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1. INTRODUCTION

In March 1995, the Conference on Disarmament (CD) agreed to establish an Ad Hoc
Committee with a mandate to negotiate a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) based on
the 1993 UNGA Resolution A/RES/48/75/L which recommends "the negotiation in the most
appropriate international forum of a non-discriminatory, multilateral and internationally and
effectively verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons
and other nuclear explosive devices." Efforts to commence negotiations in the CD have not
been successful so far as the insistence of some States to link FMCT negotiations to a time-
bound or phased program for nuclear disarmament has brought progress on an FMCT to a
standstill. Another principal blocking issue is whether to include existing stockpiles of fissile
material in the scope of the negotiation. In this paper we canvass a practical "focussed
approach" to verification under an FMCT. This paper reflects the views of the Australian
Safeguards Office and should not be taken to represent Australian Government policy.

2. THE GOAL OF FMCT

2.1 Basic Undertaking

FMCT would prohibit the production or any other form of acquisition of fissile material1 for
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Accordingly after entry-into-force of an
FMCT each State Party would undertake:

- not to produce or acquire through any other means fissile material for nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosive devices,

- not to use any fissile material subject to verification under FMCT for nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices,

- not to assist any other State acquire fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices,

- to produce or acquire fissile material for non-proscribed purposes exclusively under
international safeguards.

2.2 Proscription of Weapons-Grade Material Production

We favour proscription of weapons-grade material production as an important confidence-
building measure in support of FMCT. While inclusion of this proscription in the FMCT
itself might unduly complicate negotiations, such a proscription could be established under a

' We discuss definitions of 'fissile material' and 'production' for the purpose of the FMCT below.
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complementary treaty. Certainly as regards weapons-grade plutonium we are not aware* of
any legitimate civil requirement that could not be met by plutonium outside weapons-grade.
If there are limited research uses these could be readily met from existing stocks without the
need for further production. By "production" in this context we mean production of weapons-
grade plutonium as a separate product. Where otherwise unavoidable (eg where LMFBR
blankets are reprocessed) blending should occur to avoid a weapons-grade product. We would
also like to see proscribed plutonium isotopic separation to obtain weapons grade. As regards
HEU at very high enrichment levels, we believe existing stocks are ample to meet possible
research needs, and we support the US efforts to phase out HEU use in research reactors.
While we understand the need of some States to use HEU for propulsion, we wonder whether
existing stocks are not also ample to meet any foreseeable requirements.

2.3 Non-Proscribed Activities

We envisage that the Treaty would not prohibit the following activities:

— production of fissile material under international safeguards for electricity generation
and other civil purposes, perhaps as discussed above excluding weapons-grade material,

— in addition to the above, chemical reprocessing of irradiated material under safeguards
(especially of that discharged from plutonium or tritium production reactors) as required
for spent fuel management or safety reasons,

— tritium production for any purpose, including the use of tritium in nuclear weapons,

- non-explosive military uses, especially HEU for naval propulsion, and

- activities relating to the use, reuse, and recycling of fissile material already in the
military cycle at entry-into-force.

We think that FMCT should provide for the non-application of safeguards to fissile material
subject to the Treaty during the time that is being used in non-explosive military activities,
and that such a provision should to the extent possible be identical to paragraph 14 of
INFCIRC/153. Thus the State shall notify the IAEA of its intention to use specified fissile
materials for non-explosive military applications well in advance, and the IAEA shall carry
out appropriate verification measures to provide credible assurance that those materials are
not diverted from their declared use to the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosives, or for purposes unknown. The verification measures will have to be designed and
implemented in such a manner as to respect the military sensitivity of such applications while
at the same time providing credible assurance of non-diversion.

2.4 The Purpose of Safeguards under FMCT

FMCT is expected to specify that the general purpose of safeguards associated with it would
be:

- verification:

• that fissile material is not produced or acquired after entry-into-force outside

2 As it is envisaged that the IAEA would be responsible for verifying the FMCT, the Treaty will not require a new international or
implementing organisation given the IAEA's role in verifying the Treaty. Thus when we use the term "safeguards" in this paper we actually
mean "IAEA safeguards".
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international safeguards, and

• that safeguarded fissile material is not diverted for use in nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices,

- timely detection

• of possible undeclared production of fissile material, and

• of any diversion of significant quantities of safeguarded fissile material to the
manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or for purposes
unknown,

- deterrence of undeclared activities and diversion by the risk of early detection.

3. THE SCOPE OF VERIFICATION

3.1 Variety of Approaches to FMCT

There are differences among experts over what should be the ultimate aim of an FMCT and
how it fits into the broader arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation process. Debate
goes on about what specific materials and activities an FMCT should address. Opinions span
a wide spectrum from a treaty of narrow scope, which would be limited to future production
of weapons-grade material and associated facilities to a comprehensive treaty.
The scope of verification under FMCT and associated IAEA resource requirements will
depend on the following parameters:

- definition of subject material, ie categories of fissile material subject to safeguards,

- definition of production, ie types of nuclear facilities covered by verification activities,

- starting point of safeguards,

- point of termination of safeguards,

- detection goals and associated safeguards approaches.

We discuss these parameters of the FMCT in the following subsections of this paper.

3.2 Definition of Subject Material

We envisage that the following fissile materials shall be subject to verification under FMCT:

- separated plutonium with isotopic concentration of Pu-238 less than 80%,

- highly enriched uranium (HEU) containing 20% or more of the isotope U-235,

- separated uranium-233,

- any other separated materials that may be designated as "special fissionable materials"
by the IAEA Board of Governors, and

- any material containing one or more of the foregoing.

It should be noted that our definition of subject material excludes plutonium, HEU and
uranium-233 in irradiated material (eg spent fuel or irradiated targets) or active waste. Neither
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does it include low enriched uranium (LEU).

As mentioned above, one approach in drafting the FMCT is to limit its scope to weapons-
grade or near weapons-grade material. However we think that:

- such a limited ban would undermine the critical purpose of the FMCT and undercut
long-standing international standards,

- it is not clear that fewer inspections would be needed at enrichment and reprocessing
plants to determine no weapons-grade production versus no weapons-useable
production,

- it would also reduce the barriers to possible breakout through undeclared production of
"weapons-grade" from "weapons-useable" material that would be outside of safeguards,
or the direct use of such material in nuclear weapons.

3.3 Definition of Production

The following activities are envisaged to be defined as "production of fissile material" under
an FMCT:

- separation of plutonium, HEU or uranium-233 from irradiated nuclear material,

- recovery of plutonium, HEU or uranium-233 from active waste,

- increasing the abundance of the isotopes U-235 or U-233 in uranium through any
uranium isotope separation process,

- increasing the abundance of the isotope Pu-239 in plutonium through any plutonium
isotope separation process.

Note that this definition excludes nuclear production, ie production of plutonium and
uranium-233 in nuclear reactors, critical assemblies or with the use of any other intense
neutron sources.

Regarding plutonium isotopic separation, it should be noted that we propose to include this
process in the definition of "production" under FMCT in order to cover the possibility of
unsafeguarded production of weapons-grade plutonium from reactor-grade plutonium. FMCT
should have this covered, especially if the existing stocks of separated reactor-grade
plutonium are not to be covered by an FMCT.

3.4 Starting Point of Safeguards

The starting point of safeguards under FMCT would be different from that of the
comprehensive safeguards of the INFCIRC/153 type and can be defined along the following
lines. The fissile materials defined above become subject to verification under FMCT when:

- they are acquired by importation from another State,

- plutonium, HEU or uranium-233 contained in irradiated material (fuel asemblies or
special targets) is introduced into the initial process stage of a reprocessing plant or any
other facility capable of separating subject material from fission products,

- plutonium, HEU or uranium-233 contained in active waste is introduced into the initial
process stage of any facility capable of recovering and partitioning of these materials

95



from fission products,

- any uranium (from depleted up to HEU) is introduced into the initial process stage of an
uranium enrichment plant or any other facility capable of uranium isotope separation,

- any plutonium is introduced into the initial process stage of a plutonium enrichment
plant or any other facility capable of plutonium isotope separation.

An accurate definition of the initial process stage would have to be determined for every type
of plants and other facilities mentioned above as the design information for them becomes
available.

The Treaty should include a provision on "irreversibility", ie that once subject material has
been brought under safeguards it cannot be subsequently withdrawn for proscribed purposes.

3.5 Termination of Safeguards

We propose that fissile materials subject to verification under FMCT should cease to be
subject to such verification:

- upon export to another State; the FMCT arrangements should include procedures for
advance notification of the IAEA about intended exports of material safeguarded under
the FMCT; the purpose of this notification shall be to enable the Agency to verify the
quantity and composition of the material before it is transferred out of the State (the
material concerned will become subject to verification in the recipient State under the
NPT or FMCT),

- upon irradiation of the fissile material in a nuclear reactor or other intense neutron source
to a level yet to be determined and specified on the basis of the requirement for
processing irradiated material by remote means behind a substantial biological shield to
avoid lethal levels of radiation,

- upon blending of HEU or U-233 with depleted, natural or LEU so that the resulting
uranium no longer meets the definition of fissile material (eg contains less than 20% of
the isotope U-235),

- upon a determination that fissile material has become practicably irrecoverable.

Appropriate definitions would have to be developed for different types of material.

The FMCT arrangements might also provide that the Agency may, at the request of the State,
exempt nuclear material from safeguards along the lines of the INFCIRC/153.

3.6 Verification Goals

There are different approaches to whether it makes sense to use existing significant quantities
(SQ) and timeliness criteria in States that already have many SQs outside safeguards.

Some experts suggest that due to a higher technological development of NWS more strict
values of SQ and timeliness goal should be applied to them.

Others argue that at the current stage of the disarmament process the verification approaches,
goals, parameters and evaluation criteria for NWS could be based on the amount of fissile
material remaining in their defence stockpiles. For now the SQ value could be very high,
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because 'a few more kilograms do not matter'. It will descend to the INFCIRC/153 SQ value
as the stockpiles reduce. Such a flexible scheme would allow the verification parameters to
adjust to the progress of the disarmament process. Eventually verification arrangements and
associated parameters under the NPT, FMCT and other possible arrangements for non-NWS,
five NWS and three TS would converge.

We believe that maybe a practical solution would be to have the values of the verification
goals under FMCT linked to those for NPT safeguards taking into account the possibility of
changing the goals with time.

4. FOCUSSED SAFEGUARDS APPROACH

4.1 Definition

Due to resource constraints affecting the IAEA, it is apparent in the light of the discussion
below that the only feasible approach to safeguards implementation under FMCT is a
"focussed" approach, under which safeguards would apply to:

- all unirradiated fissile material produced or otherwise acquired after entry-into-force of
the FMCT in both peaceful and non-proscribed military activities,

- all facilities which are (have been or could be) capable of producing these materials
(primarily enrichment and reprocessing facilities), including decommissioned, shut-
down and future facilities, and

- other downstream facilities handling (storage, processing, utilisation, disposal of) fissile
material produced after entry-into-force up to the point of termination of safeguards.3

4.2 Rationale

The rationale normally used for applying less than comprehensive safeguards under FMCT
can be summarised as follows:

- the existence of unsafeguarded stocks, which rules out fully comprehensive safeguards,

- practicalities:

• the cost in absolute terms - IAEA resources would have to be increased three-fold to
apply comprehensive safeguards,

the cost effectiveness, ie the cost in terms of strategic benefit gained - does a
comprehensive approach yield significant additional benefits in proportion to the
extra cost over a focussed approach?

there is a need to keep the IAEA inspectorate to a manageable size.

Also it can be argued that NWS and TS, having joined FMCT following a conscious decision
that existing stockpiles are sufficient to meet their security needs, have a limited incentive to
divert safeguarded material or establish undeclared production. There is a qualitative
difference between measures aimed at horizontal and at vertical proliferation.

3 Definition of the point of termination of safeguards for the purpose of the FMCT is discussed below.
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4.3 Our Approach

The essence of our approach can be outlined as follows:

- on one hand, there is no doubt that in the future, if measures developed under the
Strengthened Safeguards System prove effective in providing sufficient assurance of the
absence of undeclared enrichment and reprocessing facilities, there will be a significant
reduction in comprehensive safeguards measures in NNWS on non-weapons-useable
material. "Classical" safeguards measures would be necessary mainly on weapons-
useable materials, i.e. HEU and unirradiated plutonium. In other words, focussed
safeguards would be the appropriate model for general application. Under this line of
reasoning, over time we can expect to see a convergence between the current safeguards
regime and the measures which are likely to be introduced for FMCT,

- on the other hand, however, we do not have this in place as yet, as the basic pre-
condition - that Strengthened Safeguards System will provide the necessary assurance
of the absence of undeclared activities - is yet to be established. Thus for the nearest
future, it will be necessary to maintain comprehensive safeguards in NNWS, and we
believe the FMCT regime will have to be complemented by measures along the lines of
those provided for in the recently-concluded Model Safeguards Protocol.

5. COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC FACILITIES

5.1 Stores of Fissile Material

All stores of separated fissile material produced after entry-into-force should be subject to
safeguards. An issue might be that States are not expected to create special dedicated stores
for such newly separated material, thus safeguards procedures might be complicated by the
necessity to distinguish between this material and unsafeguarded material sharing the same
stores. It might be also technically difficult to distinguish between the new product at
reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities and the material produced and put for storage
there prior to the entry-irito-force.

5.2 Production Facilities

Production of highly enriched uranium (HEU) for non-explosive purposes will not be
proscribed by FMCT, but safeguards would be applied to all uranium enrichment activities -
regardless of the presence of subject material - to ensure there is no undeclared production of
HEU after entry-into-force. All of the following facilities would be subject to safeguards:
large-scale military, dual-use (military/civil), and commercial plants, pilot plants, research
and development facilities.

Separation of plutonium, HEU or U-233 from irradiated material for non-explosive purposes
will not be proscribed by the FMCT, but safeguards would be applied to all chemical
reprocessing activities - regardless of the presence of subject material - to ensure there is no
undeclared separation of fissile material after entry-into-force. All of the following facilities
would be subject to safeguards: large-scale military, dual-use, commercial plants, pilot and
test plants, all hot cells above a certain size which is yet to be defined.

For military facilities that may use grandfathered HEU or plutonium but do not enrich or

98



reprocess, we will need to develop measures to provide assurance that there is no enrichrrient
or reprocessing taking place and/or that no such capability exists in those facilities. We
understand that there will be a need, in all cases, to protect national security information,
managed access provisions will have to be developed to meet that need.

5.3 Downstream Facilities

As mentioned above FMCT safeguards would have to be applied to all downstream facilities
handling fissile material produced after entry-into-force up to the point of termination of
safeguards.

The following types of fuel fabrication facilities are expected to appear under safeguards if
they use fissile material produced after entry-into-force:

- plutonium, HEU and uranium-233 fuel fabrication for test and research reactors and
critical assemblies,

- MOX and HEU fuel fabrication for liquid metal fast breeder reactors (LMFBRs),

- MOX fuel fabrication for light water power reactors.

Fresh fuel stores at reactors using subject material: plutonium-, HEU- and uranium-233-
fuelled RRCAs, LMFBRs, MOX-fuelled light water power reactors, are also expected to be
subject to verification.

A need may arise for some States to convert newly separated fissile material into other
chemical or physical forms, eg for safety or security reasons. As the material would remain
separated and unirradiated, all plutonium and HEU conversion facilities which are planned to
handle fissile material produced after the entry-into-force should be subject to safeguards
with material balance verification on the said fissile material (subject to managed access
requirements).

In addition to safeguards covering production and use of HEU, separated plutonium and
uranium-233 after entry-into-force, it is equally important to implement verification activities
at all processes and facilities that are used for the purpose of disposition of excess military
and civil fissile material, as the negotiating States and the IAEA are very likely to wish to
preserve as accurate knowledge of historical inventories as possible.

We think it is important to keep track of the material retiring from the military stocks so as
not to increase further the already existing uncertainties about historical production and
existing stocks. Hence the following activities should become subject to immediate
verification as they commence:

- use of released weapons plutonium for fuel fabrication,

- all other activities related to the disposal of plutonium (disposal in deep boreholes,
plutonium immobilisation with HLW), and

- conversion of metal HEU to oxide, followed by its fluorination and blending.

Bilateral arrangements between US and Russia or multilateral arrangements with other States
which might become involved (e.g. France, Germany, Japan), would be quite sufficient at this
stage. In due course all records related to these activities could be transferred to the IAEA to
commence international verification.
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Tritium production reactors normally would not be subject to routine inspections because
they are not intended for production of fissile material. However, in tritium production
reactors using newly produced HEU (ie enriched to HEU after entry-into-force) the fresh fuel
would be subject to verification to ensure that it (but not targets) was not diverted for use in
nuclear weapons.

5.4 Pre-FMCT Measures

We think that IAEA assistance should be invited in the near future to perform verification
activities based on possible bilateral or trilateral (US/Russia/IAEA) agreements in the area of
"pre-Cut-off measures" (e.g. a verified shut down of Pu-production reactors, old military
HEU production facilities, reprocessing and plutonium conversion plants). Other NWS might
also put some of their shut-down facilities under safeguards (eg facilities at Marcoule,
Pierrelatte, Dounreay). Verification activity to confirm the status of those facilities will not be
resource-consuming while it might serve as an important confidence-building measure.

5.5 Naval Fuel Cycle

If HEU produced after entry-into-force is used in naval propulsion, its production will be
safeguarded at the enrichment plant and followed until it enters naval fuel fabrication
facilities. Because of the sensitivity of naval fuel design, neither naval fuel fabrication nor the
fuel itself can be safeguarded using conventional nuclear materials accountancy. A
considerable amount of work is needed to devise and implement appropriate safeguards
approaches using alternative principles, perhaps drawing on ideas which have been put
forward for the verification of nuclear disarmament. We think that safeguards on nuclear fuel
should not cease until the fuel is in a closed pressure vessel on board vessel. Any eventual
reprocessing of naval fuel would also necessarily be subject to safeguards at the reprocessing
plant.

6. VERIFICATION MEASURES

It is envisaged that an FMCT verification system would comprise three basic elements:
routine inspections, complimentary access and transparency measures. There would also be
special inspections along the lines of existing safeguards agreements.

6.1 Routine Inspections

There are different opinions among experts on how closely routine inspections under FMCT
should follow the INFCIRC/153 model (including the Model Protocol). Many argue that,
given the different technical conditions and objectives, a safeguards system under an FMCT
will probably not replicate NPT safeguards. Others believe that if an FMCT has less
demanding verification requirements than the current NPT, it might undermine the existing
safeguards system by establishing two parallel standards for safeguards applications and
ultimately lead to convergence on the less demanding standard.

We think that the IAEA would use its standard procedures, measures and criteria for
safeguards on nuclear material and facilities. However this would need to be consistent with
additional security constraints (eg due to the lack of clear separation between military and
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civil activities in some of the NWS or in the case of naval fuel cycle) and possible facility-
specific constraints (eg older military reprocessing and enrichment plants might reguire new
safeguards approaches).

We believe that for those NNWS which have comprehensive safeguards agreements based on
the current INFCIRC/153 model, implementation of those agreements would satisfy the
FMCT verification requirements with respect to routine safeguards and nothing additional
would be required of them. NWS and TS would require new or amended agreements with the
IAEA, and key elements for such agreements would presumably be discussed in parallel with
Treaty negotiations.

Agreements between States and the IAEA should provide that under the FMCT the Agency
may also undertake special inspections as under INFCIRC/153-type and INFCIRC/66-type
agreements.

6.2 Complementary Access

The international verification regime under the FMCT is expected to include technical
measures for detection of undeclared production of fissile material after entry-into-force at
declared or undeclared facilities. Accordingly, the FMCT should provide for managed access
for inspections and for the IAEA's right to initiate complementary access. It seems likely that
comprehensive INFCIRC/153 safeguards agreements incorporating Model Protocol measures
should satisfy the FMCT verification requirements with respect to complementary access.
Ways could be developed and implemented to date the production of HEU or plutonium, so
that it could be determined whether the discovery of unsafeguarded fissile material does
indicate a violation of the Treaty.

The objective of FMCT complementary access would only be:

- detection of undeclared enrichment or reprocessing (not undeclared nuclear facilities per
se), and

- to follow up on discrepancies uncovered during the course of routine inspections.

There will be no requirement under the FMCT to detect any other undeclared nuclear
facilities (eg reactors, conversion plants, fuel fabrication plants), since those facilities would
not give evidence of undeclared production of fissile material. But we think it would be
important to have a capability for detection of clandestine plutonium production reactors,
since these may indicate the existence of undeclared reprocessing facilities. We also think
that there should be clearer parallels with strengthened safeguards here. Specifically,
complementary access would have to follow up on "questions and inconsistencies" on
possible undeclared enrichment and reprocessing activities.

6.3 Transparency Measures

The verification regime under FMCT will need to include declarations for:

- all reprocessing and enrichment facilities, regardless of their operational status (including
all operational, closed-down and decommissioned facilities), and

- all facilities that store, process, or use fissile material subject to the Treaty (such as
conversion, fabrication and storage facilities) during the time that subject material is
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present.

There will be a need to declare all facilities and locations with pre-existing stocks to avoid the
possible conclusion that these are new production. Also, there may be a need to cover by
declarations facilities handling pre-existing subject material.

In our view, although no detailed information should be required on military facilities
involved in activities which are not proscribed by the FMCT, these facilities and locations
should be at least listed in States' expanded declarations, with a short description of their
mission and indication if they contain subject material (though not detailing inventories under
this Treaty).

As regards the Agency's right of inspection at any location where there is evidence warranting
investigation, we think that what constitutes "evidence" requires careful review, since the
objective is to detect undeclared production, not undeclared material. An effective managed
access regime will be critical to the success of the Treaty.

7. EXISTING STOCKS

7.1 The Issue

The issue of how to treat past production of fissile material is in the focus of current debate.
There are two basic possible directions that might help to resolve the deadlock: separate
negotiations on fissile material stocks, with the FMCT to remain a stand alone agreement,
and referencing stocks to be dealt with at a later date.

We think the FMCT would not need to be linked with existing stockpiles. Although stocks
would not become subject to verification from the outset, this should not be considered a
permanent state of affairs. We believe it will be necessary for the participating States to give
an in-principle undertaking in relation to stocks, to eventually bring them within the Treaty or
a parallel convention. This is a logical consequence of the disarmament commitment in
Article VI of the NPT. There should not be any specific commitment as to timing.

As regards material which is of national security significance, the FMCT should clearly
provide for, and encourage, parties to progressively bring those stocks under safeguards.

Stocks of purely civil unirradiated direct-use material should be brought under safeguards as
soon as practicable. With a view to increasing the transparency and public understanding of
the management of plutonium, several States have agreed recently to publish annual
statements of their civil holdings of unirradiated separated plutonium. We believe that this is
an important first step to a better transparency at least in the area of civil stocks of fissile
material and should be extended to HEU as soon as possible.

Under the FMCT it should also be open to a State to declare voluntarily any part of its fissile
material produced prior to entry-into-force, to be subject to verification. We believe that most
of unirradiated weapons-grade material in non-sensitive form can involve international
verification arrangements in the near future.

Um'rradiated weapons-grade material in sensitive form (pit components) is readily available
for re-assembling and re-deployment. The global inventory of this category of material will
decrease until it disappears as the disarmament process unfolds. This material will remain
under national control and physical protection. Elements of bilateral and later multilateral
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verification arrangements would be applied as verification and confidence building measures
in the future. Because of the lack of transparency that this implies, and because holding
material in component form suggests that it is readily available for weapons, excess
components should be destroyed as early as possible.

7.2 Borrowing Material from Existing Stocks

It should be noted that a State party to FMCT might have an incentive to try to clandestinely
borrow subject material from existing stocks to safeguarded facilities. There might be at least
two reasons to do so:

- to try to cheat the simplified material balance verification at fissile material production
plants (both uranium enrichment and plutonium or U-233 separation), this will be
especially attractive as the focussed approach to safeguards implementation under
FMCT might not include accurate material balance verification typical of the classical
comprehensive safeguards, or

- to substitute newly produced and better quality material (weapons-grade plutonium or
uranium enriched to the level of more than 90% in U-235) with material less suitable for
weapons production due to its isotopic composition (eg reactor grade plutonium) or
contamination (eg plutonium contaminated with americium, reprocessed HEU
contaminated with U-236).

Hence safeguards measures should be developed for fissile material production plants bearing
in mind the possibility of importing from existing stocks, as described above.

73 Transfers to Other States from Existing Stocks

One issue to be considered is whether material from existing stocks in one NWS or TS, hence
not subject to FMCT, should be transferable to another NWS or TS outside FMCT. We
understand there may be an interest in such transfers of HEU for naval propulsion. While we
appreciate the concern of some NWS to maintain supply channels for naval fuel, in principle
we are concerned that transfers outside FMCT could have a destabilising effect. After all,
NWS and TS will join the Treaty after assessing their security position relative to others,
including the estimated size of their nuclear arsenals. We suggest therefore that all transfers
should be subject to verification, to provide assurance that they are not being made for
proscribed purposes.

8. CONCLUSIONS

FMCT will have different impacts on individual States due to the enormous variance in their
nuclear fuel cycles and the associated fissile material inventories. The problem is how to
negotiate a treaty that would achieve results favourable for all participants, given that
interests and priorities vary so much. We believe that focussed verification, confined to
safeguarding of enrichment and reprocessing facilities in NWS and TS, coupled with
verification of unirradiated direct-use material produced after entry-into-force of a FMCT and
supported with measures to detect possible undeclared enrichment and reprocessing activities,
is technically adequate for the FMCT. Eventually this would become the appropriate model
for all States party to the NPT.
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