






- nor with regard to the expected or desired outcome. 

In our upcoming deliberations no delegation should be prevented from 
raising any issue it sees as relevant like the scope of the treaty, the 
issue of stockpiles produced before the entry into force, the 
management, accountancy and transparency of relevant fissile materials. 
The principle of no preconditions cannot und should not prevent us from 
having - and expressing, our ideas about the nature and elements of the 
Treaty to be. Germany understands that this the very aim of this years 
focussed and structured debate on an FMCT. 

Firstly, as regards the issues related to the scope and definitions of 
anFMCT: 

The main aim of the negotiations should be to effectively prevent any 
increase in stocks of nuclear materials for military purposes. Hence, 
the scope of the treaty should encompass 

- The prohibition of any future production of nuclear material 
directly used for the manufacture of nuclear explosive devices. 

- The prohibition of the re-use for military purposes of fissile 
material derived from disarmament measures and rededicated for civil 
purposes. 

- The ban on any transfer of civil fissile material with the aim 
of manufacturing nuclear explosives as well as other military purposes. 

In the Treaty text several definitions will be needed. It should be 
avoided as far as possible to invent definitions contradicting or 
additional to those for the existing IAEA safeguards. Definitions must 
among others be put in place to define the relevant fissile material and 
the term" production". 

As you all know positions diverge with regard to the inclusion of 
relevant fissile material produced before the entry into force of an 
FMCT. Inclusion of these stocks into an FMTC would have the following 
clear merits: It would guarantee to a large extent the necessary 
transparency and would enable accountancy in the effective prevention of 
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non-proliferation, not only in regard of inter-state relations but also 
as regards theft and transfers to terrorists. It would avoid additional 
complications of the verification system in avoiding the necessity to 
clearly and fully distinguish between fissile material originating from 
the "pre-cut -off" activities, which could be licit, and "post cut-off" 
illicit material production. 

States Parties should commit themselves to strive for the highest 
possible degree of transparency, above all by declaring existing civil 
as well military stocks. 

This issue of verification is closely interrelated to the scope, 
including the definitions, of the treaty. No doubt: the verification of 
an FMCT will be a challenging task. 

Any FMCT- verification mechanism would be tailored to the 
purpose and to the kinds of facilities involved. This includes 
possibilities for managed access inspection procedures or "black box"­
approaches, where sensitive national security information must be 
protected or information, that could assist potential proliferators. 

Even in the case of a more limited scope standards of the verification 
mechanism between the NPT and the FMCT would have to be similar: 
Explaining why a weaker verification system is sufficient to ensure 
compliance with an FMCT but not sufficient to ensure the NNWS's 
compliance with the NPT might be difficult. Differences in the 
verification system of both treaties therefore should stem only from the 
different scopes of these treaties. This would be also in line with 
non-discriminatory approach of a future FMCT. 

Verification would have to enhanced by national technical means, as in 
the other verifications regimes. To rely on national technical means 
-only-, would lead to countless compliance disputes without any 
impartial mechanism to resolve them. It is also doubtful, that under 
such circumstances aU relevant states would irreversibly cut off the 
production of new materials without any real means of building 
confidence, that the other ones are meeting their obligations. If states 
cannot know, what is really happening, that would give a false 
confidence, that something has been accomplished. 
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A Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty would serve as an important tool for 
the non proliferation of the "stuff that nuclear explosives are made 
of', by enhancing transparency and accountability in the management of 
such materials through its verification system. In addition it would be 
an effective means of preventing such materials from falling into the 
hands of terrorists. 

Thank you 
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