
B I P A R T I S A N

S E C U R I T Y

G R O U P

Bipartisan Security Group
Policy Brief

Status of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

Interim Report

    June 2003

Bipartisan Security Group   •   110 Maryland Ave, Suite 508   •   Washington, DC 20002   •   Tel: 202-543-9017   •   Fax: 202-543-0799

A program of  the
Global Security Institute





Bipartisan Security Group NPT Interim Report

Policy Brief  �  June 2003 Page 10

•  The Administration has not publicly reaffirmed the legally binding principles of the Outer Space Treaty.
•  The Administration does not support missile control efforts which exclude flight test bans and space

launch verification efforts.

Step 8. Trilateral Initiative

“The completion and implementation of the Trilateral Initiative between the United States of America, the
Russian Federation and the International Atomic Energy Agency.”

Analysis:
The Trilateral Initiative, an informal agreement between Russia, the US and the IAEA, was launched in
1996. The initiative seeks to bring weapon-origin and other excess fissile material under IAEA verification.
The US has nearly 750 metric tons of weapons-grade uranium and 85 metric tons of weapons-grade
plutonium. Russia is believed to possess more than 1,000 metric tons of weapons-grade uranium and at
least 150 metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium. Considerable amounts of the Russian materials are
stored in old, decaying buildings that lack modern security installations. Over the past eight years, the US
has provided substantial assistance under the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) initiative to improve
the security of Russian storage facilities. Thus far, however, only 40 percent of these facilities have
undergone security improvements. Of these, only half have received complete security systems.

Progress toward the irreversible removal of weapons-grade fissile materials under IAEA control has been
very slow. A joint working group established under the Trilateral Initiative has primarily focused on
preparatory work, such as developing procedures that would allow for the verification of fissile materials
with classified characteristics without revealing weapons secrets.  In addition, the working group paid
much attention to the development of inventory monitoring mechanisms for specific facilities, and of
procedures suitable for the conversion of classified fissile materials to unclassified forms that could be
used for peaceful purposes. Fundamental issues such as when verification under the Trilateral Initiative
will begin, how long it is supposed to last, how its costs will be covered, and what facilities will be subject
to verification still remain unresolved.

Pending approval of a Model Verification Agreement by the IAEA Board of Governors, Russia and the US
have yet to sign legally binding bilateral agreements with the IAEA that would submit to verification any
weapon-origin fissile material, or any other fissile material released from defense programs. No action has
been taken on a proposal by the IAEA Director General to establish an IAEA Nuclear Arms Control
Verification Fund for the financing of the new, costly verification system.

While the Trilateral Initiative has made only modest advances over the past two years, some progress in
the realm of securing and eliminating weapon-origin fissile materials has been achieved through bilateral
agreements between Russia and the US. The Plutonium Management and Disposition Agreement, the
Accelerated Materials Disposition Initiative, and the Russian Transition Initiative represent positive steps
in the right direction. However, they fail to satisfy the fundamental NPT principles that call for verifiable,
transparent and irreversible nuclear disarmament (see also below, Step 10).

Recommendations:
•  Russia and the US should be encouraged to sign bilateral agreements with the IAEA under the

Trilateral Initiative to subject all of their excess weapons-grade fissile materials to irreversible
international control.

•  Bilateral initiatives aimed at securing, converting, and eliminating weapons-grade fissile materials
should be incorporated in an overarching multilateral, legally binding disarmament verification regime
under IAEA control.

•  Governments should support the creation of an IAEA Nuclear Arms Control Verification Fund to help
finance the implementation of the Trilateral Initiative and its progressive expansion to additional
facilities located in Russia, the United States and other nuclear-weapon countries.
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Current US Policy:
•  The Administration is continuing to work on these proposals.

Step 9. Steps Leading to Nuclear Disarmament Consistent with Stability and
Security

“Steps by all the nuclear-weapon States leading to nuclear disarmament in a way that promotes
international stability, and based on the principle of undiminished security for all:”

(a) Unilateral reductions

“Further efforts by the nuclear-weapon  States to reduce their nuclear arsenals unilaterally.”

Analysis:
In May 2001, the US announced that it would unilaterally reduce its remaining 6,000 deployed strategic
nuclear warheads to between 2,200 and 1,700. Russia had previously indicated that it was interested in
bilaterally negotiated reductions down to about 1,000 warheads each. A compromise was reached in May
2002, when the two countries signed the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT).

Over the past decade, the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) initiative has helped eliminate over 1,700
aging delivery systems and deactivate about 6,000 nuclear warheads in the former Soviet Union, at a
total cost of $7 billion. The adoption of the Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and
Materials of Mass Destruction (“10 plus 10 over 10” initiative) at the G-8 Summit in June 2002 has led to a
welcome broadening of participation in the CTR initiative. Nevertheless, estimates concerning future
Russian strategic nuclear stockpiles remain highly speculative, ranging from a minimum of 1,000 to a
maximum of over 3,000 warheads by 2010.

China possesses a very small number of strategic nuclear warheads, perhaps 20 on delivery systems
with intercontinental reach. Concerned about the neutralizing effect of US missile defenses on its limited
second-strike capability, China is considering increasing the size of its strategic arsenal and developing
multiple-warhead technology and non-nuclear countermeasures.

France and the UK made unilateral reductions in the late 1990s, but have not made any indication that
further reductions are planned, either unilaterally or through agreement until there is much greater
progress by Russia and the US.

Recommendations:
•  Governments should insist on additional unilateral reductions of both strategic and non-strategic

arsenals worldwide.
•  The “10 plus 10 over 10” initiative deserves maximum support. Financial assistance under the

initiative should be made contingent upon international verification and immediate de-emphasis of the
role of nuclear weapons in the security policies of the nuclear-weapon states.

Current US policy:
•  The Administration has not taken steps to reduce US nuclear weapons unilaterally.
•  The Administration supports the “10 plus 10 over 10” initiative.

(b) Increased transparency

“Increased transparency by the nuclear-weapon States with regard to the nuclear weapons capabilities
and the implementation of agreements pursuant to Article VI and as a voluntary confidence-building
measure to support further progress on nuclear disarmament.”
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Analysis:
The proposed START III was the first nuclear disarmament agreement that included transparency
measures related to strategic nuclear warhead inventories and the destruction of such warheads.
However, the sudden collapse of START III has delayed advancement toward increased transparency.

The SORT itself does not contain any reference to transparency measures. When signing the SORT in
May 2002, Russia and the US pledged to implement transparency measures similar to those mentioned
in START I. However, concrete procedures have yet to be adopted. It will be left to bodies established
under SORT or START I to address the transparency issue upon SORT’s entry into force. The two
transparency-increasing conditions the US Senate attached to the treaty when approving it in March 2003
are small steps in the right direction. They require the president to submit two annual reports, one on
general implementation issues (strategic force levels, planned offensive reductions, efforts to improve
verification, transparency, and overall effectiveness), the other on how Cooperative Threat Reduction
(CTR) assistance to Russia is helping the implementation of the SORT.

A promising multilateral path towards greater transparency is the integration of nuclear weapons data into
the existing UN Conventional Arms Register. Sponsored by a wide cross-group of over 100 states, a
November 2002 UNGA resolution called for further exploration of this idea (A/RES/57/75). 143 countries,
including France, Russia, the UK and the US, voted in favor of the resolution. 23 countries, among them
China and many Arab nations, abstained. No country voted against the resolution. OP 4 (b) called for a
special UN report on the issue of scope expansion. 140 countries supported this request, while two voted
against (Egypt and Syria). 20 countries, including China, abstained. The positive feedback is
encouraging. Strong support for the A-5 proposal of March 2003 could generate additional momentum,
given the fact that the proposal calls for the establishment of a “Special Coordinator” on transparency in
armaments.

Recently initiated discussions in the NATO-Russia Council and the US-Russia Consultative Group for
Strategic Security (CGSS) about specific confidence-building measures related to non-strategic nuclear
weapons represent another positive development in light of the fact that Russian “loose nukes” continue
to represent a very serious security threat.

Negotiations are underway on a Convention on Nuclear Terrorism that would include transparency and
information sharing mechanisms to protect against terrorist acquisition of nuclear weapons, fissile
materials, or nuclear weapons technology. However, the negotiations are floundering.

Recommendations:
•  Russia and the US should apply the START transparency framework to the SORT, with verification

measures applied to both delivery systems and warheads.
•  Governments should work actively for the conclusion of the Convention on Nuclear Terrorism and

ensure that it includes adequate transparency and information sharing measures.
•  All members of the CD should authorize, within the broader context of adopting a programme of work,

the creation of the position of a Special Coordinator on transparency in armaments. This coordinator,
in close cooperation with the Secretary-General, should examine proposals concerning the inclusion
of nuclear weapon stockpiles in the UN arms register. Governments should actively support the
expansion of the register to include WMD.

Current US Policy:
•  The Administration has no plans to apply the START transparency framework to the SORT.
•  The Administration is participating in the negotiations toward a Convention on Nuclear Terrorism.

(c) Reductions of non-strategic weapons

“The further reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons, based on unilateral initiatives and as an integral
part of the nuclear arms reduction and disarmament process.”
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Analysis:
Reductions implemented under the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNIs) of 1991 and 1992 remain
opaque. Neither Russia nor the US has established verification, confidence-building or transparency
measures covering their non-strategic arsenals. The Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) initiative does
not specifically refer to non-strategic weapons. No official numbers are available on the size of these
tactical arsenals. According to estimates, more than 12,000 non-strategic nuclear weapons still remain in
existence worldwide. The new Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) fails to cover non-strategic
weapons.

As of summer 2002, the US is believed to possess about 1,620 non-strategic nuclear weapons, that is,
320 Tomahawk land-attack cruise missiles and 1,300 B-61 gravity bombs. Approximately 150 of these
bombs are deployed at ten air bases in seven European NATO countries, including Belgium, Germany,
Greece, Italy, Netherlands, Turkey, and the UK. The nuclear-sharing agreements between the US and
these countries violate, if not the letter then at least the spirit of Arts. I and II of the NPT, which stipulate
that nuclear-weapon states ought not to transfer, and non-nuclear-weapon states ought not to receive,
nuclear weapons or the control over them. In spite of their questionable legal status, recent NATO
strategy documents – notably the 1999 Strategic Concept and its military implementation MC400/2 –
suggest that US nuclear warheads will remain in Europe. The plan to modernize the Weapons Storage
and Security System, which secures the overseas US stockpile, supports this assumption.

Little is known about the Russian non-strategic arsenal, except its magnitude. In addition to possessing
about 3,400 operational non-strategic warheads, Russia is believed to keep several thousand non-
strategic warheads in storage. France and the UK have eliminated their tactical arsenals. China, on the
other hand, has a small non-strategic arsenal, estimated to consist of between 100 and 300 warheads.

The US is examining the development of new non-strategic weapons, including robust nuclear earth
penetrators (RNEPs). Despite their low yield, such “bunker-busters” would still blow out a massive crater
and send up a plume of radioactive dust over a large area. To avoid such release of radioactivity, a 1
kiloton weapon would have to burrow 450 feet into the earth; a 5 kiloton weapon would have to penetrate
at least 650 feet deep. Military experts have acknowledged that reaching such depths is impossible.

The New Agenda Coalition (NAC) in November 2002 introduced a resolution that called  for the
integration of non-strategic weapons in the multilateral disarmament process. The resolution also asked
Russia and the US to reduce the number and operational status of their non-strategic nuclear weapons in
a transparent, irreversible and verifiable fashion by formalizing the 1991 and 1992 PNIs. Reactions to the
resolution were mixed. 120 states voted in favor. France, the UK and the US, stressing their preference
for a unilateral reduction process, voted against it. China did not vote, while Russia abstained,
considering it premature to support the resolution. Another 41 countries, among them most NATO
members and candidates, also abstained.

Recommendations:
•  The Presidential Nuclear Initiatives of 1991 and 1992 should be turned into legally binding

agreements incorporating the principles of transparency and irreversibility.
•  Immediate steps should be taken to reduce the number and operational status of all deployed non-

strategic weapons.
•  The “10 plus 10 over 10” initiative should pay specific attention to enhancing the security of the large

Russian tactical nuclear stockpiles.
•  NATO member states should reformulate their national security policies to fully comply with Arts. I

and II of the NPT.

Current US policy:
•  The Administration has refrained from taking steps toward turning the Presidential Initiatives into a

legally binding agreement.
•  NATO has reduced the number and operational status of its deployed non-strategic nuclear weapons.
•  The Administration supports the “10 plus 10 over 10” initiative.
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•  NATO member states have no plans to reformulate their national security policies in regard to Articles
I and II of the NPT.

(d) Reduction of operational status

“Concrete agreed measures to further reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons systems.”

Analysis:
In 1998, the UK reduced the operational status of all its nuclear weapons from a firing capability of
several minutes to one of several days.

The NPR of December 2001 affirms that “US forces are not on ‘hair trigger’ alert … .” This statement
represents a grave misrepresentation. In reality, the US and Russia each keep over 2,000 nuclear
warheads on heightened alert status – that is, on missiles that are armed and fueled at all times, ready to
be launched within seconds. Of a total of 4,800 US and Russian warheads on hair trigger alert, about
2,000 are on intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeting the US; 1,800 are on ICBMs targeting
Russia; and 1,000 are on submarine-based missiles the two states target at each other. All together,
these weapons have a combined destructive power of nearly 100,000 times that of the atomic bomb used
in Hiroshima.

Given the immense destructiveness of each of these warheads, their continuing high alert status
represents a tremendous risk. The safety and security of the decaying Russian arsenal remains highly
questionable. As far as the US arsenal is concerned, a recent confidential Pentagon study found that
cyber-terrorists could potentially hack into the US submarine communications network and actually
transmit a launch order to the Trident fleet.     

Recommendation:
•  De-alerting measures should be applied to all nuclear forces.

Current US Policy:
•  The United States does not plan to de-alert all its nuclear forces. The rationale is that de-alerting all

forces and having to alert them in a crisis could be more de-stabilizing than current arrangements.
•  NATO has taken steps to reduce the operational status of its deployed non-strategic weapons.

(e) Diminished role for nuclear weapons in security policies

“A diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies to minimize the risk that these weapons ever
be used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination.”

Analysis:
No progress has been achieved. On the contrary, Russia and the US are expanding options for the
possible use of nuclear weapons, while NATO and China continue to consider nuclear weapons
“essential” for their security.

The US continues to plan for a massive retaliation or preemptive attack in response to an actual or
imminent nuclear attack, and for first use of nuclear weapons against an overwhelming conventional
attack. The December 2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) also reveals some new trends. It states that
nuclear weapons will be “integrated with new nonnuclear strategic capabilities” including advanced
conventional precision-guided munitions, and contemplates enlarging the range of circumstances under
which nuclear weapons could be used. It calls for contingency planning for the use of nuclear weapons
against Russia, China, North Korea, Iraq, Iran, Syria, and Libya; identifies possible “immediate
contingencies” requiring US nuclear use, such as “an Iraqi attack on Israel or its neighbors, a North
Korean attack on South Korea, or a military confrontation over the status of Taiwan;” and states that
nuclear weapons “could be employed against targets able to withstand nonnuclear attack,” or in
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retaliation for use of nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons, or “in the event of surprising military
developments.”

These NPR options for use of nuclear weapons have not, so far as is known, been codified in a
presidential directive (the last publicly known directive was that of President Clinton in 1998). Top US
officials have sought to downplay their significance. However, the NPR was signed by US Secretary of
Defense Rumsfeld, and certainly indicates at the very least a strong trend in US nuclear planning. In
some respects, the NPR has been officially elevated to presidential policy. In presidential strategy
documents of September and December 2002, the US adopted a policy of possible nuclear use in
response to a chemical or biological attack. In addition, the strategy documents left open the possibility of
a pre-emptive nuclear strike against such threats. The December 2002 National Strategy to Combat
Weapons of Mass Destruction declares that the US “reserves the right to respond with overwhelming
force - including through resort to all of our options - to the use of WMD against the United States, our
forces abroad, and friends and allies.” “All of our options” encompasses both “conventional and nuclear
response” capabilities, employed in “appropriate cases through preemptive measures.” (Emphases
added.)

In addition to violating the 2000 commitment to a diminishing role for nuclear weapons, the US plans
undermine the negative security assurances. Those assurances are at a minimum political commitments
essential to the bargain underlying the NPT, and arguably have become legally binding, notably because
they were reiterated in connection with the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995.

Regarding nuclear use in response to a chemical or biological attack, the use of nuclear weapons, or any
weapon, including in reprisal, must always meet fundamental requirements of necessity, proportionality,
and discrimination. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) in its 1996 Advisory Opinion affirmed that
states must “never use weapons that are incapable of distinguishing between civilian and military targets.”
Nuclear weapons cannot meet this requirement.

NATO’s 1999 Strategic Concept failed to reassess nuclear doctrine in light of the ICJ opinion. Also, the
document did not return to the formula of the London Summit of 1990, where nuclear weapons were said
to be weapons of “last resort.”

The Russian nuclear posture has undergone significant changes since the end of the Cold War. The
relative loss of economic and conventional military power and the recent NATO expansion has led Russia
to attribute a greater role to nuclear weapons. Accordingly, Russia in 1993 abandoned its traditional “no
first use” policy. In addition, Russia’s National Security Strategy of 2000 lists nuclear weapons as the
ultimate panacea against any kind of armed aggression. The document states that Russia is considering
“the use of all forces and means at its disposal, including nuclear weapons, in case it needs to repel an
armed aggression… .”

Recommendations:
•  A treaty formalizing the negative security assurances of 1995 should be negotiated within the CD.

The PrepComm should make recommendations to the 2005 NPT Review Conference on the
modalities for immediate negotiations on this issue.

•  Nuclear weapon states and NATO members should be encouraged to reassess their nuclear
doctrines in light of the 1996 ICJ Opinion, and to reject the concept of “usable” nuclear weapons.

Current US Policy:
•  The Administration does not support formalizing the negative security assurances of 1995.
•  The Administration does not support the reassessment of NATO nuclear doctrine in light of the 1996

ICJ Advisory Opinion.
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(f) Engagement in process leading to total elimination of nuclear weapons

“The engagement as soon as appropriate of all the nuclear-weapon States in the process leading to the
total elimination of their nuclear weapons.”

Analysis:
Nuclear disarmament very much remains a uni- or bilateral affair. Russia and the US have shown no
interest in getting other countries involved in their reductions. Conversely, the other nuclear-weapon
states have indicated that they will not enter into multilateral disarmament talks until Russia and the US
have substantially reduced their arsenals to a level comparable to theirs.

As mentioned above, India and Pakistan, and many NAM countries insist on a linkage between
multilateral nuclear disarmament within a phased program, on the one hand, and the negotiations of
FISSBAN, on the other. In an effort to break the CD impasse, the A-5 proposal calls for the establishment
of an ad hoc committee “to deal with” nuclear disarmament.

Other efforts have been undertaken to advance the issue. At the Millennium Summit in 2000, the UN
Secretary-General called for a special conference on eliminating nuclear dangers.

Following the UN Secretary-General’s appeal, the UN General Assembly in November 2002 adopted a
decision that underscored the importance of organizing such a special United Nations Conference
(A/57/510). 121 states supported the resolution, while six voted against it (France, Israel, Micronesia,
Poland, UK, US). 37 countries abstained, among them most NATO countries and NATO candidates.
Opponents of the decision argued that a nuclear disarmament process parallel to the CD could potentially
weaken the CD and block progress in other areas such as FISSBAN.

Consideration of a Nuclear Weapons Convention represents yet another way of developing a foundation
for multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. In January 2002, Canada hosted a roundtable to
consider the political and legal requirements for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, using the
1997 Model Nuclear Weapons Convention (A/C.1/52/7) circulated within the UN as a basis for discussion.
In November 2002, the UNGA once again adopted a resolution that called for the commencement of
negotiations leading to an international convention prohibiting the possession, development, threat or use
of nuclear weapons.

Recommendations:
•  Governments should support measures integrating all nuclear-weapon states in a process leading to

the elimination of all nuclear weapons.
•  Governments should encourage informal discussions on the legal, technical and political

requirements for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

Current US Policy:
•  At this time, the Administration does not support measures integrating all nuclear states in a process

leading to the elimination of all nuclear weapons.
•  The Administration is not prepared to encourage informal discussions on legal, technical, and political

requirements for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

Step 10. Excess Fissile Materials

“Arrangements by all nuclear-weapon States to place, as soon as practicable, fissile material designated
by each of them as no longer required for military purposes under IAEA or other relevant international
verification and arrangements for the disposition of such material for peaceful purposes, to ensure that
such material remains permanently outside of military programmes.”
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Analysis:
Current global stocks of weapons-usable fissile materials (including enriched uranium and plutonium from
military and civil stocks) amount to about 3,000 metric tons (MT) – enough to produce 200,000 nuclear
weapons. Military stocks of weapons-grade fissile materials alone amount to roughly 2,000 MT worldwide.
Taking into account that the five nuclear-weapon states need only 400 MT of weapons-grade fissile
materials for their nuclear arsenals, the surplus is enormous. Recognizing this fact, the US, Russia,
France and the UK each have adopted a unilateral production moratorium on weapons-grade fissile
materials, and declared certain quantities of these materials as excess stockpile. However, these
countries have been slow in subjecting their excess weapons-grade fissile materials to international
verification. The adoption of legally binding verification agreements under the Trilateral Initiative would
greatly accelerate things. To date, however, neither Russia nor the US nor any other nuclear-weapon
country have adopted such an agreement (see above, Step 8). The IAEA currently controls only 10 MT of
weapons-grade uranium and 2 MT of plutonium under the Voluntary Offer Agreement (VOA) with the US.
The UK has granted the IAEA access to 4.4 MT of weapons-grade plutonium under its VOA. Due to a
lack of funding, however, the materials in the UK have not yet been put under IAEA safeguards.

While little progress has been achieved in the realm of multilateral verification, some positive
developments occurred in the uni- and bilateral sphere. Unilaterally, the US will continue to down-blend
50 MT of domestic surplus HEU through 2005. An additional 124 MT of US excess HEU are to be
rendered non-weapon usable thereafter.

Under the bilateral 1993 HEU Purchase Agreement, the US is helping Russia to eliminate 500 MT of its
excess HEU. Between 1995 and 2002, Russia down-blended over 170 MT HEU, and sold the resulting
low-enriched uranium to the US for commercial use, at the cost of over $3 billion. The agreement asks
Russia to continue selling down-blended HEU to the US for another decade, at an annual rate of 30 MT.
A supplemental bilateral transparency program provides for monitoring mechanisms such as on-site
inspections, portable non-destructive assay instruments, and permanently installed verification
equipment. Annual costs for the transparency program amount to about $18 million and are covered by
the US.

In May 2002, the US launched the Accelerated Materials Disposition (AMD) initiative, under which it will
buy additional HEU from Russia. The FY 2004 energy budget earmarks $30 million for this initiative – an
increase of over 100 percent over the FY 2003 budget. The AMD initiative reinforces another ongoing
fissile materials conversion and consolidation effort under the US Materials Protection, Control and
Accounting (MPC&A) program, which installs comprehensive security upgrades at Russian facilities
containing about 400 MT of weapons-usable materials. Funding for the MPC&A program in FY 2004 will
amount to $31.0 million – a 15 percent increase over FY 2003.

In September 2000, Russia and the US signed the bilateral Plutonium Management and Disposition
Agreement (PMDA), under which each country agreed to dispose of 34 MT of excess weapons-grade
plutonium. The disposal on each side will follow roughly parallel timetables over a period of about 20
years. While the original US implementation plan called for the disposal of the excess fissile material
through irradiation and immobilization, the US decided in January 2002 to proceed with irradiation only, at
an annual rate of 2 MT. In December 2002, Russia agreed to build a mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication
facility identical to the one being built in the US. Both facilities are scheduled to start operation in 2007.

Total PMDA implementation costs are expected to amount to between $5.5 and $7 billion. The
construction costs for the US MOX facility alone are estimated at $2 billion. Another $2 billion will be
necessary to build and operate the Russian MOX facility. In FY 2004, the US intends to spend $610
million for domestic plutonium disposition. This represents a 75 percent increase over the FY 2003
budget, mainly caused by high construction costs. US funding for the Russian program component in FY
2004 will amount to about $47 million. The US hopes that additional funding will be provided through the
“10 plus 10 over 10” initiative. Raising funds for the Russian plutonium disposition program, however,
may prove difficult as the MOX approach remains controversial. Opponents are concerned about the
security of MOX fuel, which would have to be transported over long distances to nuclear reactors in
Russia or – as suggested in a new plan called the “Western option” – in Western Europe. Proponents of
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the “Western option” stress that the revenues generated through leasing MOX fuel to Western power
providers and shipping the spent fuel back to Russia for storage would cover all operational costs of the
Russian MOX facility.

Recommendations:
•  Unilateral and bilateral disposition initiatives represent a step in the right direction, but ultimately fail to

guarantee the irreversible conversion of fissile material stocks from military to exclusively civil use,
nor do they allow for the required international verification. Nuclear-weapon states should conclude
special bilateral verification agreements with the IAEA based on the Trilateral Initiative.

•  A process should be initiated to create a global inventory of all weapons-usable fissile materials.
•  Governments should provide financial support to the various ongoing US-Russian initiatives aimed at

the reduction of excess military stocks of weapons-grade fissile materials. Such financial support
should be made contingent upon effective international verification and immediate de-emphasis of the
role nuclear weapons play in the security policies of the nuclear-weapon states.

•  Governments should support global moratoria on both reprocessing spent fuel for plutonium
separation and using HEU in civil reactors.

•  While tritium is not a fissile material, it should also be subject to internationally verified control and
reduction because of the important role it plays in nuclear weapons.

Current US Policy:
•  The Administration supports bilateral verification agreements with the IAEA based on the Trilateral

Initiative.
•  The Administration has not taken a position on creating a global inventory of all weapons-usable

fissile materials.
•  The Administration supports the idea of governments supporting ongoing US-Russia initiatives to

reduce excess stocks of weapons-grade fissile materials.

Step 11. General and Complete Disarmament

“Reaffirmation that the ultimate objective of the efforts of States in the disarmament process is general
and complete disarmament under effective international control.”

Analysis:
The NPT Review Conference of 2000 clarified that achieving progress in nuclear disarmament and
achieving progress in general disarmament are separate undertakings, despite the fact that Art. VI
mentions them both. Although a legal requirement for linking the two does therefore not exist, it remains
important that both are undertaken hand in hand.

The proliferation of biological and chemical weapons continues to represent a serious threat. As the
tragedy of September 11, 2001, and the following anthrax scare illustrated, not only state but also
individual actors could potentially attack civilians and kill thousands of innocent people. Considerable
amounts of BC weapons remain in storage around the world. Membership in the Biological and Chemical
Weapons Conventions is not universal, and there are concerns as well about compliance with those
treaties.

After the decline from 1987 to 1998, military expenditure began to rise again, both globally and in most
regions of the world. Over the 3-year period 1998–2001, it increased by around 7 percent in real terms, to
a total of $839 billion (2.6 percent of world GDP). The US accounted for 35 to 45 percent of world military
expenditures during that period.

Multilateral disarmament efforts in the realm of chemical, biological and conventional weapons have been
dragging. The Chemical Weapons Convention Organization (CWCO) experienced a shortfall in funding,
which significantly limited the effectiveness of its verification activities. The adoption of a verification
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protocol to the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC) failed due to US opposition. Though the
international community adopted a Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit
Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects (Programme) in July 2001, actual
achievements under the Programme are modest. The language of the Programme is non-binding and
leaves wide margins for states to exercise discretion or interpretation.

More positive results were achieved in the realm of landmines, where mine use and trade in landmines
has significantly decreased since the adoption of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use,
Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction (Ottawa
Convention) in December 1997. In only a few years, the number of countries producing such mines has
dropped from 55 in the early 1990s to 14 in 2002. Over 30 million stockpiled mines have been destroyed,
and vast tracts of land could be cleared. However, some key countries including China, Russia, India,
Pakistan and the US have not yet ratified the Ottawa Convention.

Recommendation:
•  Governments should reduce their conventional military spending and strengthen multilateral

disarmament treaties, in particular the Biological Weapons Convention.

Current US Policy:
•  The Administration has increased military spending and is continuing to work on the Biological

Weapons Convention without much enthusiasm.

Step 12. Regular Reports

“Regular reports, within the framework of the NPT strengthened review process, by all States parties on
the implementation of Article VI and paragraph 4 (c) of the 1995 Decision on “Principles and Objectives
for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament”, and recalling the Advisory Opinion on the International
Court of Justice of 8 July 1996.”

Analysis:
While the nuclear-weapon states have provided limited information in NPT proceedings in support of their
claims of compliance with Article VI, the 2000 reporting promise above marked the first time that the
nuclear-weapon states legally committed to provide “regular” information about their NPT implementation,
particularly of Art. VI. At the 2002 NPT PrepComm, however, these states – led by the US and France –
challenged the new reporting requirement by trying to force it off the Chairman’s agenda. Their opposition
seemed grounded in both a general reluctance to accept new obligations under the NPT, and a overall
refusal to take seriously the commitments made in 1995 and 2000. In particular, the nuclear-weapon
states tried to prevent the creation of a precedent that would establish a frequent reporting obligation
within the broader framework of compliance with Art. VI. In this endeavor, however, they failed. The 2002
NPT PrepComm Chair’s paper included a recommendation that reports be submitted annually, and that
they be submitted prior to each PrepComm and the 2005 NPT Review Conference.

Recommendations:
•  All states parties to the NPT should provide regular, standardized reports on the implementation of

Art. VI as well as paragraph 4 (c) of the 1995 Decision.
•  These reports should be submitted to each session of the NPT PrepComm. The reports on article VI

should cover issues and principles addressed by the 13 Practical Steps and include specific and
complete information on each of these steps (inter alia, the number and specifications of warheads
and delivery systems in service and number and specifications of reductions, dealerting measures,
existing holdings of fissile materials as well as reduction and control of such materials, achievements
in the areas of irreversibility, transparency and verifiability). Further, the reports should address
current security policies and nuclear postures.
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Current US Policy:
•  The Administration has not taken a position on the proposal to provide standardized reports on the

implementation of Article VI of the NPT to the NPT PrepComms.

Step 13. Development of Verification Capabilities

“The further development of the verification capabilities that will be required to provide assurances of
compliance with nuclear disarmament agreements for the achievement and maintenance of a nuclear-
weapon-free world.”

Analysis:
Verification capabilities of states and international organizations have developed considerably through
political achievements such as verification mechanisms and disarmament treaties. Technical advances
have also contributed to progress. The US and Russia in particular have developed verification expertise
through the implementation of bilateral treaties. However, the application of these capabilities to the goal
of complete elimination of nuclear weapons remains relatively undeveloped. At the 2000 NPT review, the
UK reported on a study conducted by the Aldermaston Weapons Establishment on the verification of
nuclear disarmament. There has been little follow-up to this initiative.

Adequate financing is of particular importance. The total budget of the IAEA – currently about $300 million
per year – will not be sufficient to cover the costs of the ever more demanding verification tasks the
Agency has to perform. It is estimated that verification of FISSBAN alone could lead to a two- or threefold
increase of the IAEA safeguard budget, which currently amounts to about $230 million per year. Despite
the IAEA’s growing responsibilities, however, its budget has been frozen for over 15 years as the result of
a blanket zero real growth policy imposed on all UN system organizations.

Recommendations:
•  Nuclear disarmament must be verifiable. Governments should support the IAEA in its verification-

related work and provide the Agency with generous assistance to enable it to perform the increasing
number of international disarmament verification tasks under Art. VI.

Current US Policy:
•  The Administration actively supports the IAEA in its verification-related work.
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