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WELCOME	LETTER	

Dear	Delegate,	

On	 behalf	 of	 the	 entire	 secretariat	 and	 all	 the	 team	 responsible	 of	 creating	 this	
conference,	it	is	our	utmost	pleasure	to	welcome	you	to	TLVMUN	2018!	

We	 are	 Dean	 Bitton	 and	 Reuven	 Rublin	 and	 we	 are	 the	 Co-Under	 Secretaries	 of	
Academics.	

Together,	with	 an	 amazing	 academic	 team,	 Chairs,	 Crisis	 Directors,	 Vice	 Chairs	 and	
Backroomers	we	have	 labored	hard	 to	create	an	 incredible	conference,	outstanding	
days	of	debating	and	of	course	partying	(the	best	academic	aspect).	

As	the	USG’s	of	Academics	we	would	like	to	put	an	emphasis	on	the	Rules	of	Procedure,	
we	will	be	using	the	IMUNA	ROP	that	can	be	found	on	the	TLVMUN	website.	

	
In	addition,	please	be	sure	to	submit	your	position	papers	on	schedule	so	your	chairs	
and	co-delegates	will	have	a	sufficient	amount	of	time	to	review	them.	

On	 a	 more	 personal	 note,	 all	 the	 team	 members	 that	 have	 been	 working	 on	 this	
conference	are	people	with	hands	on	experience	in	Model	United	Nations,	and	all	of	us	
can	tell	you	how	far	this	program	can	take	you	if	
you	 just	 set	 your	 mind	 to	 it	 and	 choose	 to	
engage	and	extract	the	most	from	yourself	in	the	
debate.		

We	would	like	to	wish	you	a	great	time	in	your	
visit	to	Israel	and	a	very	productive	conference!	

	

	

	

With	Regards,	

Dean	Bitton	&	Reuven	Rublin	

Co-Under	Secretary	General	of	Academics	

	

	



4	
	

WORDS	OF	WELCOME	FROM	THE	CHAIRS	

EILAT	AVIV		

Dear	TLVMUN	2018	participants!	This	TLVMUN	would	be	
my	fourth	time	participating	-	I've	been	a	part	since	it's	very	
first	conference	in	2015,	and	in	MUN	for	four	years.	I	am	a	
student	for	international	relations	and	political	science	at	
the	 Hebrew	 University	 of	 Jerusalem	 and	 proudly	 the	
chairwoman	of	the	MUN	society	at	the	university.	I	am	very	
excited	 and	 sure	we	will	 have	 a	 lot	 of	 fun	 together	 this	
summer.	I	can't	wait	to	meet	you	all	very	soon	in	vibrant	
exciting	Tel	Aviv!	

MARCO	COLPO	

Dear	 fellow	 MUNers,	 I	 am	 an	 Italian	 student	 of	
International	Affairs	and	Economics	at	 the	University	
of	St.Gallen,	Switzerland.	 It	will	my	honour	 to	be	co-
chair	 of	 the	 IAEA	 committee	 at	 TLVMUN	 2018.	 	 I	
participated	in	my	first	conference	a	bit	more	than	two	
years	ago	and	could	not	stop	since	then	-	from	Chair	of	
the	 local	weekly	debates	 to	Secretary-General	of	 the	
SGMUN	2018.	This	will	be	my	first	time	as	a	Chair	at	an	

international	conference	and	therefore	I	am	very	much	
looking	forward	to	this	experience.	I	will	do	my	best	to	ensure	you	both	enriching	and	
enjoyable	committee	sessions.	See	you	all	soon!	

MICHAEL	PESIN	

My	name	is	Michael	Pesin	and	I'm	30	years	old.	 I	study	
Computer	 Science	 with	 a	 minor	 in	 Political	 Science	 in	
Ben-Gurion	University.	I'm	a	local	coordinator	in	Students	
For	 Liberty	 in	 Israel	 and	 a	 member	 of	 the	 BGUMUN	
board.	It's	my	second	year	in	MUN.	I	welcome	you	to	the	
IAEA	where	we	will	discuss	safety	and	non-proliferation	
of	nuclear	technology,	two	subjects	that	are	in	the	centre	
of	many	debates	these	days.		
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INTRODUCTION	TO	THE	COMMITTEE	

“The	Agency	shall	seek	to	accelerate	and	enlarge	the	contribution	of	atomic	energy	

to	peace,	health	and	prosperity	throughout	the	world.	It	shall	ensure,	so	far	as	it	is	

able,	that	assistance	provided	by	it	or	at	its	request	or	under	its	supervision	or	control	

is	not	used	in	such	a	way	as	to	further	any	military	purpose.”1	

The	International	Atomic	Energy	Agency	(IAEA)	is	widely	known	as	the	world’s	“Atoms	

for	Peace”	organization	within	the	United	Nations.	Created	in	1957,	the	International	

Atomic	 Energy	 Agency	 (IAEA)	 is	 an	 international	 organization	 with	 the	 aim	 of	

promoting	the	peaceful	use	of	nuclear	energy.	The	Agency’s	origins	date	back	to	the	

early	1950s	with	US	President	Dwight	D	Eisenhower	holding	his	infamous	Atoms	for	

Peace	speech	at	the	UN,	warning	the	international	community	of	a	possible	nuclear	

arms	race.2	

The	 IAEA	has	currently	168	Member	States	and	the	agency	has	 its	headquarters	 in	

Vienna.	Even	though	the	Agency	was	established	independently	of	the	United	Nations,	

the	both	bodies	are	closely	linked.	Firstly,	all	of	the	Member	States	of	the	IAEA	are	

also	party	to	the	United	Nations.	Secondly,	the	Agency	regularly	reports	to	both	the	

UN	GA	 and	 the	UNSC.	Moreover,	 under	 Article	 XII	 of	 the	 Statute	 of	 the	 IAEA,	 the	

Agency	may	refer	a	matter	of	non-compliance	of	a	State	with	its	obligations	under	the	

																																																													
1	IAEA	Statue,	Official	IAEA	Website,	https://www.iaea.org/about/overview/statute,	Retrieved	9th	of	
June,	2018.		
2	IAEA	History,	Official	IAEA	Website,	https://www.iaea.org/about/overview/history,	Retrieved	9th	of	
June,	2018.		
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NPT	 to	 the	 Security	Council.	 Today	 the	main	 tasks	of	 the	nuclear	watchdog	of	 the	

United	Nations’	 is	 to	ensure	 that	 technology	 is	not	used	 for	military	purposes,	 the	

research	 of	 the	 use	 of	 atomic	 energy	 in	 areas	 such	 as	 industry	 and	medicine,	 the	

sharing	 of	 expertise	 regarding	 safety	 standards	 with	 the	 developing	 world	 and	

recommendations	on	the	operation	and	development	of	nuclear	power	stations	as	

well	as	disposing	of	radioactive	waste.3 

The	IAEA	is	guided	by	three	main	pillars	of	work:	

1. Safety	and	Security;	

2. Science	and	Technology;	

3. Safeguards	and	Verification.4	

It	has	three	main	bodies:	

1.	Board	of	Governors	–	35	members,	elected	by	the	General	Conference,	who	make	

most	of	the	policy	of	the	IAEA;	

2.	General	Conference	–	Recurring	meeting	of	the	168-member	States;	

3.	Secretariat	–	2650	Staff	members,	from	100+	countries,	who	keep	the	Agency	

running.5	

	

	

	

	

	

	

																																																													
3	David	Fischer,	“History	of	the	IAEA,	The	First	Forty	Years”,	https://www-
pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/Pub1032_web.pdf		
4	Ibid.	
5	Ibid.		
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COMMITTEE	MANDATE	

The	IAEA	was	given	power	to	inspect	nuclear	facilities	in	all	member	states,	but	it	

was	not	provided	with	any	authority	of	enforcement.	Also,	compliance	with	IAEA	

inspections	is	voluntary.	The	bottom	line	is	that	the	IAEA	can	only	prepare	reports,	

and	not	take	any	action.	But	these	reports	are	important	in	that	they	provide	

unbiased	assessments	of	ground-reality	to	the	required	bodies	of	the	UN,	namely	

the	UNGA-Disarmament	and	International	Security	Committee	(First	Committee)	and	

the	Security	Council.	The	mandate	is	facing	two	problems:	one	is	political	pressure	

from	governments	in	power,	and	second	is	that	the	agency	tracks	civilian	nuclear	

materials	and	not	military	nuclear	materials.	Another	problem	is	that	the	IAEA	does	

not	monitor	the	P5	countries	(USA,	Russia,	China,	France	and	the	UK).6		

	

	

 

																																																													
6	IAEA	Receives	100th	Mandate	for	Strengthened	Nuclear	Verification	Authority,	Official	IAEA	Website,	
https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/news/iaea-receives-100th-mandate-strengthened-nuclear-
verification-authority,	Retrieved	9th	of	June,	2018.	
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RULES	OF	PROCEDURE 

During	the	conference	we	will	implement	some	of	the	IAEA	real-life	ROP7	in	addition	

to	the	general	ROP	that	will	be	sent	to	all	delegates	of	TLVMUN	2018.	

The	additional	Rules	of	procedure	are;	

Rule	30.	Representatives	of	States	not	Members	of	the	Agency/Specialized	

Agencies	

Representatives	of	States	Members	of	the	United	Nations	or	of	any	of	the	specialized	

agencies	which	are	not	Members	of	the	Agency	shall	be	invited	to	attend	the	

General	Conference	and	may	participate	without	vote	on	matters	of	direct	concern	

to	them.	(approval	of	TLVMUN	secretariat	and	the	chairs)	

Rule	69.	Two-thirds	majority	

The	following	decisions	of	the	General	Conference	shall	require	a	two-thirds	majority	

of	the	Members	present	and	voting:	

(a)	A	decision	on	any	financial	question;	

(b)	A	decision	on	a	proposal	for	amendment	to	the	Statute;	

(c)	 A	 decision,	 upon	 recommendation	 of	 the	 Board	 of	 Governors,	 to	 suspend	 any	

Member	from	the	exercise	of	the	privileges	and	rights	of	membership;	

Rule	1.	ROP	Regarding	the	NPT:	Amending	the	treaty	will	require	two-thirds	majority	

of	the	present	and	voting	member	states.		

	

	

 

																																																													
7	Rules	of	Procedure,	IAEA	Official	Website,	https://www.iaea.org/about/policy/gc/rules-of-procedure-
general-conference,	retrieved	10th	of	June,	2018.		



9	
	

TOPIC	A: 	RE-EVALUATING	THE	NON-PROLIFERATION	TREATY	

(NPT)	

HISTORIC	BACKGROUND	AND	STRUCTURE	OF	THE	NPT	

The	 first	 purpose	 of	 the	 United	 Nations	 is	 “to	 maintain	 international	 peace	 and	

security,	and	to	that	end:	to	take	effective	collective	measures	for	the	prevention	and	

removal	of	threats	to	the	peace	[…]”,	as	stated	in	Art.1	of	the	constitutive	Charter8.	

First	the	annihilation	of	the	Japanese	cities	of	Hiroshima	and	Nagasaki	during	World	

War	2	and	then	the	constant	menace	of	a	destructive	conflict	between	the	USA	and	

the	USSR	made	clear	 to	 the	whole	world	how	the	military	development	of	nuclear	

scientific	 researched	was	posing	a	 threat	of	unprecedented	measures	 to	 the	peace	

and	to	the	security	of	the	entire	international	community.	It	is	in	this	spirit	that	the	

Treaty	on	the	Non-Proliferation	on	Nuclear	Weapons	(NPT)	was	signed	in	1968	and	

entered	into	force	in	1970.		

The	NPT	was	 the	 result	 of	 a	 long	 process	 of	 negotiations	 and	 soon	 received	wide	

adhesion,	support	and	appreciation.	It	was	initially	granted	legally	effect	for	twenty-

five	 years,	 but	 in	 1995	 the	member	 countries	 unanimously	 voted	 in	 favour	 of	 the	

unlimited	extension	of	its	validity.	Moreover,	representatives	of	all	the	subject	parties	

meet	every	five	years	with	the	aim	of	reviewing	the	agreement	and	further	developing	

it.	Up	to	2018,	191	countries	have	adhered	to	the	treaty.	

The	framework	divides	the	ratifying	members	in	two	groups:	the	countries	which	had	

already	developed	nuclear	weapons	before	1967	(namely	the	United	States,	the	Soviet	

Union,	China,	the	United	Kingdom	and	France)	are	 legally	allowed	to	detain	atomic	

weaponry,	while	the	rest	of	the	member	states	to	the	treaty	are	to	be	considered	as	

non-nuclear-weapon	 nations	 and	 thus	 not	 allowed	 to	 build	 their	 own	 arsenal.	

However,	 nuclear-weapon-state	 are	 obliged	 to	 share	with	 the	 other	members	 any	

advantage	given	by	“any	peaceful	applications	of	nuclear	explosions”	(Art.5	NPT).	

																																																													
8	United	Nations	(1945).	Charter	of	the	United	Nations.		
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The	NPT	 is	 broadly	 (but	 not	 universally)	 considered	 to	 develop	 itself	 around	 three	

major	pillars:	non-proliferation,	disarmament	and	peaceful	use	of	nuclear	technology.	

The	 first	 principle	 is	 cored	 into	 the	 first	 three	 articles	 of	 the	 Treaty,	 which	 forbid	

nuclear-weapon	 state	 parties	 to	 help	 non-nuclear-weapon	 states	 in	 producing	 or	

obtaining	atomic	weapons	and	prohibits	non-nuclear-weapon	states	to	develop	their	

own	weapons.	The	disarmament	principle	demands	nuclear-weapon	states	to	engage	

in	good	faith	in	negotiations	aimed	at	reducing	the	number	of	atomic	warheads	(Art.	

VI).	However,	it	does	not	pose	any	legal	commitment	to	nuclear	disarmament.	Finally,	

all	the	member	states	are	granted	the	right	to	develop	nuclear	technology	for	peaceful	

use	 (Art.	 IV).	 (NY	 STUDY	 GUIDE)	 The	 IAEA,	 which	 in	 the	 NPT	 is	 recognized	 as	 the	

competent	 body	 for	 nuclear-related	 matters,	 has	 set	 a	 framework	 of	 nuclear	

safeguards	which	non-nuclear-weapon	countries	have	to	respect	in	order	not	to	be	in	

breach	of	the	agreement.	States	are	expected	to	provide	evidence	of	compliance	and	

are	subject	to	control	by	personnel	of	the	agency.		

The	Treaty	appears	to	have	contributed	to	the	limited	diffusion	of	nuclear	warheads	

and	 nuclear	 military	 technology	 around	 the	 globe.	 Besides	 dissuading	 several	

countries	 from	 developing	 their	 own	 program,	 it	 has	 geographically	 bound	 the	

presence	of	atomic	weapons	and	put	a	basis	for	further	development	on	the	topics	of	

disarmament	 and	 collaboration	 in	 the	 research	 on	 peaceful	 nuclear	 technology.	

However,	the	treaty	has	also	received	strong	critics	and	it	has	often	suffered	from	lack	

of	 compliance	 by	

member	 states.	

The	 following	

chapter	provides	a	

general	 overview	

on	 the	 related	

problematics.	
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PROBLEMS	AND	CRITICISMS	

The	first	issue	relates	to	the	enforcement	mechanisms	of	the	treaty.	When	a	country	

is	reported	by	the	IAEA	to	be	non-compliant	with	the	provisions	of	the	agreement	or	

when	 it	 prevents	 the	 agency	 from	 operating	 the	 necessary	 controls,	 the	 IAEA	 is	

supposed	 to	 refer	 the	 situation	 to	 the	 Security	 Council.	 The	 Council	 is	 the	 only	

competent	 body	 to	 decide	 on	 counter-measures.	 However,	 effectiveness	 of	 this	

procedure	 has	 been	 severely	 hindered	 by	 diplomatic	 deadlocks	 at	 the	UNSC	 level.	

Therefore,	major	powers	have	often	preferred	to	recur	to	separate	negotiations	with	

the	interested	country	in	order	to	find	a	mutually	satisfactory	agreement.	This	was	the	

case	 for	 instance	 with	 the	 deals	 which	 brought	 Lybia	 (2003)	 and	 Iran	 (2015)	 to	

abandon	their	plan	of	developing	a	nuclear	weapon9.		

Another	issue	concerns	the	actual	inspection	of	the	nuclear	capabilities	of	a	nation.	

The	 current	budget	 for	 verification	of	 compliance	with	 the	 standards	of	 the	 treaty	

amounts	to	slightly	less	than	142	million	of	Euros10,	which	is	far	from	the	budget	which	

would	 be	 needed	 for	 full	 control	 of	 the	 member	 parties.	 Moreover,	 attempts	 to	

tighten	 the	 standards	 of	 compliance	 and	 broaden	 the	 mandate	 of	 control	 of	 the	

agency	have	been	only	partially	successful.	The	IAEA	additional	protocols11	have	been	

widely	 ratified,	 but	 still	 not	 by	 many	 countries	 which	 have	 been	 suspected	 of	

developing	 nuclear	 programs.	 The	 combination	 of	 a	weak	 IAEA	 budget	 and	 of	 too	

loose	standards	appears	to	leave	enough	room	for	states	to	develop	nuclear	weapons	

under	the	cover	of	civilian	programs.	

A	further	problem	is	the	presence	of	non-member	state	parties	which	reportedly	have	

are	believed	to	be	in	possess	of	nuclear	weapons.	Indeed,	despite	the	NPT	being	by	

far	the	most	widely	recognized	and	ratified	agreement	on	the	matter,	it	still	lacks	the	

participation	of	Israel,	which	has	purposely	kept	an	ambiguous	position	on	its	nuclear	

																																																													
9	cfr	
10	IAEA	(2018).	Regular	Budget	Appropriations	for	2018.	Retrieved	from:	
https://www.iaea.org/About/Policy/GC/GC61/GC61Resolutions/English/gc61res-4_en.pdf	
	
11	IAEA	(1997).	MODEL	PROTOCOL	ADDITIONAL	TO	THE	AGREEMENT(S)	BETWEEN	STATE(S)	AND	THE	
INTERNATIONAL	ATOMIC	ENERGY	AGENCY	FOR	THE	APPLICATION	OF	SAFEGUARDS.	Retrieved	from:	
https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/infcirc540.pdf	
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capabilities,	India	and	Pakistan.	The	two	latter	states	never	joined	the	treaty	(as	Israel)	

and	successfully	built	nuclear	warheads	in	the	late	1990s	for	the	first	time.	Moreover,	

the	Democratic	People’s	Republic	of	Korea	(which	had	ratified	the	agreement	in	1985)	

announced	its	withdrawal	from	the	treaty	in	2003,	after	never	having	complied	with	

its	standards.	Its	government	has	openly	developed	its	military	nuclear	program	since	

then.		

Much	of	the	criticism	by	India,	Pakistan	and	the	DPRK	has	argued	on	the	unfairness	of	

the	 division	 between	 nuclear-weapon	 states	 and	 non-nuclear-weapon	 states.	

Allowing	the	P5	countries	to	be	the	only	legal	possessors	of	atomic	warheads	(under	

certain	restrictions)	only	because	they	were	able	to	develop	them	before	1967	has	

been	 deemed	 as	 unjust	 by	 the	 three	 mentioned	 states.	 Moreover,	 all	 the	 four	

aforementioned	 countries	 have	 claimed	 their	 right	 to	 develop	 a	 nuclear	 military	

program	 in	 order	 to	 gain	 nuclear	 deterrence	 power	 against	 their	 aggressive	

neighbours.		

Criticism	focusing	on	the	different	treatment	given	to	nuclear-weapon	states	and	non-

nuclear-weapon-states	has	 increasingly	sparked	also	among	states	members	to	the	

treaty.	In	1995,	in	occasion	of	the	conference	during	which	the	agreement	was	renew	

for	an	indefinite	amount	of	time,	the	nuclear-weapon	states	declared	their	willingness	

to	 seriously	 engage	 into	 disarmament.	 However,	 despite	 the	 conclusion	 of	 some	

important	bilateral	agreements12,	the	United	States	and	the	Russian	Federation	have	

proceeded	slowly	in	the	implementation	of	these	promises	of	disarmament.	

THE	CASE	OF	THE	MIDDLE	EAST	

The	case	of	the	Middle	East	is	especially	meaningful	and	able	to	highlight	several	of	

the	problematic	issues	concerning	nuclear	proliferation.	As	already	mentioned,	Israel	

has	 purposely	 kept	 its	 position	 ambiguous	 regarding	 its	 possession	 of	 nuclear	

armament	in	order	to	deter	its	politically	hostile	neighbours	from	considering	military	

																																																													
12	The	United	States	and	the	Russian	Federation	(2010).	TREATY	BETWEEN	THE	UNITED	STATES	OF	
AMERICA	AND	THE	RUSSIAN	FEDERATION	ON	MEASURES	FOR	THE	FURTHER	REDUCTION	AND	
LIMITATION	OF	STRATEGIC	OFFENSIVE	ARMS.	Retrieved	from:		
https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/140035.pdf	
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action.	Therefore,	it	has	for	long	opposed	the	creation	of	nuclear	weapons-free	zone	

in	the	Middle	East.	This	option	has	been	proposed	for	the	first	time	by	Egypt	and	Iran	

in	 1974,	 supported	 by	 a	 resolution	 sponsored	 by	 the	 United	 States,	 the	 United	

Kingdom	 and	 Russia	 in	 1995 13 	and	 given	 central	 importance	 in	 the	 NPT	 review	

conference	in	2010.	In	this	latter	occasion,	a	convention	for	the	creation	of	nuclear	

weapons-free	zone	was	called,	but	it	never	did	actually	take	place.		

Israel	is	not	the	only	country	in	the	region	which	holds	an	ambiguous	position.	Iran	

has	 always	 and	 constantly	 denied	 that	 it	 has	 ever	 aimed	 at	 developing	 a	military	

nuclear	program.	Nevertheless,	it	has	not	ratified	the	additional	protocols	of	the	NPT	

and	it	has	repeatedly	been	accused	of	secretly	work	on	atomic	armament.	After	the	

conclusion	 of	 the	 “Iran	 nuclear	 deal”,	 controls	 on	 its	 atomic	 plants	 by	 the	 IAEA	

intensified	and	did	not	report	any	breach	of	the	treaty.	However,	now	that	the	United	

States	have	announced	their	withdrawal	from	the	agreement	and	the	consequences	

on	 Iranian	 policy	 are	 still	 unclear.	 This	 in	 turn	 could	 affect	 the	 strategy	 of	 other	

relevant	regional	actors	such	as	Saudi	Arabia,	which	has	been	historically	worried	by	

the	possibility	of	having	either	Israel	or	Iran	in	possession	of	nuclear	warheads.	Several	

other	aspects	add	to	this	dynamic	picture.	

MAIN	COUNTRIES’	POSITIONS	

-United	States	of	America	

The	United	States	have	been	 strong	 supporters	of	 the	non-proliferation	of	nuclear	

weapons	and	the	creation	of	nuclear	free	zones.	However,	the	position	of	the	current	

administration	has	proved	to	be	more	ambiguous,	since	Donald	Trump	has	suggested	

in	 some	passages	 that	 it	would	 be	 positive	 to	 have	 some	of	 his	 allied	 armed	with	

atomic	warheads.	In	other	passages,	he	denied	to	be	in	favour	of	further	proliferation.	

The	 USA	 have	 been	 often	 attacked	 for	 defending	 the	 division	 between	 nuclear-

weapon	 and	 non-nuclear-weapon	 states,	 for	 having	 positioned	 nuclear	 military	

stations	 in	 non-nuclear-weapon	 European	 countries	 and	 for	 not	 having	 fully	

																																																													
13The	Conference	of	the	Parties	to	the	Treaty	on	the	Non-Proliferation	of	Nuclear	Weapons	(1995).	
Resolution	On	The	Middle	East.	Retrieved	from:	http://www.acronym.org.uk/old/official-and-govt-
documents/resolution-middle-east-1995-npt-review-conference	
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committed	to	disarmament.	Moreover,	the	consequences	of	the	breach	of	the	“Iran	

deal”	are	still	to	be	evaluated.	

-Russian	Federation	

Russia	(and	the	USSR	before)	has	supported	the	non-proliferation	of	atomic	weapons	

since	 the	 signature	 of	 the	 NPT.	 Its	 path	 to	 disarmament	 has	 largely	 following	 the	

moves	made	by	 the	US,	 especially	 considering	 the	 European	 situation.	 It	 endorses	

negotiations	for	the	creation	of	nuclear	free	zone	in	the	Middle	East.	

-People’s	Republic	of	China,	France,	the	United	Kingdom	

They	condemn	proliferation	of	nuclear	weapons	and	strongly	committed	to	nuclear	

disarmament	(not	to	complete	nuclear	disarmament	though).	

-Republic	of	India	

It	has	always	claimed	its	right	to	develop	nuclear	warheads	and	argued	in	favour	of	

non-proliferation	 but	 against	 the	 framework	 of	 non-nuclear-weapon	 and	 nuclear-

weapon	countries.	It	demands	access	to	the	Nuclear	Suppliers’	Group,	which	however	

requires	adhesion	to	the	NPT.	

-Islamic	Republic	of	Pakistan	

It	developed	nuclear	armament	in	response	to	the	one	tested	by	India.	It	has	for	long	

supported	 the	 possibility	 of	 eliminating	 its	 nuclear	warheads	 stockpile	 if	 India	 had	

engaged	in	the	same	operation.	However,	it	officially	would	now	agree	to	join	the	NPT	

only	as	recognized	nuclear-weapon	state.	

-Islamic	Republic	of	Iran	

It	has	always	publicly	supported	the	idea	of	a	nuclear	weapons-free	zone	in	the	Middle	

East	and	put	international	pressure	on	Israel	to	get	it	signing	the	NPT.	It	has	developed	

a	civil	program	which	has	been	accused	by	some	other	states	to	be	a	cover	for	the	

building	of	secret	armament.	It	reached	a	deal	with	the	P5,	Germany	and	the	EU	in	

2015.	 After	 the	 announcement	 of	 the	 United	 States	 withdrawal	 from	 the	 treaty,	
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President	Rouhani	has	announced	that	he	will	negotiating	with	the	remaining	parties,	

but	precise	developments	are	still	unclear.	

-State	of	Israel	

Israel	has	never	 joined	the	NPT	and	has	kept	an	ambiguous	position	concerning	 its	

nuclear	capabilities.	It	claims	the	right	to	have	the	right	to	keep	this	position	because	

of	the	politically	delicate	situation	of	the	Middle	East.	It	openly	condemned	the	“Iran	

deal”	and	the	possibility	of	a	nuclear	weapons-free	zone.	
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DELEGATES’	TASKS	AND	POSSIBLE	POINTS	OF	DISCUSSION	

This	 is	 aimed	 to	 be	 an	 introductory	 guide	 for	 the	 topic	 of	 the	 reform	 of	 the	NPT.	

Delegates	are	supposed	to	further	research	on	the	various	related	aspects,	such	as	the	

broader	legal	framework	concerning	nuclear	technology	or	the	issues	concerning	the	

treatment	of	non-state	actors.	

Moreover,	they	should	be	able	to	elaborate	some	policy	propositions	congruent	with	

the	position	of	 the	country	 they	represent.	These	are	some	questions	which	might	

guide	the	structuring	of	such	policies.	

GUIDING	QUESTIONS	

1. Should	there	be	a	revision	of	the	treaty	more	oriented	towards	disarmament?	

If	yes,	under	which	framework	and	with	which	enforcement	mechanisms?	

2. Is	 the	 separation	 between	 nuclear-weapon	 states	 and	 non-nuclear-weapon	

states	to	be	overcome?	If	yes,	how?	

3. How	to	deal	with	states	not	party	to	the	treaty?		

4. How	to	address	the	situation	in	the	Middle	East?		

5. How	 to	 reinforce	 the	 position	 of	 the	 IAEA?	 How	 to	 improve	 its	 system	 of	

enforcement?	

FURTHER	READING	

http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/npt	

https://web.archive.org/web/20130311220936/http://dtirp.dtra.mil/pdfs/npt_statu

s_2009.pdf	

https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/141503.pdf	

https://web.archive.org/web/20111210090856/http://ifri.org/downloads/Perkovich

_Reforming_Nuclear_Order.pdf	
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TOPIC	B:	ENSURING	NUCLEAR	SAFETY	SYSTEMS	IN	IAEA	

MEMBER	STATES	

THE	CONVENTION	ON	NUCLEAR	SAFETY	(CNS)	

BACKGROUND	

Since	the	establishment	of	the	IAEA	in	1957	the	safety	of	nuclear	facilities	has	been	

under	 the	 national	 jurisdiction	 of	 the	 countries	 that	 maintained	 them.	 After	 the	

Chernobyl	reactor	accident	in	1986	it	was	clear	that	an	international	safety	standard	

was	 required	 because	 of	 the	 great	 impact	 of	 that	 accident	 on	 the	 surrounding	

countries14.	

On	September	1991,	the	IAEA	General	Conference	adopted	the	resolution	of	creating	

an	“informal	open-ended”14	group	made	out	of	experts	(see	INSAG)	that	will	develop	

safety	conventions	for	all	member	states14.	A	more	formal	body	was	needed	in	order	

to	implement	the	standard	that	would	be	prompted	by	that	group,	so	on	17	June	1994	

the	IAEA	singed	The	Convention	on	Nuclear	Safety	(CNS)15.	The	purpose	of	the	CNS	is	

to	“legally	commit”15	member	states	that	operate	nuclear	land-based	power	plants	to	

the	safety	standard15.	

The	first	drafts	of	the	convention	included	regulatory	obligations	on	member	states	

and	 sanctions	 that	 could	 be	 imposed	 in	 order	 to	 impose	 the	 regulations,	 but	 the	

members	rejected	those	conventions	and	settled	for	an	“Incentive	Convention”14;	the	

convention	included	obligations	in	the	form	of	“peer	review	process”14	–	reports	that	

are	prepared	by	the	signed	states	on	their	implementation	of	the	safety	regulations	

of	the	CNS,	that	could	be	judge	by	other	members	in	meetings	held	periodically	by	the	

IAEA14.	

																																																													
14	IAEA.	“1.2.1.2.	Historical	and	Political	Background”.	IAEA	Site,	LEGISLATIVE	AND	REGULATORY	
FRAMEWORK.	www.iaea.org/ns/tutorials/regcontrol/legis/legis1212.htm.	Date	Accessed:	09	
June	2018.	
15	IAEA.	“Convention	on	Nuclear	Safety.”	IAEA	Site,	www-ns.iaea.org/conventions/nuclear-
safety.asp.	Date	Accessed:	09	June	2018.	
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The	obligations	of	the	parties	in	the	convention	are	based	of	the	IAEA	“Fundamental	

Safety	 Principles”	 document	which	 elaborate	 the	 standards	 under	 Article	 3	 of	 the	

Convention	(see	Primary	Objectives	of	the	Convention)15.	

The	 convention	 entered	 into	 force	 in	 1996,	 since	 then	 83	 out	 of	 91	 countries	 are	

Contracting	Parties	of	the	convention	and	8	Signatory	Countries	have	not	yet	ratified	

it15.		

PRIMARY	PREAMBLES	OF	THE	CONVENTION	

Paragraph	(iv):	“Desiring	to	promote	an	effective	nuclear	safety	culture”16.	This	is	the	

only	place	in	the	document	which	mentions	the	term	“safety	culture”.	Even	though	

it’s	a	central	concept	of	the	convention,	it’s	hard	to	define	and	thus	almost	impossible	

to	be	legislated17.	

Paragraph	(viii):	This	extremely	important	preamble	describes	the	relation	of	the	CNS	

Safety	Principles	to	the	international	law.	As	the	member	states	refused	to	implement	

the	regulation	by	legislation,	they	instead	recognized	that	they	are	committed	to	the	

implementation	of	 the	safety	standards	and	reporting	 the	processes	using	 the	CNS	

framework	of	“peer	review	process”17.		

PRIMARY	OBJECTIVES	OF	THE	CONVENTION	

Article	3:	defines	the	scope	of	the	convention	to	the	nuclear	installation	of	civil	nuclear	

power	reactors,	including	a	remark	about	the	treatment	of	nuclear	waste17.	

Article	4:		Addresses	the	legislation	of	safety	standards	into	national	law,	even	thou	

international	law	principles	require	the	members	to	legislate	laws	out	of	good	faith17.	

Article	6:	this	article	was	in	the	center	of	debate	between	the	states	for	it	addressed	

nuclear	installations	which	existed	at	the	time	the	CNS	was	signed.	The	article	states	

that	 any	party	 to	 the	 convention	must	 “ensure	 that	 the	 safety	of	 [existing	nuclear	

																																																													
16	IAEA.	“Convention	on	Nuclear	Safety”.	IAEA	Site,	Nuclear	Safety	&	Security,	July	1994.	
INFCIRC/449.	https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/infcirc449.pdf.	
17	IAEA.	“1.2.1.3.	Initial	provisions”.	IAEA	Site,	LEGISLATIVE	AND	REGULATORY	FRAMEWORK.	
https://www.iaea.org/ns/tutorials/regcontrol/legis/legis1213.htm.	Date	Accessed:	09	June	
2018.	
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installations]	 …	 is	 reviewed	 as	 soon	 as	 possible.”16	 and	 if	 upgrading	 the	 nuclear	

installations	is	impossible	the	site	should	be	shut	down.	

INTERNATIONAL	NUCLEAR	SAFETY	GROUP	(INSAG)	

INSAG	(International	Nuclear	Safety	Group)	is	an	organization	in	IAEA	that	is	made	of	

experts	 that	 work	 in	 “regulatory	 organizations,	 technical	 support	 organizations,	

research	 and	 academic	 institutions	 and	 the	 nuclear	 industry”18.	 	 The	 group	 was	

created	in	1985	and	works	under	the	IAEA,	advising	on	Nuclear	Safety	issues	to	the	

IAEA	member	states18.	The	organization	is	part	of	the	Convention	on	Nuclear	Safety	

and	is	providing	the	expertise	to	determine	the	necessary	regulations,	researching	and	

providing	 reports	 and	 assessments	 to	 the	 IAEA	 Director	 Genral18.	 The	 first	 report	

issued	by	INSAC	was	about	the	accident	in	Chernobyl,	which	was	one	of	the	drives	to	

create	 this	 group	 of	 experts,	 on	 August	 1986	 where	 the	 INSAC	 experts	 worked	

together	with	Russian	experts19.	

THE	IAEA	ACTION	PLAN	ON	NUCLEAR	SAFETY	

Following	 the	 Tokyo	 Electric	 Power	 Company	 (TEPCO)	 Fukushima	 Daiichi	 Nuclear	

Power	Station	Accident	on	11	March	2011.	In	September	2011	the	IAEA	endorsed	the	

Action	Plan	with	the	objective	of	strengthening	the	safety	network	of	global	nuclear	

framework,	 the	 plan	 addressed	 also	 extreme	 external	 events	 as	 occurred	 in	

Fukushima20.	 After	 15	 international	mission	 to	 the	 accident	 site	 that	 included	 180	

experts	from	42	Member	States	the	IAEA	published	a	report	in	20157.	The	IAEA	has	

also	created	programs	to	support	Member	States	 in	 implementing	the	Action	Plan,	

																																																													
18	IAEA.	“International	Nuclear	Safety	Group	(INSAG)”.	IAEA	Site,	INSAG,	www.iaea.org/topics/nuclear-
safety-and-security/committees/insag.	Date	Accessed:	09	June	2018.	
19	International	Nuclear	Safety	Group.	“Summary	Report	on	the	Post-accident	Review	Meeting	on	the	
Chernobyl	Accident”	IAEA	Site.	August	1986.	STI/PUB/740,	https://www-
pub.iaea.org/books/iaeabooks/3598/Summary-Report-on-the-Post-accident-Review-Meeting-on-the-
Chernobyl-Accident.	
20	IAEA.	“IAEA	Action	Plan	on	Nuclear	Safety”.	IAEA	Site,	https://www.iaea.org/topics/nuclear-safety-
action-plan.	Date	Accessed:	09	June	2018.	
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like	 the	 “Knowledge	 Management	 Portal	 on	 Observations	 and	 Lessons	 from	 the	

Fukushima	Daiichi	Accident”21.	

THE	‘STRENGTH	IN	DEPTH’	(SID)	STRATEGY	

In	the	2017	report	by	INSAG	a	strategy	name	“Strength	in	Depth”	was	introduced	to	
IAEA,	originally	a	military	 tactic,	 focuses	on	three	main	 institutional	sub-systems	to	
prevent	 nuclear	 accidents:	 a	 strong	 Nuclear	 Industry,	 Regulator	 and	 strong	
stakeholders22.	Stakeholders	all	other	participants	in	the	nuclear	industry	like	vendors,	
suppliers,	constructors,	nuclear	designers	etc.	Each	sub-system	will	be	responsible	for	
the	safety	in	his	own	field	of	operation,	overcharged	by	the	government9.	The	system	
works	 by	 being	 transparent,	 so	 all	 information	 will	 be	 available	 and	 open.	 The	
stakeholders	will	be	able	to	challenge	the	regulators	and	the	industry,	making	them	
accountable	for	their	actions	and	decisions9.		

FIGURE	1.	A	SIMPLE	MODEL	OF	A	ROBUST	NATIONAL	NUCLEAR	SYSTEM.		
SOURCE:	INSAG.	“ENSURING	ROBUST	NATIONAL	NUCLEAR	SAFETY	SYSTEMS	—	

INSTITUTIONAL	STRENGTH	IN	DEPTH”.	IAEA	SITE.	APR.	2017.	STI/PUB/1779,	WWW-
PUB.IAEA.ORG/MTCD/PUBLICATIONS/PDF/P1779_WEB.PDF.	

 

																																																													
21	IAEA.	“Knowledge	Management	Portal	on	the	Observations	and	Lessons	from	the	Fukushima	Daiichi	
Accident”.	IAEA	Site.	https://gnssn.iaea.org/FukushimaLessonsLearned/SitePages/default.aspx.	Date	
Accessed:	09	June	2018.	
22	INSAG.	“ENSURING	ROBUST	NATIONAL	NUCLEAR	SAFETY	SYSTEMS	—	INSTITUTIONAL	STRENGTH	
IN	DEPTH”.	IAEA	Site.	Apr.	2017.	STI/PUB/1779,	www-
pub.iaea.org/MTCD/Publications/PDF/P1779_web.pdf.	
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GUIDING	QUESTIONS	

1. Has	your	country	ratified	the	CNS?	If	not,	why?	

2. Has	your	country	implemented	the	‘Strength	in	Depth’	nuclear	safety	strategy?	

3. Has	your	country	took	steps	to	implement	IAEA	Action	Plan	on	Nuclear	Safety?	

4. What	is	your	country’s	nuclear	installations	safety	situation?	

5. Are	there	any	member	states	which	can	endanger	other	countries	security	due	

to	lack	of	security	in	their	systems?	

6. Are	there	any	non-members	of	non-states	actors	that	might	endanger	other	

countries	due	to	lack	of	security	measures?	If	so,	what	can	be	done?	

FURTHER	READING	

IAEA.	“Main	Conclusions	of	the	2nd	Extraordinary	Meeting	of	the	Contracting	Parties	

to	the	Convention	on	Nuclear	Safety”.	IAEA	Site,	CNS.	31	Aug.	2012,	www-

ns.iaea.org/downloads/ni/safety_convention/em-cns-main-conclusions-310812.pdf.	

INSAG.	“Ensuring	Robust	National	Nuclear	Safety	Systems	—	Institutional	Strength	in	

Depth”.	IAEA	Site.	Apr.	2017.	STI/PUB/1779,	www-

pub.iaea.org/MTCD/Publications/PDF/P1779_web.pdf.	

IAEA.	“Fundamental	Safety	Principles”.	IAEA	Site,	2006.	STI/PUB/1273.	https://www-

pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/Pub1273_web.pdf.	
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