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NATO criticises Russian and Chinese

nuclear stances, urges cooperation with
US

By Andrew Gray

April 21, 2026 6:53 AM CDT

A NATO flag flutters at the Tapa military base, Estonia April 30, 2023. REUTERS/Ints Kalnins/File Photo Purchase Licensing Rights [9
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NATO criticises Russian and Chinese
nuclear stances, urges cooperation with
US

Summary

e NATO urges Russia and China to boost nuclear transparency, work with US
e Appeal comes ahead of conference on nuclear non-proliferation at UN
e NATO raps Russia's missile use, nuclear rhetoric; Moscow defends its policy

e China rejects Western criticism, says its nuclear arsenal is minimal

BRUSSELS, April 21 (Reuters) - NATO criticised Russian and Chinese nuclear arms policies on Tuesday and
urged both countries to work with the United States to establish greater stability and transparency at an

upcoming international conference.

In a statement, NATQO's 32 members underlined their "strong commitment to the full implementation” of
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), a cornerstone of global arms control since

it entered into force in 1970.
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The statement came ahead of a conference beginning next week at the United Nations in New York to
review the operation of the treaty, against a backdrop of geopolitical instability including Russia's war

against Ukraine and the U.S.-Israeli war against lran.

"Russia has violated crucial arms control commitments and employed irresponsibly threatening nuclear
rhetoric. China continues to rapidly expand and diversify its nuclear arsenal without transparency,” said
the statement from NATO's North Atlantic Council.

NATO members "strongly encourage the United States' pursuit of multilateral strategic stability,” it said.

NATO OFFICIAL CRITICISES MOSCOW'S USE OF ORESHNIK MISSILE

In an interview with Reuters, NATO Assistant Secretary General Boris Ruge cited Russia's use of its
nuclear-capable Oreshnik intermediate-range ballistic missile — twice so far in Ukraine — as another

example of irresponsible "nuclear signalling" from Moscow.

"Today, we face a Russia that has dropped out of all the important arms control agreements, that has
been... developing all sorts of... nuclear delivery systems, and that is engaged in the largest war in Europe
since 1945," he said.

For its part, Russia said in February it would remain a responsible nuclear power after the expiry of the
New START treaty, which set limits on U.S. and Russian missiles, launchers and strategic warheads.

Russian President Viadimir Putin's government has also criticised NATO member France's plans to expand
its nuclear arsenal as a "highly destabilising” move that posed a potential threat to Moscow.
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Ruge defended France's move as a "measured, reasonable, and transparent response to the threats
that we face".

"We're a defensive alliance. We don't brandish our nuclear weapons. We don't engage in
irresponsible nuclear rhetoric, which we hear on a very regular basis from Mr. Putin," he said.

China has dismissed Western criticism that its buildup of nuclear arms lacks transparency.
Previewing the forthcoming conference, a Chinese foreign ministry spokesperson said on Monday:
"China always keeps its nuclear strength at the minimum level required by national security and
will never participate in a nuclear arms race.

RUSSIA AND U.S. ARE LEADING NUCLEAR WEAPONS POWERS

The exact size of countries' nuclear arsenals 1s secret. But the Federation of American Scientists
estimates Russia has about 4,400 nuclear warheads, followed by the United States with 3,700,
China with 620, France with 290 and Britain with 225.
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India, Pakistan and North Korea also possess nuclear weapons. Israel is widely assumed to have a nuclear

arsenal but has not confirmed or denied it publicly.

Ruge said NATO hoped the conference would result in a document agreed by all the parties to the treaty,
stressing transparency, risk reduction and strategic stability. The treaty has been signed by some 190

counftries.

But the two most recent iterations of the conference, in 2015 and 2022, failed to agree a common

statement on the outcome of the talks and next steps.

"Even if we were unable to agree on the document, that - in our view - would not call into question the
importance and the validity of the NPT itself," Ruge said.
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The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, also referred to as the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), obligates the five acknowledged nuclear-weapon states
(the United States, Russian Federation, United Kingdom, France, and China) not to
transfer nuclear weapons, other nuclear explosive devices, or their technology to any
non-nuclear-weapon state. Nuclear weapon States Parties are also obligated, under
Article VI, to "pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a
treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international
control."
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Previous 280 News — CRS Report
on Missile Defense In Israel

Congressional
28 Research Service
g Informing the legislative debate since 1914 _

U.S. Foreign Aid to Israel

Jeremy M. Sharp Including Israel’s multi-tier

Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs L.
missile + rocket defense
December 22, 2016

Iron Dome

David’s Sling
The Arrow and Arrow II
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Previous 280 News

Multi-Tiered Missile and Rocket Defense -~._

e i

In addition to the supply of U.S.-origin Hawk and Patriot missile batteries to Israel,* U.S.-Israeli
mussile defense cooperation has evolved in the past several years to include the co-development
of several systems. Israel also has developed 1ts own missile defense programs without U.S.
collaboration.

The following section provides background on Israel’s four-layered active defense network: Iron
Dome (short range), David’s Sling (low to mid-range), Arrow II (upper-atmospheric), and Arrow
III (exo-atmospheric).

Iron Dome

Iron Dome 1s a short-range anti-rocket system developed by Israel's Rafael Advanced Defense
Systems and originally produced 1n Israel. Iron Dome's targeting system and radar are designed to
fire 1ts Tamir 1nterceptors only at incoming projectiles that pose threats to the area being protected
(generally, strategically important sites, including population centers); 1t 1s not configured to fire
on rockets headed toward unprotected areas. Iron Dome batteries can be moved to respond to
changes in Israel1 areas subject to threat.
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Previous 280 News

David’s Sling

In August 2008, Israel and the United States officially signed a “project agreement” to co-develop
the David’s Sling system.” David’s Sling (aka Magic Wand) is a short/medium-range system
designed to counter long-range rockets and slower-flying cruise missiles fired at ranges from 40
km to 300 km, such as those possessed by Hezbollah in Lebanon, Iran, and Syria. David’s Sling 1s
designed to intercept missiles with ranges and trajectories for which Israel’s Iron Dome and/or

Arrow ballistic missile interceptor 1s not optimally configured. It 1s being developed jointly by
Rafael Advanced Defense Systems and Raytheon. David’s Sling uses Raytheon’s Stunner missile
for interception, and each launcher can hold up to 16 missiles. Once the United States and Israel
reach a co-production agreement for the Stunner, the interceptors may be built in Tucson, Arizona
by Raytheon.

In December 20135, David’s Sling
successfully passed its final series of pre-
production tests at a test facility in the Negev
desert. In March 2016, the Israeli Air Force
began a months-long process to integrate
David’s Sling into its multi-layered mussile
defense architecture.
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The Arrow and Arrow II

Since 1988, Israel and the United States have been jointly developing the Arrow Anti-Missile
System.”* The Arrow is designed to counter short-range ballistic missiles. The United States has
funded just under half of the annual costs of the development of the Arrow Weapon System, with
Israel supplying the remainder. The Arrow II program (officially referred to as the Arrow System
Improvement Program or ASIP), a joint effort of Boeing and Israel Aerospace Industries (IAI), 1s
designed to defeat longer-range ballistic missiles. One Arrow II battery 1s designed to protect
large swaths of Israeli territory.

The Arrow III, made (like the Arrow II) by Israel Aerospace Industries (IAI) and Boeing, 1s
expected to be deployed by 2017. In July 2010, the United States and Israel signed a bilateral
agreement (The Upper-Tier Interceptor Project Agreement) to extend their cooperation in
developing and producing the Arrow III, including an equitable U.S.-Israeli cost share.

Germany signed the agreement to purchase the Arrow III in September 2023 for about €3.6 billion .
First system delivered to the German Air Force in December 2025. Fully operational in 2030.

Purpose: To enhance Germany’s defense against potential long-range ballistic missile threats under
the European Sky Shield Initiative.

Russia has extensively militarized the Kaliningrad oblast (formerly Konigsberg). Russia bases
Iskander-M short-range ballistic missile systems, which are capable of carrying conventional or
nuclear warheads and have a range capable of striking parts of Eastern Europe.
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Table 2. Defense Budget Appropriations for U.S.-Israeli Missile Defense:

FY2006-FY2016 Request

(Current $ in millions)

Arrow llI
(High David’s Sling Iron

Fiscal Year Arrow lI Altitude) (Short-Range) Dome Total
FY2006 122.866 — 10.0 — 132.866
FY2007 | 17.494 — 204 — 137.894
FY2008 98.572 20.0 37.0 — 155.572
FY2009 74.342 30.0 72.895 — 177.237
FY2010 72.306 50.036 80.092 — 202.434
FY201! 1 66.427 58.966 84.722 205.0 415.115
FY2012 58.955 66.220 110.525 70.0a 305.700
FY2013 After  40.800 74.700 137.500 194.0 447.000
Sequestration
FY2014 44363 74.707 149.712 460.309 729.091

(includes

supp)
FY201I5 56.201 74.707 137.934 350.972 619.814
FY2016 56519 89.550 286.526 55.000 487.595¢
FY2017 10.831 55.793 37.211 42.000 145.835
Request
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Nuclear Arms Control

Nature and Goals of Arms Control
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Example for Arms Control

Arms Control in the area of chemical warfare
First treaty: the 1925 Geneva Protocol
bans the use of chemical weapons.
Current: Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC)
Entered into force on April 29" 1997, Duration: Indefinite
Bans use & possession of chemical weapons
Defines timetable for destruction of chemical weapons
Original deadline for destruction of all chemical weapons set in CWC:

April 29t 2012 — Lybia, Russia and US did not reach this goal.

2017 OPCW report: 69,610 metric tons, or 96.27% of all chemical
weapons have been destroyed. Russia was certified in 2017 and the
USA in 2023 to have destroyed all chemical weapons.
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CWC Signed & Ratified by 190 Countries

Implementation 1s monitored by the
" QOrganization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons located at The
Hague, Netherlands.

OPCW was awarded the
Nobel Peace Prize 2013

CWC provided framework to deal with crisis that arose from the use of
chemical weapons by the Government of Syria in 2013.

The destruction of the Syrian chemical weapon stockpile 1s being
monitored by the OPCW. On October 20" 2014 the OPCW announced
that 98% of the Syrian chemical weapon stockpile has been destroyed.
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Source: Arms Control Today, Paul F. Walker, December 2014

Figure 1: Eliminating Syria's Chemical Arsenal

he authority for the international project to destroy Syria’s chemical arsenal came in September

2013 from a plan that was formulated by the Executive Council of the Organisation for the Prohibi-
tion of Chemical Weapons and endorsed by the UN Security Council. That plan was based on a U.5.-
Russian framework agreement. In large part because of the ongoing civil war in Syria, the plan con-
templated the removal of much of Syria’s declared arsenal of 1,300 metric tons of chemical weapons
material for destruction outside the country.

The removal was marked by delays, which Syria attributed to the hazard from rebel forces. The last

chemicals left Syria on June 23, 2014, months behind schedule. By the end of October, however, 98
percent of the declared stockpile, including all of the most dangerous chemicals, had been destroyed.
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Destroying Chemicals
In Europe and the U.S5.

+ Afer the transfer to the Cape Ray
at Gioia Tauro, the Ark Futura went
to the United Kingdom, where it
off-loaded about 150 metric tons of
chemicals weapons material for
incineration at two sites in that
country,

* The Taiko, a Norwegian freighter,
went from Syria to Finland, where it
delivered about 120 metric tons of
chemicals for incineration.

* After the Finland stop, the Taiko
travaled to Texas with sevaral
hundred maetric tons of chemicals
destined for incineration therea.

+ After completing the hydrolysis of
the Syrian chemicals, the Cape Ray
delivered to Germany 350 1o 400
metric tons of effluent from the
neutralization of the sulfur mustard
aboard the .3, ship.

+ The Cape Ray then continued on
to Finland, which is incinerating the
6,000 metric tons of effluent from
the neutralization of the DR

* The ship returned to Virginia in
mid-September,
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Destroying Chemicals at Sea

* On July 7, the Cape Ray, operating in international
waters in the Mediterranean Sea, began neutralizing
the chemicals transferred from the Ark Futura.

* The chemicals—the sarin precursor DF and a
small amount of sulfur mustard —were neutralized in
twa mobile hydrohysis units that the Cape Ray was

4 carrying.

# The neutralization was completed on August 17,
well ahead of the announced schedule for that task.

"Transloading’ in Gioia Tauro, Italy

= The Danish freighter Ark Futura
carried 780 metric tons of Syrian
chemical weapons agents from Lata-
kia 1o the halian pont of GiciaTauro.

= At Gigia Taurg, 500 metric tons of
chemicals were transfarred 1o the MV
Cape Ray, a .35, vessel,

* The transfer was completed on
July 2,

Collecting
Chemicals in
Latakia, Syria

* Syrian chemical weapons
agents were brought to the pont
city of Latakia in northwestern
Syria from about 20 sites across
the country,

* Syria was respongible for the
transport of the chemicals to
Latakia. Some of the equipment
used in the operation was pro-
vided by other countries.

+ From Latakia, an internation-
al convoy carried the chamicals
away for destruction outside
Syria,

+ Syria’s stockpile of isopropa-
nol, which constituted about 10
percent of the declared arsenal
of 1,200 metric tons, was de-
stroyed within the country.

Source: Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, ULS. Department of Defense, Arms Control Association
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Source: Arms Control Today, Paul F. Walker, December 2014

The Syrian chemical weapons destruction process in 2013 and 2014
has been a remarkable example of successful multilateral
disarmament operations 1n the middle of a costly and dangerous civil
war.

It has removed not only the threat of mass-casualty attacks with
deadly nerve agents against soldiers and civilians in the Syrian civil
war, but also the threat of chemical weapons use against neighboring
countries.

Furthermore, it has set a precedent for Egypt and Israel, the other
two suspected chemical weapons possessor states 1n the region, to
join the near-universal CWC. The complete abolition of chemical
weapons 1n the Middle East will be an important confidence-building
measure for negotiations of a zone free of weapons of mass
destruction 1n the region, as proposed by the 2010 Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference.
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Understanding Arms Control

Arms Control is one tool in the toolbox of
international relations, which also includes
* Diplomacy

— Bilateral

— Muiltilateral (including the United Nations)

» Other security instruments
— Political
— Economic
— Technological

— Environmental

 Military Force

— Self defense

(If all else fails and action is justifiable within legal & ethical considerations)
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Understanding Arms Control

Arms Control is not the antithesis of military power.
* |t was often portrayed as that during the Cold War
* |t is the same as (partial) disarmament

* |t is not the answer to all problems

Arms Control is difficult and imperfect.
* S0 is diplomacy and the use of military force

* The right questions to ask are, “Is there a better way?
A cheaper way? A more effective way? A less risky way?”
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Understanding Arms Control

Unilateral reciprocal steps without treaties are possible but
rarely successful in the long run.

Treaties have been more successful.

Arms control is a multilateral act —

* Two or more parties (usually states) are involved

* An agreement is possible only if all the parties involved see it as in
their best interests

* |[f conditions change, interests can change and one or more parties
may view an earlier agreement as no longer in their best interest
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Goals of Nuclear Arms Control

There are many possible motivations for controlling
nuclear arms:

» Reduce the threat of nuclear weapons including
their use in war or in terrorist attacks

= Reduce the cost of a nuclear arms race
* Enhance international security and stability

= Facilitate international cooperation
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Nuclear Arms Control

Most nuclear arms control is about preventing and reversing
or, at least, slowing nuclear proliferation, i.e., the spread of
nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons capability

» Horizontal proliferation: the spread of NWs to additional states
(or non-state actors)

* Vertical proliferation: the increase in the number and/or
capability of the NWs of states that already have them

 Vertical and horizontal proliferation are inherently coupled

 The ultimate motivation for pursuing nuclear arms control is
that Nuclear Weapons threaten the very existence of
individual nations and human civilization.
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Nuclear Arms Control

Overview of Nuclear Arms Control Treaties
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Key Nuclear Arms Control Agreements
and Year Signed (Important)

* 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT)
* 1968 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)

« 1972 Strategic Arms LimitationTreaty (SALT) =
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABMT)
+ Interim Agreement on Offensive Forces

* 1974/1980 Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)
+ Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET)

« 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INFT)

« 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START)
+ 1992 Lisbon Protocol regarding successor states

*« 1996 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), not in force yet
« 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT)
« 2011 New START
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Other Important Nuclear Arms Control
Agreements and Year Signed

« 1959 Antarctic NWFZ Treaty

* 1967 Latin America Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone Treaty (Tlatelolco)
« 1968 African NWFZ Treaty (Treaty of Pelindaba)

* 1970 Outer Space Treaty

« 1971 Seabed Treaty

« 1979 Strategic Arms LimitationTreaty Il (SALT Il), never ratified

« 1985 South Pacific NWFZ Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga)

« 1987/1993 Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)

* 1994 Agreed Framework between US and DPRK

* 1995 South-East Asian NWFZ Treaty (Treaty of Bangkok)
« 1997 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty Il (START Il), never ratified
« 2002 International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (ICOC)
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History of Strategic Nuclear Arms Agreements

* 1972 : Nixon — Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) and Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty (ABMT), approved

* 1979 : Carter — Second Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT Il), withdrawn

* 1987 : Reagan — Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF), approved

* 1991: Reagan & Bush | — Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I), approved
* 1992 : Bush | — Lisbon Accord, approved

* 1993 : Bush | & Clinton — Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty Il (START Il),
Ratified in 1996 in Senate, Senate did not ratify 1997 START Il addendum
Ratification by Russia in 2000 conditional on US ratification of addendum

* 1996 : Clinton — Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT),
Senate did not ratify

e 2002 : Bush Il — Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), approved
e 2010 : Obama — New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START ), approved
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Nuclear Arms Control

The Nature of Treaties
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The Nature of Treaties

* A treaty is a written agreement between two or
more sovereign states in which the parties involved
agree to abide by certain specified procedures and
standards of conduct

* The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties
(opened for signature 1969, entered into force
1980) sets the rules for treaties in international law.

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 29 FKL, Dep. of Physics © 2026



The Nature of Treaties

 Signature: Signature by an authorized State
representative (need not be the highest official).

* Ratification: Each of the participating parties go
through a domestic “ratification” process that is
designed to show that the state agrees to be bound
by the treaty, independent of future changes in
political leadership.

* Entry into Force: The treaty specifies the conditions
for its entry into force, typically based on the
number of ratifying states.

Default: Ratification by all negotiating states.
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The Nature of Treaties

Member State Status

*During negotiations: Negotiating State
*After signature: State Signatory
After ratification: Ratifying State

*After entry into Force: State Party
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The Nature of Treaties

Obligations prior to entry into force and for withdrawal —

* According to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, a
state that has signed a treaty is bound to it and is obliged to
refrain from acts which would defeat the object and purpose of
a treaty even if it has not yet ratified the treaty.

* A state can change its mind before ratification. After announcing
to the world that it is withdrawing its signature, it is no longer
bound.

* After ratification, a state is obligated to announce to the world in
advance that it plans to withdraw from a treaty.
—The treaty specifies the advanced notice required.

—In arms control treaties this is referred to as the “Supreme National
Interest” clause.
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The Nature of Treaties

Traditionally, treaties are “deposited” at one or more locations
(depository) where they may be studied by any interested party

* |t is rare to have “secret” treaties or secret parts of treaties in the
arms control context

* International knowledge and support is usually one of the reasons
states enter into treaties

The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties clarifies a wide
range of issues associates with treaties of all types

* Interpretation of language
* Norms of conduct not explicitly prescribed in the treaty

* Traditional practice (common sense) also applies
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The Nature of Treaties

A written agreement does not have to have the word “treaty” in its title to be
a treaty

« What is required are the features described above

« The word “Convention” is a common substitute for the word “Treaty” in titles, but
taken alone “Convention” does not itself imply the agreement is a treaty

« Examples: Biological Weapons Convention, Chemical Weapons Convention

« The word “Protocol” is used in many different ways in the international context
—to describe a treaty in itself
—to describe a part of or an amendment to a treaty

—to describe something less than a treaty

An “Executive Agreement” is an agreement between the heads of two (or
more) states and is not legally binding in the framework of the Vienna
Convention. However, executive agreements are regulated under US law
and are an alternative form to enter international agreements for the US.
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The Nature of Treaties

A treaty typically has an “official” name and a “familiar”
name (a nickname), which often includes the
geographical location where it was negotiated or signed

The number of parties to treaties can vary

 Distinguish “bilateral”, “trilateral” and “muiltilateral” treaties

 Goal for “universal” treaties

The duration of treaties can vary
* “Indefinite duration™ means forever (for all time)

* A treaty can also be for only a specified duration
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Nuclear Arms Control

Nuclear Arms Control During the Cold War
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News

Module 8: Nuclear Arms Control
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First Success: The 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty

* Was agreed by the U.S. and Soviet Union in 1963

» Considerations started in 1954, originally aiming at a comprehensive
test ban treaty

* Built on 8 years of work beginning with the Eisenhower administration

* Was negotiated by Averill Harriman, Kennedy’s special ambassador,
In face-to-face negotiations with Nikita Khrushchev in only 10 days in
July—August 1963

* Was signed Aug. 5, 1963, ratified by the U.S. Senate on Sep. 24,
1963, entered into force Oct. 10, 1963. Record Time!

* US, USSR, and UK were the original parties

* Almost all states of the world are now parties to the LTBT
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The 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty

Provisions —
A two-page treaty (see the PHYS-280 documents web page)

» Bans "any nuclear weapons test explosion, or any other
nuclear explosion” “in the atmosphere; beyond its limits,

including outer space; or underwater”

* “In any other environment if such explosion causes
radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial limits of
the State...”

» Has no verification provisions: verification is easy using
existing surveillance technologies because of the unique
signatures of a nuclear explosion
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The 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty

« Came about largely as a response to world-wide public outcry
against fallout from atmospheric testing

* Role of scientists (Nobel Peace Prize Linus Pauling)

* Original goal eliminating all nuclear testing failed because of
iInternal political opposition within the three countries and because
of controversy over whether underground tests could be detected
(this question was again used by opponents of the CTBT as an
excuse not to ratify it in the U.S. Senate)

» Was the first sign of hope for controlling nuclear weapons, but in
practice was primarily an environmental protection measure
(radioactivity from nuclear testing restricted to the underground
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Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

* NWFZs are in force on the territory of 110 countries
« Some are single-state NWFZs (Austria, Mongolia)

* In preparation: Central Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone

s
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Other “Nuclear Free Zones”

* 1967 Outer Space Treaty
—No basing of NWs in orbit about earth

—Moon and other celestial bodies (planets, asteroids, etc.)
nuclear free zones

—Numerous other restriction on state behavior that are
unrelated to nuclear weapons

* 1971 Seabed Treaty

—No basing, storage, of testing of NW (or other WMD)
on seabed, ocean floor, and subsoil thereof

—Does not apply to coastal waters (12 mile limit)

—Modeled after Outer Space Treaty
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Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: Timeline

Almost the whole southern hemisphere is covered by
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaties
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Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

Latin American Nuclear Free Zone (LANFZ) Treaty (1967)

Also known as the “Treaty of Tlatelolco,” the area of Mexico City where the
diplomats assembled ! ”

Signed in 1967, is of indefinite duration

Came about through the efforts of five Latin
Presidents

(Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, and Mexico)
Motivation came from the 1962 Cuban missile crisis

The 24 Latin American signatories agree
to not develop or introduce NWs tmmmr ’ e

The four countries outside of region (US, UK, Neth, Fr) = agree in a
signed protocol to apply the provisions to their territories in LA

All five NPT NW states agree in second protocol not to introduce NWs into
region of LA
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Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

* 1959 Antarctic Treaty (first post-WW]I treaty)

— Entire continent a nuclear free zone

— Numerous other restrictions on state behavior that are unrelated to
nuclear weapons

* 1985 South Pacific NWFZ (Treaty of Raratonga)

* 1995 South-East Asian NWFZ (Treaty of
Bangkok)
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* 1996 African NWFZ (Treaty of Pelindaba)
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Horizontal Nuclear Non-Proliferation

1955: Atoms for Peace |
15t video
(https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/multimedia/videos/atoms-peace-speech)

1957: International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) formed

Verification: Nuclear Safeguards

* The initial safeguards agreement did not provide full-
scope safeguards

* Full-scope safeguards came after the 1968 NPT
(in the Model Safeguards Agreement of 1971)
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Example: Inspection of the Nuclear Program in
Iran by the |AEA During P5+1 Negotiations

() 1aEA

i Atoms for Peace

Board of Governors
GOV/INF/2014/10

Date: 17 April 2014

Restricted Distribution
Original: English

For official use only

Status of Iran’s Nuclear Programme
In relation to the Joint Plan of Action

Report by the Director General
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Building Trust: Inspection of the Nuclear
Program in lran by the IAEA

. As foreshadowed in GOV/2014/2. this report provides imnformation on the status of the Islamic
Republic of Iran’s (Iran’s) nuclear programme in relation to the “voluntary measures™ that Iran has
agreed to undertake as part of the Joint Plan of Action (JPA) agreed between the E3+3 and Iran on
24 November 2013." According to the JPA. the first step would be time-bound (six months) and
renewable by mutual consent. The JPA took effect on 20 January 2014.°

2. The Agency confirms that since 20 January 2014. Iran has:
1. not enriched uranium above 5% U-235 at any of 1ts declared facilities:
1.  not operated cascades in an interconnected configuration at any of its declared
facilities:

ii1.  completed the dilution — down to an enrichment level of no more than 5% U-235 — of
half of the nuclear material that had been in the form of UF; enriched up to
20% U-235 on 20 January 2014:°

Example, how arms control and existing instruments of arms control can create trust and can be
used to provide valuable options in resolving international conflict.

It 1s important to remember that well concerted sanctions, the related diplomatic efforts and the
strong US military presence have played a key role in brining Iran to the table.

This effort resulted in the JCPO: Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
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The 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

* Signed in 1968 (Johnson Administration), went into force in 1970, had 25-year term
* Renewed for an indefinite term in May 1995

« State Parties meet every 5 years to review effectiveness of treaty & propose
improvements of implementation

* Divides states of the world into two classes

—Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) defined by treaty as states that have tested before
1968: US, USSR/R, UK, Fr, PRC only

—Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS)
* Grand bargain

—NWs states agree to share peaceful applications of nuclear technologies
with NNS + commitment to pursue reduction of nuclear arsenals

—NNW states agree not to develop or acquire NWs
« De-facto NWS lIsrael, India, Pakistan, and North Korea are the only non-signatories

* Inclusion of Israel, India, Pakistan, and North Korea as NPT NWS would require
amending the treaty, which would be tantamount to re-negotiating it; such a

negotiation is generally regarded as highly undesirable
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The 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

Iraq, Libya, Iran, and N. Korea were/are problematic signatories

» Post Iraqg War searches provided definitive assurance that the
Iraqi NW program is eliminated

 Libya ended nuclear weapons program

* North Korea withdrew from the NPT, launched a NW program
(U enrichment and Pu reprocessing), declared possession of
nuclear weapons in March 2005 and tested them in 20006, In
2009, in 2013 and in 2016. Accession of Kim Jong-un in 2011 has
lead to present crisis with significant uncertainty with regards to
North Korea's intentions.

» Concerns that Iran may be close to acquiring nuclear
weapons continue to exist.
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The 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

The 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference agreed on a
document called “Principles and Objectives on Nuclear Non-
Proliferation and Disarmament”

The 2000 NPT Five-Year Review produced an agreed list of the most
relevant next steps (13 steps)

The 2005 NPT Five-Year Review failed to produce a final communiquée
The 2010 NPT Five-Year Review was more successful

The 2015 and 2022 NPT Five-Year Reviews failed to produce a final
communique over resistance of NWS to advance disarmament. And in
addition, 2022, over the control of nuclear facilities in Ukraine.
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Monitoring of NPT: IAEA Safeguard System

* |[AEA safeguards system: aims to detect and
deter diversion of nuclear materials used for
civilian purposes to materials used to make
weapons.

* |AEA currently monitors more than 1300 facilities
iIn more than 190 states. 870 staff from 100
countries work in the IAEA Department of
Safeguards, including about 275 inspectors.

https://www.1aea.org/newscenter/multimedia/videos/iaca-focus

21nd video
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The 1997 NPT Additional Protocol

* [rag case 1991: inability to detect clandestine
nuclear activities suggests that IAEA nuclear
safeguards are not comprehensive enough.

« 93+2 program to enhance efficiency and
effectiveness of nuclear safeguards =» broader
range of facilities, environmental sampling,
iInspections with short term notice

* Model for Additional Protocol (INFCIRC-540) in
1997

* As of December 2025, signed and in force for
144 states, out of 191 Parties to the NPT
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Trump Is Urged to Move on Nuclear
N eWwsS Site Thought to Be Beyond Reach Ehe New Hork Times Reportng fom Wathngto

of Bombs Apil 17,2026

A satellite image provided by Vantor shows the tunnel complex at Pickaxe Mountain in Iran last month. Last fall, satellite images
revealed that Iran had advanced construction at the site soon after U.S. forces disabled the country's three main nuclear facilities in
June. Vantor, via Associated Press
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News

Trump Is Urged to Move on Nuclear
Site Thought to Be Beyond Reach Ehe Nework Eimes

of Bombs

Over the past year, U.S. airstrikes have crippled Iran’s nuclear
program. Several Iranian nuclear facilities lie in ruins. And Iran’s
stockpile of highly enriched uranium — “nuclear dust,” as
President Trump calls it — is thought to be deeply buried under
rubble.

But even after a U.S. bombing raid last June and more than five
weeks of attacks on Iran since February, one suspected nuclear site
remains untouched. Experts say the underground facility, known
as Pickaxe Mountain, is buried so deep that it may lie beyond the
reach of America’s most powerful bunker-buster bombs.

Experts do not believe the facility is yet complete. But they fear
that in the future, Pickaxe Mountain could provide Iran a venue for
producing nuclear weapons that is impervious to aerial attack.

As Mr. Trump bombed the country in recent weeks, some Iran
hawks pressed him to consider sending Special Forces on a risky
ground mission to destroy the facility with planted high explosives.
One White House ally recently proposed injecting its halls with
chemical contaminants.

By Michael Crowley
Reporting from Washington

April 17, 2026
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News
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Trump Is Urged to Move on Nuclear
Site Thought to Be Beyond Reach Ehe Nework Eimes

of Bombs

Other experts who favor dialogue over conflict call those ideas far-
fetched and say that Pickaxe Mountain illustrates the impossibility
of relying on force alone to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear
bomb.

Now that Mr. Trump is pursuing negotiations with Iran, both
camps agree that any deal must include a provision ensuring that
Pickaxe Mountain is permanently shut down.

Little is known about Pickaxe Mountain, referred to locally as Kuh-
e Kolang Gaz La. But last fall, satellite images revealed that Iran
had advanced construction at the site soon after U.S. forces
disabled the country’s three main nuclear facilities in June.

Mr. Trump cited that activity in an April address as a reason for
launching war with Iran. After the three sites were hit, he said,
Iran’s leaders “sought to rebuild their nuclear program at a totally
different location, making clear they had no intention of
abandoning their pursuit of nuclear weapons.”

Analysts said Mr. Trump was clearly referring to Pickaxe
Mountain.

One of the sites targeted by Operation Midnight Hammer in June
was Iran’s mountainside uranium enrichment facility at Fordo,
which the United States struck with 30,000-pound bombs known as
Massive Ordnance Penetrators designed specifically for that
mission.

By Michael Crowley
Reporting from Washington

April 17, 2026
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News

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 57

Trump Is Urged to Move on Nuclear

Site Thought to Be Beyond Reach

of Bombs

But even those fearsome bombs might not be able to reach Pickaxe
Mountain’s interior chambers, which are buried about 2,000 feet
deeper under granite than Fordo, according to the Institute for
Science and International Security.

“Pickaxe Mountain is deeper and bigger and more fortified than
Fordo,” said Blaise Misztal, the vice president for policy at the
Jewish Institute for National Security of America, or JINSA, a
Washington research organization. “That may be a place where
they are planning to sprint to weapons-grade enrichment.”

When construction began in 2020, Iran’s government said the site
would house a plant to build centrifuges, which spin uranium at
high speeds to greater levels of purity, to replace one destroyed by
presumed Israeli sabotage. But Iran has not granted the
International Atomic Energy Agency access to the facility,
affirming suspicion among experts that Iran may actually intend to
use it for the more advanced step of enriching uranium to military-
grade purity suitable for nuclear bombs.

“In any negotiated settlement with Iran that ends the conflict, the
Trump administration should insist on the full, verified and
permanent dismantlement of all enrichment plants,” said Andrea
Stricker, a research fellow at the Foundation for Defense of
Democracies, which has supported Mr. Trump’s war with Iran. “We
don’t want them recovering and matching highly enriched uranium
with a potential enrichment facility beyond the reach of bunker
busters.”

Che New Hork Times

By Michael Crowley
Reporting from Washington

April 17, 2026
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Some experts fear that Iran may already have stashed some of its
stockpile of 970 pounds of highly enriched uranium at Pickaxe
Mountain.

Pickaxe is not the only underground Iranian facility of concern: In
March 2025, Tehran declared to the International Atomic Energy
Agency that it had built a new uranium enrichment facility at
Isfahan. But agency officials have been unable to visit the site, and
after the strikes last year, much about it remains unknown.

According to a new JINSA analysis, the [sfahan site is also most
likely too deep for bunker-buster bombs to reach. The analysis said
the site must be inspected and, if necessary, rendered “inoperable
and inaccessible to Iran.”

The U.S. airstrikes in June, heavily damaged four tunnel entrances
to the Isfahan site. Iran’s unimpeded access to Pickaxe Mountain,
and its recent activity there, make that site the higher priority, Ms.
Stricker said. Satellite images showed that work included the use
of dump trucks, cement mixers, backhoes and cranes to harden the
facility’s entrances, along with other vehicle activity that might
indicate work to equip its interior.

Che New Hork Times

By Michael Crowley
Reporting from Washington

April 17, 2026
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Limits on SU and US Nuclear Weapons Systems

* Meaningful limitations on nuclear weapons systems proved
difficult to achieve during the Cold War

* The nuclear arms race was driven by intense fear and
became deeply ingrained due to many different factors

—Competition and distrust between the two superpowers
—Complications created by the NW programs of UK, Fr, and PRC

—Domestic political, institutional, and economic forces, which drove the
arms race in each of the NW states

—The first limits on NW systems were achieved in 1972 as a result of the
SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation Talks) negotiations during the first
Nixon administration

—Secretary of State Henry Kissinger was the architect, chief negotiator,
and super salesman of the SALT-I| Treaty
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The Two Parts of SALT |

The first Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT-1) had
two parts —

* The ABM Treaty (ABMT)

* An “interim agreement on offensive strategic nuclear delivery
systems” (R > 5,500 km = 3,400 miles)

* The parties could not agree on one without the other, because
both parties (US and USSR) agreed that limitations on offensive
nuclear delivery systems would be impossible without limitations
on defensive systems
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The 1972 ABM Treaty

—Signed May 1972, ratification approved Aug 1972;

iIn force Oct 1972

—Each party agrees not to deploy any defensive system of
nationwide scope against strategic ballistic missiles

—Each party agrees not to develop the basis for a nationwide

ABM system

—Two limited deployments permitted (100 interceptors)

»Defend national capital (Soviets were dep
»Defend single ICBM field (US deploying t

oying this)
nis)

»Reduction to one of the above sites by a -

974 Protocol

—No prohibition on defenses against non-strategic ballistic

missiles or cruise missiles
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The SALT | Interim Agreement

* Bilateral agreement; UK had ceased to be a major player, and progress would
have been impossible if FR and PRC were at the table

« Established a five-year freeze at existing levels of nuclear delivery systems;
those in production allowed to be deployed

* No reductions required on either side

 Parties pledge to conduct follow-on negotiations for more comprehensive
measures “as soon as possible”. The Interim Agreement resulted in unequal
numbers in US and USSR triads---led to strong objections in US Senate.

* The opportunity to ban MIRVed ICBMs and MIRVed SLBMs was not considered
In the negotiations which is regarded by many as a serious mistake in Cold War
arms control

* There was long delay before a true treaty (SALT-II) on offensive system was
reached in 1979 near the end of the Carter Administration.

« SALT-Il was never ratified and never in force
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The SALT Il Treaty

* A small step forward was made in the Ford Administration: the 1974 Vladivostok
Agreement

* An agreement ("SALT-II") was completed in Carter Administration after prolonged
negotiations in 1979

» Carter withdrew SALT-IlI from consideration by the U.S.Senate in January 1980,
to avoid its rejection (Soviet invasion in Afghanistan). Both sides followed the terms
of the treaty; this lasted until 1986

* In 1986 President Reagan declared that the U.S. would no longer be constrained by the
terms of the Treaty. ; é.'

» Basic structure:
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—Limit of 2250 total number of SNDVs by 1981

—Sub-limit on number of MIRVed missiles and
Heavy Bombers (HB) with cruise missiles

—Limit on number of warheads on ICBMs,
SLBMs and HBs

—Numerous other sub-limits and restrictions

fininy Cter and Leonid Brezjiev signiig “
T 11 in Vienna, June,18, 1979. |
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The Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty

* Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty was signed on
December 8, 1987, entered into force in1988

* Negotiations started 1981

* Bilateral (USA-USSR) +
West German unilateral declaration

* Basic structure:

—Total global ban of a whole class of ground-

based nuclear weapons " i .
—Applies to delivery systems with a range between 500 and 5,500 km
—Disarmament by destruction of in total 2,695 missiles

Soviet Union: 1,836 missiles
USA: 859 missiles

—Complete elimination within 3 years (included cruise missiles)
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The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START)

* 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty Provisions

— Negotiations began in Reagan Administration in 1982; Gorbachev was in
power in the Soviet Union

— Treaty signed in July 31, 1991 (Bush Administration)
— Five months later Soviet Union dissolved

— Treaty contains a of launcher (SNDV) limits and warhead limits (7 year term
for reduction)

— WH limits expressed in terms of “accountable war heads” (AWHSs)
» 1,600 deployed ICBMs, SLBMs and HBs

»6,000 total AWHSs
—sublimit: 4,900 AWHSs on ICBMs and SLBMs
— sublimit: 1,500 on Heavy ICBMs (Soviet SS-18s)
— sublimit: on mobile ICBMs

— Total ballistic missile “throw-weight” limited to 3,600 metric tons

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 65 FKL, Dep. of Physics © 2026



The START Treaty (cont'd)

— Was the first treaty to require actual reductions of strategic nuclear forces

— Counting rules specified for each type of SNDV

»HB equipped with bombs and short-range attack missiles (SRAMs) count
as 1 AWH

»HB with ALCMs count as 10, 16, or 20 AWHSs
— Treaty duration of 15 years; renewable for additional 5-year terms
—Verification by National Technical Means (NTM) plus cooperative measures

— Entry into Force: Dec 5, 1994 after the “Lisbon Protocol” was signed and
ratified

— Expired in December 2009 (second Bush administration made no effort to
extend it or put in place a follow-on treaty)
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Physics 280: Session 27

Deadline for extra credit opportunity C extended to 5-6:
Book Review: Hersey’'s Hiroshima

ACDIS Seminar on Thursday, 4-30, 5pm, Coble Hall 306

From the Lab to Capitol Hill: Physicists and the Fight to Reduce Nuclear Risk
Chris Rostampour, Arms Control Associate and Physicist Coalition

News

Module 8: Nuclear Arms Control cont’d
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Nuclear Arms Control: Post Cold-War

(1) 1989-2000: Nuclear Arms Control in the
Post-Cold War Era (Bush | and Clinton)

1992 Lisbon Accord

1993 START I
1996 CTBT
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The 1992 Lisbon Protocol

Following the end of Soviet Union as political entity, something had to
be done to determine who had successor state responsibility for
treaties signed by USSR

1992 Lisbon Accord (Protocol to START-I and ABM Treaty)
»Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine and US signatories
»Russia the successor nuclear weapon state under NPT

»Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine to sign NPT as non-nuclear
states (and eliminate all NW on their territories)

»Russian bound by START- | obligations

»Ukraine was the last of the newly independent states to
complete all the necessary steps of nuclear disarmament

»Budapest Memorandum of 1994: Russia, US, UK provide
security assurances to the Ukraine.
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START Il

* Bush-Yeltsin signed in Moscow January 3, 1993

» Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicle (SNDV) ceiling of 1,600 in
START-I unchanged

» Total warhead ceiling reduced to 3,000-3,500

 Warhead counts

— ICBM + SLBM WH ceiling dropped

— MIRVed ICBMs completely forbidden

— All Heavy ICBM (SS-18s) eliminated

— SLBM WH ceiling of 1,700-1,750 added

— Mobile ICBM WH ceiling of START-I left at 850

» Warheads downloaded from MIRVed missiles may not be restored
* To remain in force as long as START is in force (December 2009)
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START Il (contd)

« US agreed to help Russians with destruction costs and
technologies

 Entry into force in two phases with initial dates

— Phase1 complete 7 years after START signed
— Phase 2 complete in 2003
— Phase 2 deadline later extended to 2007

* Ratified by US in 1996, but US did not ratify 1997
protocol extending implementation, ABM Treaty
succession, and agreement clarifying demarcation line
between strategic and theater ballistic missile defenses

* Russian delayed ratification over concerns of EU and
NATO expansion in Eastern Europe. When finally ratified:
subject to the provision that the US remain bound by the
ABM Treaty.
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START Ill Talks

 During period 1993-2000 when START Il was signed but not in force, major
changes were taking place in Russia

* Russia repeatedly expressed interest in WH limits lower than START I limits
 Limit of 2,000- 2,500 WH informally agreed between Clinton and Yeltsin

* Russians proposed limits of 1,500 WH

« Some on US side proposed 1,000 WHs (minimum deterrence)

* Verifiable destruction of WHSs to be included

* Other transparency measures explored

* Never any formal negotiations

 Lost opportunity, lost decade?!

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 72 FKL, Dep. of Physics © 2026



History of Test Ban Treaties

Partial TBT
Threshold TBT

Signature Entry into Force
Aug. 5, 1963 Oct. 10, 1963
July 3, 1974 Dec. 1, 1990

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty May 28, 1976 Dec. 11, 1990

Comprehensive TBT

onglh
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CTBT #, CTBTO

prepa ra tory commission for the
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban
treaty organization

PREPARATORY COMMISSION

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty

Negotiated 1993-1996 at the Conference for Disarmament in
Geneva

Opened for signature in September 1996 in New York

As of December 2025: 187 signatories, 178 ratifications. Of
the 44 in Annex Il, 9 have not ratified. They are: China, Egypt,
India, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan Russia, and the
United States.

UN General Assembly Resolution in November 1996 created
the Preparatory Commission with its Provisional Technical
Secretariat in Vienna.

The International Monitoring System with 337 stations
worldwide is 90% complete. It comprises of seismic,
hydroacoustic, infrasound and radionuclide sensors.
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Analysis of North Korea's 2006 Nuclear Test

On October 9, 2006, North Korea announced that it had carried out
an underground nuclear test.

One week later, the Office of the Director of National Intelligence
confirmed detection of radioactive debris and stated that North Korea
had conducted a nuclear explosion with a yield of less than 1 kiloton

Although the test did not succeed as planned, North Korea might
have been testing a lower-yield design.

»How powerful was the explosion?
»\Was it a nuclear test?

»|f nuclear, was the test successful?

Source: Richard L. Garwin, Frank N. von Hippel, A Technical Analysis: Deconstructing North Korea'’s
October 9 Nuclear Test, www.armscontrol.org/act/2006 _11/tech.asp
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Seismic Detection of North Korea’s 2006 Nuclear Test
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Figure 2: Seismic activity since 1990; the star
shows the location of the North Korean nuclear
test explosion

Source: United States Geological Survey (USGS)

— National Earthquake Information Center (NEIC)

Source: Martin B. Kalinowski, Ole Ross, Analysis and Interpretation of the North Korean Nuclear Test, INESAP Information Bulletin No. 27, Dec. 2006
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Comparison of Seismic Analyses of the North
Korean event on October 9, 2006

Institution Origin Time | Latitude | Longitude | Stations | Magnitude
[PC GS RAS? |1:35:26 41.31 128.96 11 4.0
USGS/NEICS  |1:35:27 41.294 129.134 17 4.2
[DC (CTBTO)* | 1:35:28.33 41.2796 [129.014 15 4.0

Source: Martin B. Kalinowski, Ole Ross, Analysis and Interpretation of the North Korean Nuclear Test, INESAP Information Bulletin No. 27, Dec. 2006
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Wind field trajectories calculated with HYSPLIT from
North Korean test site for two starting heights
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Source: Martin B. Kalinowski, Ole Ross, Analysis and Interpretation of the North Korean Nuclear Test, INESAP Information Bulletin No. 27, Dec. 2006
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HYSPLIT model of plume above Sea of Japan 48 hours after explosion
averaged from 0-500 m above ground level
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2006 North Korean Test: Uncertainties

North Korea informed China to conduct a nuclear test, with a yield in the
range of 4 kilotons.

Such an explosion in hard rock would produce a seismic event with a
magnitude of about 4.9, uncertainty in seismic magnitude of 0.5.

The U.S. Geological Survey reported a seismic magnitude of 4.2.

> South Korea's state geology research center reported magnitude
between 3.58 and 3.7 and estimated a yield equivalent to 550 tons TNT.

> Terry Wallace (Los Alamos): estimated a yield of 0.5 to 2 kilotons, with 90
percent confidence that the yield is less than 1 kiloton

> Lynn R. Sykes (Columbia University) estimated a yield of 0.4 kilotons,
with 68 percent confidence that it was between 0.2 and 0.7 kilotons and 95
percent probability that it was less than 1 kiloton

—>Very effective detection of underground sub-kiloton explosions

Richard Garwin, Frank von Hippel, Deconstructing North Korea’s October 9 Nuclear Test, www.armscontrol.org/act/2006_11/tech.asp
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Was It a Nuclear Test?

Possible conventional explosion: Five hundred tons of mixture of ammonium
nitrate and fuel oil (ANFQO), an inexpensive explosive used in mining, would fill
the last 60 meters of a 3m x 3m tunnel

Radioactivity was detected in the atmosphere of the region two days after the
explosion

At the time, North Korea had enough plutonium to make several Nagasaki-type
weapons, and a clandestine uranium-enrichment program

Detection of radioactive xenon isotopes, Xe-133 and Xe-135 (half-lives 5 five
days, 0.4 days) indicate an underground nuclear test

Because Xe-135 decays much more rapidly, the ratio of their concentrations in
the plume provides a rough measure of the number of Xe-135 half-lives and
therefore the time since the test
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Re-Call Distribution of Fission Fragment Masses
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2013, CTBTO Detects Fission Products
from North Korean Nuclear Weapsons Test

CTBTO DETECTS RADIOACTIVITY The ratio of the detected xenon isotopes is consistent
CONSISTENT WITH 12 FEBRUARY  with a nuclear fission event occurring more than 50 days

ANNOUNCED NORTH KOREAN before the detection (nuclear fission can occur in both

nuclear explosions and nuclear energy production). This
NUCLEAR TEST coincides very well with announced nuclear test by the

DPRK thatoccurred on 12 February 2013, 55 days before
Vienna, 23 April 2013 the measurement.

The CTBTO's radionuclide network has made a
significant detection of radioactive noble gases that
could be attributed to the nuclear test announced by the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) on 12

February 2013. Xenon is a noble gas that cannot be chemically
The detection was made at the radionuclide station in bound and slowly works its way out to the
Takasaki, Japan, located at around 1,000 kilometres, or surface of an underground test site.

620 miles, from the DPREK test site. Lower levels were

picked up at another station in Ussuriysk, Russia. Two The depth of the 2013 DPRK test site has

radioactive isotopes of the noble gas xenon were been estimated as 2 km at the CTBTO

|delnt|f|eld, xenmq—’]ﬂm and xenon-133, which provide workshop in Urbana in April 2013
reliable information on the nuclear nature of the source.
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Was It a Successful Test?

Low yield of the 2006 North Korean test

Nagasaki bomb (20 kt): tons of high explosive implode solid subcritical sphere
of plutonium to higher density to make it supercritical.

J. Robert Oppenheimer: 2 percent chance that the yield could be lower than 1
kiloton if neutron started the chain reaction just when the plutonium first
became critical.

(I) North Korean weapon designers tried to go directly to a small weapon of
500-1,000-kilogram for use on missiles.

(I) Yield of explosion was much less than design yield, due to limitations in
design and implementation of implosion technology.
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Nuclear Arms Control: Post-Nuclear War

1) 2001-2009:

Nuclear Arms Control in the Present Era: Bush ||
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Bush Il Nuclear Arms Control

—Abandoned the ABM Treaty as not in US interests
—Abandoned the START I
—Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions (SORT)
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Strategic Offensive Reductions

SORT was signed in Moscow in May 2002

* [t reduce total number of strategic nuclear warheads to
1,700 — 2,200 by Dec 31, 2026

* [t would expire Dec 31, 2012 (but can be extended)
—No sub-limits or other conditions
—No schedule for reductions
—de-MIRVing and/or WH destruction not required
—Non-deployed WHSs not counted

—START-| remains in force
 Parties can withdraw three months after giving notice

* Entered into force in 2003; superseded by New START
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Nuclear Arms Control Eras

2009—present: Nuclear Arms Control
in the Present Era (Obama + Trump)
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Current Nuclear Arms Control Priorities of the
Obama Administration

* A treaty to reduce the number of tactical nuclear weapons
* An internationally-controlled “nuclear fuel bank” for reactor fuel

« Ratification and entry into force of the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT)

* A treaty to end the further production of fissile material
=>» Concrete steps (1) New START

(2) Nuclear Security Summit
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New START

* Replaces SORT to expire December 2012

Initial Meeting between Presidents Obama and
Medvedev in April 2009 in London.

Negotiations during 2009:

First round: 19-20 May, Moscow
Second round: 1-3 June, Geneva

Third round:  22-24 June, Geneva
Fourth round: 22-24 July, Geneva

Fifth Round: 5—7 September, Geneva
Sixth round: 21-28 September, Geneva
Seventh round: 19-30 October, Geneva
Eighth round: 9 November, Geneva

Signed by Presidents Obama and Medvedev on April 81, 2010.
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New START In Force Feb-5 2011

* Replaces SORT to expire December 2012

 Signed April-8-2010 (President's Obama and Medvedev)
 Ratified by Senate 12-22-2010, Duma 1-26-2011
 Entered into force February 51" 2011

« Implementation deadline February 5" 2026

 Duration February 5t 2021

« 5-year extensions, January 26", 2021

* Russia suspended New START on February 21st 2023

* Expired, February 2026

* Limits deployed strategic warheads to 1550

 Limits strategic delivery vehicles to 800 with up to 700
deployed

* Verification methods: national technical means, site
inspections, data exchange, notification protocols with
regards to monitored sites
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Remaining Dangers of Nuclear Proliferation

« Governments unfriendly to the U.S. are increasingly trading
with one another to obtain technologies related to nuclear
weapons

* Nuclear weapon materials and technology have been
proliferated by private networks, like the A.Q. Khan network
based in Pakistan

 Theft, diversion, and sale of nuclear materials and
technologies increases the danger of nuclear terrorism
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)

Availability of Uranium from “Atoms for Peace’

Atoms for Peace

* During the 1950s and 1960s, the U.S. Atoms for Peace
program and the corresponding Soviet program constructed
hundreds of research reactors, including reactors for export to
more than 40 other countries.

* These reactors were originally supplied with low-enriched
Uranium (LEU), which is not usable for nuclear weapons, but
demands for better reactor performance and longer-lived fuel
led to a switch to weapons-grade Highly Enriched Uranium
(HEU).
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Availability of Highly Enriched Uranium
Effect of “Atoms for Peace” - 2005

l%uantit-,r of Civilian HEU
[igJendﬂfEDDEJ

Mare than 10,000
B i.000-10,000
B i1o00-1.000
M 10-100

1-10

| Cleared of HEU
(les= than 1 kq)

1=

MOULUsSE OWER A COUMTREY FOR MORE INFORMATION

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 95 FKL, Dep. of Physics © 2026



Availability of Highly Enriched Uranium
Effect of “Atoms for Peace” - 2025
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Availability of Nuclear Weapon Materials in the
Former Soviet Union

Building 116 at the Kurchatov Institute in Moscow had enough HEU for a bomb
at its research reactor, but had an overgrown fence and no intrusion detectors or
alarms, an example of the poor state of security at many nuclear facilities after

the collapse of the Soviet Union.
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Introduction to Nuclear Safeguards

What are Nuclear Safeguards?

“...the objective of safeguards is the timely detection of
diversion of significant quantities of nuclear material from
peaceful nuclear activities to the manufacture of nuclear
weapons or of other nuclear explosive devices or for purposes
unknown, and deterrence of such diversion by the risk of early
detection.” - IAEA, INFCIRC/153

A method by which a state or an international organization
prevents or detects the theft or misuse of nuclear material by
an adversary.

* An adversary can be an individual, a sub-state group or —in
the case of an international organization — a state.
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Introduction to Nuclear Safeguards (cont'd)

*Although a state will use safeguards for its own domestic nuclear
program, this slides will focus primarily on safeguards through the
scope of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

\WWhen the IAEA enters a safeguards agreement with a state and
places safeguards at that state’s facilities, the IAEA must treat the
state as a potential adversary. This leads to several challenges:

* The IAEA must be able to perform it's mission to detect Significant
Quantities of NEM (SQ) within the specified timely manner.

* But IAEA safeguards cannot hinder or inconvenience the regular
operation of the nuclear facility.

* The state can unilaterally modify or expel IAEA safeguards
(example: North Korea).
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Safeguards Agreements

*|AEA safeguards agreements are separated by two general
categories:

» weapons states (WS) as described by the NPT.

* non-weapons states (NWS)

WS agreements are generally less stringent than those with
NWS and exist mostly on “good faith™. (There is little need to
prevent a WS from diverting material to build weapons.)

Issues between NWS under safeguards and the IAEA may be
referred to the UN Security Council. Such issues may include:

* Noncompliance with agreements
* Detection of non-declared activities

 Detection of a significant amount of missing nuclear material.
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Constraining Horizontal Nonproliferation

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) —

The Agency’s Safeguards (INFCIRC/26, 1961; INFCIRC/66, 1966)

Limited to items and materials transferred from other countries.
Still applies for Israel, India and Pakistan

NPT Nuclear Safeguards Agreement (INFCIRC/153, 1972)

“Full scope™: covering all declared special nuclear material.
Limited to declared materials and facilities.

NPT Additional Protocol (INFCIRC/540, 1997)

Strengthen effectiveness and improve efficiency of nuclear safeguards.
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Constraining Horizontal Nonproliferation

Nuclear Safeguards according to INFCIRC/153

“Full scope™ covering all declared special nuclear material.

More than 1300 facilities in 190 countries are under inspection.

There are 275 inspectors. The IAEA budget for inspections and

the verification system is about $160 million per year.
Accountancy and physical inventory of materials
Containment and surveillance

Non-discriminatory approach —
Not cost-effective (79% is spent in Canada, Europe, & Japan)
Limited to declared materials and facilities.
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Verification of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

The Additional Protocol

Comprehensive declaration of current and planned materials and facilities
Regular updates of the declaration

Complementary access on short notice (24 hours)

Environmental sampling
* l|ocation specific (swipe samples)
» wide-area (to be decided by the Board of Governors)

In addition

Open source information
Satellite imagery
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Detection of Horizontal Proliferation

Example: Natanz, Iran
Apparent attempt to hide an uranium centrifuge enrichment facility underground
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News ltem  THEJERUSALEM POST

Iran clashes with US, UAE, over position in UN
nuclear non-proliferation conference

By DANYA SAPERSTEIN
APRIL 28, 2026 06:31

The US Representative to the UN made clear that the US objected to Iran’s nomination,

calling it an “affront to the Non-Proliferation Treaty itself."

Iran has been nominated for a vice-presidential position at a month-long UN conference to
review the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), drawing international condemnation. The
11th conference to review implementation of the NPT, which came into force in 1970, began on
Monday at the United Nations in New York. Different groups nominated 34 conference vice
presidents. The conference chair, Vietnam's UN ambassador Do Hung Viet, said Iran was picked
by "the group of non-aligned and other states."

The US Representative to the UN made clear that the US objected to Iran’s nomination, calling
it an “affront to the NPT itself.” “We are deeply shocked that this body has chosen to allow Iran
to assume any position of leadership at this review conference,” the representative said.

The Australian representative also called Iran unfit to hold the vice president position.

“Holding such a position damages the credibility of this review conference,” he said.

Iranian representative claims double standard

However, the Iranian representative claimed Iran has consistently adhered to the NPT, while the
US has not. The representative called for the qualification for serving as vice president to be
applied uniformly, and stated that the US’s nuclear arsenal and actions to “undermine
disarmament efforts” violated the treaty.
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Module 8: Nuclear Arms Control

Nuclear Safeguards
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Key Safeguards Terms

« Significant Quantity (SQ): the approximate quantity of nuclear
material in respect of which the possibility of manufacturing a nuclear
explosive device cannot be excluded. SQs include losses during
manufacturing.

Material Significant Quantity (SQ)
Plutonium (<80% Pu-238) 8 kg
U-233 8 kg
HEU (>20% U-235) 25 kg
LEU (<20 % U-235) 75 kg

* Timely Detection: the time within which a detection must be made is
based on the time required to weaponize the material in question.

Material Form Conversion Time
Pu, HEU or U-233 metal 7-10 Days
Pu, HEU or U-233 oxides or nitrates

. . 1-3 Weeks
(pure and unirradiated)
Pu, HEU or U-233 in irradiated fuels 1-3 Months
Uranium with < 20% U-235 or U-233 1 Year
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Diversion Methods

A facility operator may attempt to divert material
through one of the following methods:

* Tampering with IAEA equipment

» Falsifying records

* Borrowing nuclear material from another site

* Replacing nuclear material with dummy material

* Preventing access to the facility.
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Safeguards Methods

Safeguards at nuclear facilities is carried out
through various methods and tools that can
be described by a few general categories:

* Nondestructive Assaying (NDA)
 Destructive Analysis (DA)
» Containment/Surveillance (C/S)

* Environmental Sampling (ES)
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Containment/Surveillance (C/S)

While assaying provides measurements for material
accountancy, C/S is used for area monitoring and to
ensure that data is not falsified.

Some C/S items include:
» Surveillance cameras
* Area monitors
» Seals/Tags

« Tamper indicating devices
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Nondestructive Assay (NDA)

NDA tools can consist of any measurement
device that does not destroy the sample.

 Mass scales
e Radiation detectors/neutron counters

* Cherenkov radiation viewing devices

Advantages:
» Can be operated in-situ, remotely

» Cost-effective
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Cherenkov Radiation

Ref: Left, “Cherenkov Radiation.” Above, “Introduction to Nuclear
Safeguards: Nondestructive Analysis.”
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Destructive Analysis (DA)

As the name implies, DA requires destruction of
a small sample of material.

» Mass spectrometry
* Chemical analysis

» Radiochemical analysis

Advantages:
* More precise than NDA measurements

 Lower detections limits
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Environmental Sampling (ES)

*Part of the goal for IAEA safeguards is to provide assurance of the
absence of undeclared nuclear activity in a state

*All nuclear processes emit trace particles of material into the
environment.

*ES helps the IAEA to reach a conclusion on undeclared activity
through various environmental signatures and observables

* May consist of:
—Soill and water samples
—Smears

—Bulk or particle analysis
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Sampling and Analysis of Atmospheric
Gases

Figure 10: Basic Methodology 1 Figure 11: Basic Methodology 2

A mobile on-site laboratory samples and con-  Samples are brought to a field laboratory for
centrates atmospheric-borne pollutants. Lo-  analysis.

cal meteorological conditions and the GPS

location are also recorded.

Figure 12: Basic Methodology 3
The sample analysis data is combined with  The airborne material is identified and the
meteorological data and suitable atmospher-  probable location of the source is estimated.
ic modelling to provide an estimate of the
source direction,

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 115

Need: To detect the
presence and nature of
nuclear fuel cycle process
activities at suspected
locations

Application: Away-from-
site (stand-off) detection

Solution:

Use on-site LIBS to
determine the nature and
history of compounds
and elements

Source: J. Whichello, et al., IAEA Project on Novel Techniques, INESAP Information Bulletin No. 27, Dec. 2006
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Laser-Induced Breakdown Spectroscopy (LIBS)

Lasear Laser

Need: determine whether, or bt i el ot

not, an undeclared location e e P : |

has been used for storing . 14

radiological material =1 Input F“*-“"” Collection  Unknown
optical- ﬁ!:lm lensas matanal

Application: both on-site and ~
off-site analysis. e =/ Specogaph

Figure 6: Basic Methodology 2

LIBS is comprised of (i) a laser system to ablate
the surface of the matenal to be analyzed to cre-
ate a micro-vapour, and (ii) a spectrometer to
generate a spectroscopic profile of the micro-
vapour s constituent components.

Source: J. Whichello, et al., IAEA Project on Novel Techniques, INESAP Information Bulletin No. 27, Dec. 2006
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Material Unaccounted for, Measurement Errors

Material Unaccounted For (MUF): The accounting difference
between the amount of recorded material transferred in and out of a
facility and recorded inventory at the beginning and end of a
particular reporting period.

MUF = (Starting Inventory + Inputs - Outputs - Ending Inventory)
 MUF is never equal to zero for any facility!

 MUF can be both positive and negative (material created or lost).

 Each variable that contributes to the MUF calculation is based on
measurements to quantify the amount of nuclear material in the

facility.

All measurements have errors !!

26p280 Nuclear Arms Control, p. 117 FKL, Dep. of Physics © 2026



Distribution and Probabilities
of Measurement Results

0.4
4
v

68% of all measurements
yield results within 1 o
of the “true” value

0.3

] 34.1% 34.1%

0.0 0.1

Probability for given outcome =»
0.2

—3dg —=Za —1a L 1o 20 30

Measurement outcome =

Ref: “Standard Deviation”

Sigma Level Percent Confidence
+ 16 68% Confidence
+ 20 95% Confidence
+ 30 99% Confidence
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Problem with accountancy Where it Carne U+S+f;llgﬂniungzﬁ 1 - t
at bulk material faCiIitieS Creél dAINe r'roin an uIrren d1dnce dlEIMEn

111.4 Metric Tons Produced or Acquired: 1944 — 1994

MUF = Material
Unaccounted For

Foreign Countries
5.7TMT

Government Reactors
104.0MT

U.S. Civilian Industry
1.7 MT

The problem of
bulk material

accountancy. 1%
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Current e
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Limits of Material Accountancy

Other examples —

United Kingdom (Sellafield) MUF = 2003: -19.1kg
2001: - 5.6 kg
1999: -24.9 kg

1998: +21.0 kg
1996: +15.0 kg

South Africa
6 nuclear weapons dismantled and HEU transferred to safeguards,
but material balance showed enough HEU for 7 weapons was produced.
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Physics/Global Studies 280: Final

The final exam will take place on
Wednesday May 13t from 7-10 pm
Final prep sessions on Tuesday during class
and during office hours

Scope of exam:
76 multi-choice problems (70%), cumulative

1 Essay question (30%)

~ 25% of the multiple-choice questions will be taken from the final
exams of the last 3 years (available from the course web-page)
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Suggestions for Final Prep

(1) Study old final exams and use slides + posted reading
assignments to verify your answers.

(2) Review all news discussed in class
(3) Bring questions to review in class on 5-5 and office hours.
(4) Review course slides on course web-page.

(5) Review reading materials.
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End of Module
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An Explanation of the Language Used In
National Intelligence Estimates — 1

From the November 2007 NIE “Iran: Nuclear Intentions and Capabilities

What We Mean When We Say: An Explanation of Estimative Language

We use phrases such as we judge, we assess, and we estimate—and probabilistic terms such as
probably and likely—to convey analytical assessments and judgments. Such statements are not
facts, proof, or knowledge. These assessments and judgments generally are based on collected
information, which often 1s incomplete or fragmentary. Some assessments are built on previous
Judgments. In all cases, assessments and judgments are not intended to imply that we have
“proof” that shows something to be a fact or that definmitively links two 1tems or 1ssues.

In addifion to conveying judgments rather than certainty, our estimative language also often

conveys 1) our assessed likelihood or probability of an event; and 2) the level of confidence we
ascribe to the judgment.
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An Explanation of the Language Used In
National Intelligence Estimates — 2

Estimates of Likelihood. Because analytical judgments are not certain, we use probabilistic
language to reflect the Community’s estimates of the likelihood of developments or events.
Terms such as probably, likely, very likely, or almost certainly indicate a greater than even
chance. The terms unlikely and remote indicate a less then even chance that an event will occur;
they do not imply that an event will not occur. Terms such as might or may reflect situations in
which we are unable to assess the likelihood, generally because relevant information 1s
unavailable, sketchy, or fragmented. Terms such as we cannot dismiss, we cannot rule out, or we
cannot discount reflect an unlikely, improbable, or remote event whose consequences are such
that it warrants mentioning. The chart provides a rough i1dea of the relationship of some of these
terms to each other.

Remote Very Even Probably/ Very Almost
unlikely Unlikely chance Likely likely certainly
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An Explanation of the Language Used In
National Intelligence Estimates — 3

Confidence in Assessments. Our assessments and estimates are supported by information that
varies 1n scope, quality and sourcing. Consequently, we ascribe high, moderate, or low levels of

confidence to our assessments, as follows:

e High confidence generally indicates that our judgments are based on high-quality
information, and/or that the nature of the 1ssue makes it possible to render a solid judgment.
A “high confidence” judgment is not a fact or a certainty, however, and such judgments still
carry a risk of being wrong.

o Moderate confidence generally means that the information 1s credibly sourced and plausible
but not of sufficient quality or corroborated sufiiciently to warrant a higher level of

confidence.

e Low confidence generally means that the information’s credibility and/or plausibility 1s
questionable, or that the information 1s too fragmented or poorly corroborated to make solid

analytic inferences, or that we have significant concerns or problems with the sources.
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