





Mr. President,

There is today a global surplus of refined fissile material. Some of it is usable for commercial
and civil purposes. Some of it is designated for research. Some of it for submarine fuel and
other propulsion systems. Some of it for nuclear weapons. A lot of it is in stock, including
weapon grade material in excess of actual application.

The material is located in a large number of countries albeit with large concentrations in a
few. We know that terrorists are interested in fissile material both for nuclear explosions and
as in-put in radiological weapons. So it 1s, indeed, a challenge to look even further than an
FMCT when we address problems related to fissile material. An FMCT will, evidently, focus
on future production of fissile material for nuclear weapon purposes. But existing stocks of
weapon grade material should also be addressed in the course of future negotiations. Such
stocks are in quantity more than sufficient to convince us that the nuclear threat is real.

It is possible to downblend or convert weapon-grade fissile material into fuel for the global
energy market. This is already being done, but a lot remains. This is an issue which should be
explored further. Meanwhile, more excess material should be placed under safeguards, as
envisaged by the United States, Russia and the IAEA in the Trilateral Initiative.

Mr. President,

Arms control treaties are of the greatest usefulness if they are verifiable. We do know,
however, that 100% verification is an impossible notion in relation to virtually any treaty. The
objective is to achieve a level of verifiability that will deter cheating.

At this stage wo do not know how much that can be achieved as regards verifiability of future
FMCT-provisions. Only negotiations and expert studies can enlighten us on this point.

Some studies have already been made, and they suggest that a reasonable high degree of
verifiability is possible, at a financial price that the international community can afford. This
is promising, but additional authoritative studies are needed.

With regard to intrusiveness I think everybody would agree that a verification system should
not reveal other information than what is relevant to the Treaty. This is not only in the best
interest of the States Parties, but is also essential for the purpose of non-proliferation.

Mr. President,

Verification is obviously related to the question of compliance. It was vertfied that the DPRK
did not operate in accordance with its obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, but
when the country announced its withdrawal from the Treaty we learnt that i1t was problematic
to deal with non-compliance. The NPT had a loop-hole.

Such loop-holes should be avoided in future arms control treaties, including an FMCT.
Many proposals have been made on how to deal with non-compliance, particularly in relation

to the NPT. I will not elaborate on this now. But the issue certainly has a place also on an
FMCT agenda.



Mr. President,

In conclusion I will reiterate the role of an FMCT in the overall picture for improving
oversight and control with fissile materials of all kinds. We need more proliferation resistant
technology in place. We need to safeguard more fissile material using existing arrangements
and initiatives, such as the IAEA and the Trilateral Initiative. In this perspective the
prohibition of fissile material for nuclear weapons purposes is an extremely important and
natural first step.




