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I
INTRODUCTION

This report will be brief. More comprehensive 2004 NPT PrepCom. reports by experienced analysts are listed in Appendix 1.

My attendance at this year’s NPT PrepCom. was suggested by Christian CND in order to boost the number of NGO observers and encourage a greater understanding of the process of Treaty-based disarmament. Nukewatch welcomed the opportunity to put material evidence of the failure of Britain’s Trident nuclear weapons system into the UN arena. NIS was able to report on the current public and legal objections to the MOD’s proposed new developments at AWE Aldermaston.

A constant dilemma during the conference was the impossibility of attending NGO presentations from around the world, and at the same time observe the UN Committee where delegates from countries across the disarmament spectrum were speaking. An essential part of the NGOs’ job was to be seen to take up the hard-won civil society observer status of the UN process. It was encouraging to hear official representatives of countries speaking for the disarmament pillar of the NPT to be upheld. Ambassadors from those few countries determined to hang on to nuclear weapons had to speak in front of the international community of dedicated peace workers. 

II
AMBASSADORIAL PRESENTATIONS 

The deadweight of the pro-nuclear states was exposed when juxtaposed with the

creative disarmament positions of Canada, Mexico, Indonesia and many others. 

Four of the Permanent Members of the Security Council (P5) states: China, France, Russia and the UK maintained a waiting game, talking of previous decommissioning as disarmament while refusing any future action. 

The statement of Unites States’ Under Secretary of State for Arms Control, John Bolton was direct, if wholly disappointing and depressing. He concentrated on the NPT compliance failures of states such as Iran and the reversible Moscow Treaty, rather than offer any disarmament contribution. Britain’s Ambassador David Broucher’s paper listed the dismantlement of old, decommissioned WE-177s and Chevaline warheads as disarmament initiatives.  No assurance was given that Britain’s NPT disarmament obligations would be met in future. There was no denial that a follow-on to Trident or a new, smaller weapon would be developed. It was encouraging to hear that AWE’s Verification Technology might contribute to disarmament monitoring in future, but there was no suggestion of how this could get started.

III
COMMITTEE DECISIONS

No PrepCom. decisions were made. The Committee reached no agreement on substantive items or even an Agenda for the 2005 Review Conference. Even the Chair’s Report did not get the unanimous support needed for it to be annexed to the Conference Report. The USA blocked every vote.

IV
NGO REPRESENTATIONS

Clearly an enormous amount of work was put into the preparation of NGOs verbal presentations to the Conference. Moving speeches were made by Motarilavoa Hilda Lini from the Nuclear Free and Independent Pacific Movement and by the Mayors of Nagasaki and Kiev.

Western expert NGOs gave comprehensive presentations aimed at persuading the Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) that their commitment to disarmament needed to be met now, and not constantly put on hold. It is not enough to list reduced arsenals resulting from the end of the cold war and quote the Moscow Treaty that does not require any actual decommissioning.

The Conference on Disarmament in Geneva needs urgent revival. The P5 states must not develop new warheads and the non-parties states - Israel, India and Pakistan - must renounce nuclear weapons, enabling them to sign up to the NPT as non-nuclear states. The Committee was exalted to make progress on the 13 Steps agreed in 2000, and to establish an Annual Reporting system whereby the Committee could make decisions every year rather than wait for the 5 yearly Review Conference as is the case at  present.

V
2005 NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE

The 2005 Review Conference does not look in good shape and NGOs need to work hard in the coming 12 months. We must make clear to the P5 and non-parties states that there may not be many more chances for Treaty-based disarmament, given the distrust of governments in the P5’s intentions and the growing threat of nuclear terrorism. 

Member groups of Abolition 2000 aim to get a strong civil society presence at the month-long 2005 Review Conference in New York next spring.

VI
THE FAILURE OF TRIDENT REPORT & OTHER NGO REPORTS

Over 100 copies of NIS’s report based on Nukewatch evidence, “The Failure of Trident” were distributed with Nukewatch Information Sheets, and more were needed. The Report shows that all the values claimed by democracies are being sacrificed on the nuclear altar. It is hoped that international NGOs and government delegations will find the report useful in analysing the risks, societal and fiscal costs of these out-dated weapons. 

The volume of NGO reports and literature was staggering. The quality of these papers should surely alert Foreign Affairs and Defence Department diplomats and advisers to the fact that stalling on NPT obligations is unjustifiable. 

VII
PROPOSED NEW DEVELOPMENTS AT AWE 

The challenge that AWE’s Strategy Development Plan violates the NPT appeared to worry the British delegation. The academic justification for the proposed new test facilities at Aldermaston was that Trident Assurance requires constant research. But that does not address the proliferation issue when the MOD itself says that the new laser and other facilities would enable weapons’ designs to be tested without recourse to underground testing. 

VIII
AWE PRESENTATION ON VERIFICATION TECHNIQUES

Three AWE personnel flew to New York to give a two-hour presentation and Question and Answer session on their Verification Research project. Engineer Garry George gave the presentation, supported by scientist Owen Price, the outgoing programme manager and Attila Burjan, his successor in the Verification project. Other members of the panel were Colin Waters from the MOD, who has strategic technical oversight of the project and Matthew Shaps from the FCO Counter-Proliferation Office. Ambassador Broucher chaired the seminar.

Key points were that this Verification Research is an independent project for AWE’s own benefit and does not involve collaboration with other countries for proliferation reasons. It is a long way from being ready to provide international confidence-building measures with reciprocal inspections or exchange of the documentary evidence chain to the main point of provenance  [cross country paper trails? Ed.]

A full report of the presentation is at Appendix 2 and the list of questions raised is at Appendix 3.

IX
FOLLOW ON TO NPT 2004

As a new observer to the NPT committee process, these are my impressions and suggestions for discussion:

(i) accepting that verification is a good thing, reciprocal Inspections (RVI) of NWS parties’ sites, using the CTBTO surrogate inspection at Semipalatinsk as a model, should be started.  Such Confidence Building Measures could offer an example of compliance to disarmament obligations that the NNWS parties are looking for. AWE inspection of facilities designated by another NWS, say China, and inspection of AWE by, say a French verification team, would test the process and show the results of the AWE verification project. For AWE to involve the other NWSs in this co-operative exploration of the verification potentials, would be a huge breakthrough, however limited the initial phase may be;

(ii) to discuss a parallel reduction of nuclear warhead arsenals and/or delivery systems by Britain, China and France  to 100 warheads each;

(iii)
to explore funding of NGO attendance at the 2005 NPT Review Conference to be met by foreign governments. For instance - Britain to fund Mexico; Mexico to fund China, China to fund Indonesia and so on. It could be done on a random or arranged basis.

X
CONCLUSIONS

(i) The 2004 PrepCom’s failures

a. it was not clear if the failures to agree an Agenda for the 2005 Review Conference was predictable and accepted as a strategy to concentrate minds on how to make the RevCon. 05 worthwhile;

b. the failure to agree to append the Chair’s Recommendations to the Committee Report seemed unexpected and therefore the intransigence of the US had been under-estimated;

c. verbal support for the NPT needs to be matched by contributions to its future stability as an instrument for the reduction of nuclear tension by real progress on the 13 Steps agreed in 2000.

(ii) The 2004 PrepCom. NGO successes

a. the increased number of NGO delegates from 30+ in 2003 to 60+ in 2004, has alerted Ambassadors and delegates to the real and growing pressure from civil society for progress on disarmament in 2005;

b. committee delegates had to face very professional and competent NGO experts and activists watching their failure to agree anything;

c. non-democratic countries could note that populations can speak out without the sky falling in;

d. to hear dissent from NGOs is necessary, and  may be a way forward.

See Appendix 4.

(iii) Suggested ingredients for a successful 2005 Review Conference

As a new observer to the NPT committee process, my suggestions do not cover issues outside my brief experience:

a. the Conference on Disarmament will have a Treaty of ‘some kind’ ready for signature;

b. every government needs to be persuaded to send delegates ready to sign at least one disarmament initiative; 

c. progress on the 13 Steps and an Annual Reporting system will be reported;

d. delegates will be mandated to respond positively to newly arising disarmament proposals;

e. recognising the security advantages of public announcements of disarmament measures, governments will use a high-profile strategy to reduce international tension by shaking hands on a disarmament agreement;

f. governments will welcome the opportunity for hard-working delegates to be credited with successful negotiations, without world leaders being the stars;

g. Conference will approve a first stage programme of reciprocal verification exercises between P5 states at documentation, production, storage or deployment sites.

(iv) Possible roles for NGOs in 2004/2005

As a new observer to the NPT NGO Observer process, my suggestions do not cover issues outside my brief experience:

a. to work to influence governments during the coming 12 months;

b. to ensure the presence of a high number of NGOs at the UN during the 2005 Rev Con. reminding delegates of their accountability;

c. to consider limiting objectives to achievable goals; 

d. for a separate week to be dedicated to an NGO conference to avoid clashing with the RevCon. Sessions;

e. to increase visibility by attending all the open sessions;

f. to explore a joint NGO/UN press conference before the Conference;

g. to give a powerful presentation, perhaps using film of people from around the world calling for nuclear disarmament. 

Appendix 1

NGO Reports on the 2004 NPT PrepCom.



Abolition 2000

http://www.abolition2000.org
Acronym


Rebecca Johnson


http://www.acronym.org.uk
BASIC 


Carol Naughton


http://www.basicint.org/nuclear/NPT/2004pc/rep1.htm
Greenpeace


William Peden

http://www.greenpeace.org/international_en/features/details?item_id=461070
Reaching Critical Will
Rhianna Tyson http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/NIR2004/Final.pdf
WILPF


Susi Snyder

http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/NIR2004/Final.pdf  P4.

Background Information
Disarmament  Diplomacy 

DD70: Incentives Obligations and Enforcement 

DD71: NPT 2003

DD76: NPT 2004 PrepCpm and 2005 Review Conference: Testing the Limits and Prospects for 2005

http://www.acronym.org.uk
Contextualizing the NPT 

a joint paper

http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/context04.pdf
Appendix 2.

AWE Presentation on Verification Research
AWE weapons engineer Garry George gave the presentation, supported by scientist Owen Price, the outgoing programme manager and Attila Burjan, his successor in the Verification project. Other members of the panel were Colin Waters from the MOD, who has strategic technical oversight of the project and Matthew Shaps from the FCO Counter-Proliferation Office. Ambassador Broucher chaired the seminar

The cross-over between Trident warhead maintenance and verification is close. In-service warheads as well as old ones, disassembled pits (cores) and ex-underground test materials are examined. Verification is not an exact science, especially because plutonium becomes contaminated by other radioactive isotopes in the weapon. Complete verification cannot be achieved by technical means. Non-technical methods of verifying the Chemical Weapons Treaty are transferable. For instance, maintaining the chain of custody to the main point of provenance with confidence.  If it is known, then a less intrusive inspection is necessary as we will have confidence where material has come from. But challenge inspections are needed because of the secret nature of nuclear weapons production.

Dismantlement is not simple because compliance is necessary with Nuclear Installations Inspectorate safety regulations and the Environment Agency’s discharge limits (!).

Proliferation issues are sensitive and consequently it is difficult to publish what we find, but we try to publish data where possible, for example in the 2000 VERTIC Year Book. In our four-year project we have focused on understanding verification issues: in 2003 on Authentication; 2004 on Dismantlement and in 2005, producing a report on the Warhead Complex.

Language is another problem Not only between countries, but even between labs. in the same country as between Los Alamos, Sandia and Lawrence Livermore in the USA. There is no agreed lexicon of terms regarding how we build warheads and every country has different knowledge. 

Points of Provenance have to be established, for instance, the RNAD Coulport stockpile is a key point for British weapons. Demilitarisation is not a let-out for proliferation. Evidence has to be given of the disposition and disposal of the materials.

Authentication is the key problem - how to distinguish between a warhead and a collection of components. There are passive and active means of verification. Weapons give out a signature. If there is no signal, it indicates that there is no weapon present, but open access is needed to know if a signature is safe and secure.

The IAEA (International Atomic Energy Authority) and Russia are working to make an information barrier that will protect information that an inspection is not intended to verify. Safeguarded facilities use this system now. Fissile material as well as non-fissile material gives out a signature. Acoustics is one way to verify weapons.

Our key aim is not to spend money unless we have to. There is no point wasting money on surety issues of tags, seals, portal monitoring and item tracking if science can do the job. The UK can learn from the IAEA,  how to reduce research costs. For example, IAEA verification inspections in 93+2 countries can be done by direct visual access and sampling, but this cannot be transferred to complex weapon verification. 

Our product checks may not necessarily transfer to other countries. We are only developing background material for where normal procedural documentation cannot be used. Embryonic research is being done to identify the changes induced in a warhead by gold and other materials and how the large number of electrical components can be checked. Fingerprinting can help to identify warheads, and environmental monitoring will tell us what evidence is discharged to watercourses and from stacks and in rainfall.  We can also look at electronic records.

Mock Inspection of AWE Burghfield

A Mock, or surrogate challenge inspection of chemical weapons was carried out at AWE Burghfield. [similar to the CTBTO Semipalatinsk surrogate inspection in 2002 Ed.] The inspection visit to Burghfield was run as an unclassified visit, with no warheads inspected, just to test the access process. Even the inspection of the empty warhead room led to uncomfortable tension in staff in deciding what information they could give. The verification inspection was considered a success: the timetable was kept; access management was transferred from CWC experience and a technique to identify explosives worked. 

It is not possible to bring tools into a warhead facility because it would be dangerous, not even IAEA tools [used in inspections seeking fissile materials? Ed.] can be used in this environment.

The challenge is to determine how access can be given. As yet we cannot grasp how confidence can be give to the inspected party. The Chain of Custody needs IAEA seals, but we need more work on tags technology in exploring nuclear weapons, for use in Russia and other countries. By comparison the AWE inspection was simple, but it still disrupted work at Burghfield for several days.

ENDS
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Questions and Answer Session

Di McDonald Britain

How can we take seriously the MOD’s enthusiasm for verification when it will not meet its NPT obligations and announce a moratorium on production?

MOD Ans: Britain has complied with the NPT by reducing its stockpile to less than 200 warheads.

2 Dean Rust, DC State Department, USA

If you can transport weapons from Coulport to Burghfield, how can you ensure the inspector knows if you are removing all the pits and explosive packages – will there be on-site inspections?

Ans: Managed access for inspection of the disassembly plant is needed, but that has not been done yet. It is not prudent to look at a single scenario.

3.David Dold, Canada

On the cost of dismantlement, is it fed into the Global Partnership that funds Russian decommissioning?

Ans: We are a business needing profits. We are driven by costs all the time. Tools and technical methodology are relevant to costs. This is a UK programme only.

MOD Ans: The Russian project is co-ordinated through the DTI. The issue has been discussed with AWE, but nothing has been done about it.

4. Judth Berlin Canada

I believe there is no such thing as fail-safe technology and that verification will fail.

Ans: We have 34 years of engineering technology and science that is fit for the purpose, and is better than technology used in nuclear testing. I have no problem with it.

5. Carol Naughton Britian

What is the link between verification and Stockpile Stewardship? Is there potential for a weapon to be brought back into service?

Ans: No. At the disassembly inspection we can tell the age of the warhead, especially of its plutonium. We don’t use this method to look at Trident under the  normal surveillance process.

6. Frances B……. France

Will results be different depending on the weapon’s country of origin?

Ans: Trident is known by us, so if it is disposed, tagged and sealed at Burghfield we have robust provenance. But the linear transport from Coulport to AWE is important. The closer the inspection is to the point of provenance, the better it is.

7. Rebecca Johnson Britain
Will the verification project continue past 2005 and be developed to inform future disarmament negotiations, as happened with the CTBT? If AWE's priority were decommissioning and verification instead of nuclear weapons production, what would AWE look like?

Ans: This project and programme of work will be completed in 2005 and reported to the NPT Review Conference.  The scope of any new work will have to be considered in light of funding and priorities by AWE management in conjunction with the government. Verification is not only about science but also engineering - it is the same as CTBT work. Currently this is not a large programme, but there is substantial work to be done - verification has a future.

8. Caroline Gilbert Britain

Are there links with France and the USA?

Ans: We exchange a lot of information with the USA under the 1958 Mutual Defence Agreement, but we want to be independent. We do not want to be contaminated by other’s thinking. Other countries need to do the same as we do.

MOD Ans: This is an independent UK project because verification is proliferation and security sensitive. No work is done with foreign labs. We are interested in other views, but only when foreign visitors are here in the UK.

9. Member of the Belgian Mission

If the project is independent, what happens if the UK decided to provide an international inspection at AWE? Would procedures alone do it without compromising national security interests and NPT Article I commitments?

Ans: Third party participation in verification training is a risk. We are doing it for our own benefit. It is difficult to say, but our political intention, not withstanding the sensitivity, is to contribute to international verification. Advice to government would be needed on finding ways of mitigating the risks on detail. The mock visit training has given know-how for the future, if it is needed.

10. Francois Rivasseau French Ambassador to the UN

If this project is only for the UK, can France and other countries provide it on an international level with the Global Partnership and the IAEA? Why not co-operate internationally? It would be cheaper.

Ans: The NPT prevents it. There is not a common understanding on nuclear weapon design even between the P5, so proliferation would occur. To go beyond the P5 club would be even more risky. Verification may require a proliferation risk.

OP Ans: AWE does interact at a scientific level, but not at production level. The line is also drawn at operational level. We can’t go from a standing start to co-operation. We are not a Verification Centre of Excellence yet!

DB: Ans: We do not press other states to work on verification.

11. Susi Snyder USA

Signatures of Plutonium were found using metallurgical tests at a USA site in 2002. Is this relevant to your research?

Ans: Pu is not fully understood. In weapons it gets shocks and compression. Tests at Nevada to look at Pu are done under heat and are nothing to do with verification.

12. Sam Akaki Britain

AWE is recruiting 100s of scientist for research and development of new weapons. How does this fit with the NPT?

MOD Ans: Britain’s policy is a strong commitment to the NPT. We have Trident, but will keep open future options until there is a decision about a future weapon.

Developments at AWE include decommissioning and will be kept ticking over until there is a decision.

Further points for Limited Circulation

Q: Could you use a bigger budget?

Ans: No. There is a limit to what we can do.

Q; Was the inspection of Burghfield inspired by the Aldermaston Women’s Peace Camp mock inspection in 1998?

Ans: Could be.

Q: Is Owen Price moving within the company?

Ans: Yes – to Warhead Assurance. [and taking verification knowledge, enabling modifications to Trident for verification without full disclosure?  Ed.]

Q: Why do you do it?

Ans: To keep warheads safe and provide deterrence.

Q: Current Trident warhead numbers are well below the quoted 200, possibly below 180. Why not reduce warhead number to 100.

Ans: Because around 200 is the lowest viable number for AWE to function.
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