War; 
nuclear-weapon States are modernizing and in some cases expanding their arsenals; the risk of 
nuclear-weapon use — whether intentional, accidental, or by miscalculation — is assessed by 
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leading analysts to be higher than at any point in decades; and the Treaty has not produced a 
consensus final document in three consecutive quinquennial reviews. 

 

Against this backdrop, a procedurally well-managed Conference that produces a concise, 
substantive, and action-oriented final document would be a significant achievement — not only 
for the NPT, but for the broader cause of strategic stability and nuclear disarmament and risk 
reduction. The SRP framework, as established in Decision 1 of the 1995 Conference and 
elaborated in 2000, provides the President with the authority and the flexibility to achieve this 
outcome. 

 

The recommendations in this Note are designed to help the President and the Conference make 
full use of that authority and flexibility. They reflect the lessons of previous Review Conferences 
and are grounded in a clear-eyed assessment of where past Conferences have failed and how 
those failures can be avoided in 2026. 

 

The President of the 2026 NPT Review Conference has, in the SRP, a tool fit for purpose. The 
challenge — and the opportunity — is to use it with the resolve, diplomatic skill and innovation 
that the current moment demands. 

 

ANNEX: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

The following is a consolidated summary of the ten recommendations set out in this briefing note 
for the President of the 2026 NPT Review Conference for the conduct of the review conference: 

 

1 

Eliminate General Statements in Main Committees 

Direct that Main Committee time be used exclusively for substantive negotiation and drafting, 
not for general statements. Written submissions may serve as the vehicle for delegations to 
place positions on record. 

 

2 

Circulate a Presidential Draft Final Document Before the Conference 

Prepare and distribute a working draft of the final document — covering all three pillars and all 
key issues — before the Conference opens or early in the Conference, for use as the negotiating 
text from the outset in Main Committees and SB.2. 

 

3 

Commence Substantive Negotiations from Week One 

Main Committees should begin substantive negotiation of the presidential draft immediately 
upon commencement of their work, without a general statements phase. 

 

4 

Conduct All Negotiations in Formal (or Informal) Sessions 

Ensure that substantive negotiation and drafting takes place in formal Committee sessions open 
to all delegations, with summary records maintained – informal Committee sessions if needed. 

 

5 

Daily Update Briefings by Committee Chairs 

Require each Committee Chair to provide a daily briefing to all delegations on progress and the 
day's schedule. 
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6 

Encourage Inter-Delegation Consultations 

Facilitate self-organized, inclusive inter-delegation consultations on key issues within the main 
committees, with results brought back to formal sessions and transmitted by the Chairs in Main 
Committees to all States parties. 

 

7 

Establish Only SB2 (Middle East) 

Limit subsidiary bodies to Subsidiary Body 2 under Main Committee II, dedicated to the 1995 
Middle East Resolution. 

 

8 

Convene Plenary in Week Four for Finalization 

Plan from the outset for week four plenary sessions to finalize the outcome document, with Main 
Committees transmitting agreed text by end of week three. 

 

9 

Rely on the Drafting Committee; Avoid 'Friends' and Off-Site Formats 

Activate the Drafting Committee early; avoid establishing a 'Friends of the President' group or 
convening off-site negotiations in permanent missions. President and Chairs to decline all 
“hospitality” invitations to lunches and dinners – States parties should desist from issuing such 
“influence” invitations. 

 

10 

A Concise Action-Oriented Final Document Covering All Three Pillars and Key 
Issues 

The final document should cover nuclear disarmament, non-proliferation, peaceful uses, security 
assurances, universality, Middle East, and other regional issues with specific 2027–2030 action 
recommendations – strictly avoid introducing texts verbatim from  IAEA General Conference 
resolutions and/or re-litigating contentious issues from Vienna. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
  
*Personal views are expressed in this Briefing Note. Tariq Rauf served as an Expert with Canada’s NPT 
Delegation from 1987-2000, in which capacity he was involved in formulating the strengthened review 
process for the NPT at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference and at the 2000 NPT Review 
Conference; from 2002 to 2010, he was Alternate Head of the IAEA NPT Delegation and secured a decision 
at the 2005 NPT Review Conference to convene the first session of the Preparatory Committee in Vienna 
starting in 2007; he served as an Expert with the Chair of the 2014 session of the PrepCom and the Chair 
of Main Committee I (nuclear disarmament) at the 2015 NPT Review Conference; subsequently he has 
been as Advisor with other NPT delegations. 

 


