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      Foreword
    


    
      It is my pleasure to introduce Part II of the 2016 United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, a chronicle of
      the year’s developments in the areas of multilateral disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation. This
      reference text, which is now in its forty-first year of publication, remains the preeminent source of objective
      information for diplomats and civil society actors concerned with how the United Nations has worked with its
      Member States and partner institutions to advance the cause of peace.
    


    
      Secretary-General António Guterres reminded us shortly after assuming his position that disarmament “is one of
      the pillars on which the United Nations was built.”
    


    
      It is my hope that this volume will inform discussions of this mission among Governments, scholars and members of
      the public, empowering them to pursue new ideas for building on existing progress and restoring momentum where it
      has flagged.
    


    
      The 2016 Yearbook includes several updates on issues concerning the potential spread and use of weapons of mass
      destruction, underlining the complexity and urgency of efforts to limit dangers from the world’s most dangerous
      weapons. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea further defied the international community in 2016 by
      conducting two nuclear explosive tests and an unprecedented number of launches using ballistic-missile
      technology, prompting the Security Council to impose its broadest sanctions ever. Meanwhile, allegations of
      chemical weapons attacks continued in the Syrian Arab Republic, despite the removal and destruction of much of
      the Government’s chemical arsenal since 2013. The Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons–United
      Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism addressed this grave matter in four reports over the course of the year.
    


    
      The year also contained notable moments of progress. In particular, years of work to resolve international
      tensions over the nuclear activities of the Islamic Republic of Iran achieved a milestone on 26 January, when the
      Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action entered into its implementation phase.
    


    
      In another development later in the year, Myanmar and Swaziland each completed ratification of the Comprehensive
      Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty shortly before 24 September, the twentieth anniversary of its opening for signature. The
      number of ratifying States stood at 166 at the end of 2016, but ratification by eight specific States was still
      required for the agreement to enter into force.
    


    
      In December, the General Assembly took several major steps in the field of nuclear disarmament. Its most visible
      action in this respect was the decision to convene in 2017 a United Nations conference to negotiate a legally
      binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards their total elimination. In a separate effort to
      limit the production of new fissile material for use in nuclear weapons, the Assembly decided to convene a
      high-level expert preparatory group on a fissile material cut-off treaty in 2017 and 2018. In addition, the body
      established a new expert group to consider the role of verification in advancing nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      The General Assembly and its First Committee took up several other important issues. In response to the continued
      threat of improvised explosive devices to civilians and security forces, including United Nations peacekeepers,
      the body acted by consensus to pass a new resolution on such weapons, emphasizing the importance of action at the
      local and community levels.
    


    
      Sadly, elements of the disarmament machinery did not produce substantive accomplishments, despite tireless
      efforts by those involved. The stalemate at the Conference on Disarmament persisted through the year, even as
      delegations offered numerous new proposals for a programme of work.
    


    
      Early hopes that States would act to strengthen the Biological Weapons Convention were not met at its Eighth
      Review Conference, where participants remained at odds over whether to reinforce the Convention through
      incremental measures or by pursuing a comprehensive, legally binding verification protocol. Although the 18
      States outside the Convention reflected the need for strengthened universalization efforts, its ratification by
      five countries in 2016 reflected a measure of progress.
    


    
      Meanwhile, multilateral bodies responded to new and emerging security challenges. As threats in cyberspace
      continued to dominate headlines, a group of governmental experts held its first two sessions with a mandate to
      study a range of related questions. On matters concerning outer-space security, the United Nations Office for
      Disarmament Affairs and the United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs worked to assist Member States in
      implementing expert recommendations on related transparency and confidence-building measures, in part through the
      preparation of a special inter-agency report.
    


    
      Responding to the possibility of military systems capable of identifying and attacking targets without human
      intervention, States agreed to formalize expert talks on lethal autonomous weapons systems under the auspices of
      the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons. During informal talks on the issue in 2016, Governments and civil
      society further discussed what degree of human control was necessary over such systems, as well as related
      questions on ethics, legality, security and terminology.
    


    
      World military expenditures grew to a record high of almost $1.7 trillion in 2016, an unfortunate reminder of the
      long road that the international community still must travel towards lasting security and peace. Yet in one
      hopeful development for efforts to increase transparency and accountability in the global conventional weapons
      trade, efforts to implement the Arms Trade Treaty continued into their second year with the establishment of a
      Secretariat in Geneva.
    


    
      Member States also reaffirmed their commitment to the implementation of the United Nations Programme of Action on
      Small Arms and Light Weapons, adopting an outcome document at the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the
      Programme of Action and the related International Tracing Instrument. The recognition, in the outcome document,
      of the Sustainable Development Goals—especially Goal 16, which establishes a link between peace, security and
      development—was a major achievement. Meanwhile, applications of the International Ammunition Technical Guidelines
      increased among national authorities, and references to ammunition management became more frequent in
      peacekeeping settings.
    


    
      In a remarkable achievement for the people of Colombia, the Government and the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de
      Colombia—Ejército del Pueblo reached a historic peace accord. This agreement, which included language on the
      “laying down of arms”, brought an end to more than five decades of internal conflict in Colombia.
    


    
      Other achievements at the regional level included increasingly comprehensive efforts by regional organizations to
      combat the illicit flow of small arms and light weapons. In particular, member States of the African Union were
      called upon to implement measures to more effectively manage, monitor and secure their stockpiles of these arms.
      In response to the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction, the African Union, the Association of
      Southeast Asian Nations and the European Union hosted a number of conferences and workshops on implementing
      Security Council resolution 1540 (2004). In addition, the European Union adopted new strategies against the
      spread of weapons of mass destruction and of conventional arms, including small arms and light weapons, as part
      of a five-year Strategic Plan.
    


    
      The Office for Disarmament Affairs held several feature events to promote public discussion and understanding of
      disarmament issues. These included the Poster for Peace Contest, which commemorated the seventieth anniversary of
      the first United Nations General Assembly resolution and its goal of eliminating atomic weapons and all other
      weapons adaptable to mass destruction. The contest received more than 4,000 submissions from 123 countries, and
      the winning artwork were displayed at United Nations offices in New York, Geneva and Vienna, as well as other
      locations across the globe. The Office also launched a new main website in the six official languages of the
      United Nations—a notable upgrade to its most important tool for public communication—and held a series of
      disarmament-related film screenings on the margins of the General Assembly’s First Committee.
    


    
      Gender perspectives were a priority in disarmament activities and discussions throughout 2016. Through the Women
      Scholarship for Peace, the Office for Disarmament Affairs provided scholarships for 170 early-career female
      professionals from Africa, Asia and the Pacific, the Middle East and Latin America and the Caribbean. At the
      Conference on Disarmament and the First Committee session, as well as at forums on the Programme of Action and
      the Convention on Certain Convention Weapons, Member States highlighted the importance of the Security Council
      framework on women, peace and security; the Sustainable Development Goals, with their emphasis on gender equality
      and peace; the meaningful participation of women in disarmament and decision-making processes; and funding for
      policies and programmes that take into account the differing impacts of illicit small arms and light weapons on
      women, men, boys and girls.
    


    
      Upon taking the oath of office in December 2016, Secretary-General Guterres observed that the United Nations “was
      born from war” and now “must be here for peace”. As the Yearbook enters its fifth decade of publication, its
      numerous volumes offer a wealth of reminders that when States and institutions bring their best efforts to the
      field and the negotiating table, progress towards peace is possible even through the strongest headwinds. In
      these challenging times, let the vision of the world we are striving to create guide us forward with renewed
      vigour and purpose.
    


    
      Izumi Nakamitsu
      

      Under-Secretary-General
      

      High Representative for Disarmament Affairs
      

      August 2017
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      CHAPTER I
    


    
      Nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation
    


    
      
        A nuclear-weapon-free world is the collective and shared responsibility of the entire international
        community. There is more than one path to reach that destination. Unfortunately, there are growing differences
        on how to get there.
      


      
        KIM WON-SOO, UNITED NATIONS HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR
        DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      IN 2016, STATES took a number of new and historic steps
      to take forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations amid deepening divisions on the right approach to
      achieve and maintain a world without nuclear weapons. These steps came during a time of continued stagnation in
      the traditional multilateral disarmament forums, a lack of progress in the pursuit of further reductions in
      nuclear-weapon arsenals, growing concerns over deteriorating transatlantic security relations and the continued
      modernization and development of nuclear weapons by the possessor States.
    


    
      Building upon the heightened awareness of the humanitarian consequences of any use of nuclear weapons, the
      General Assembly decided to convene in 2017 a United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding instrument
      to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards their total elimination.2 This decision carried forward the recommendation of the Open-ended Working Group taking
      forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations, which met in 2016 with a mandate, inter alia, to
      substantively address concrete effective legal measures, legal provisions and norms that will need to be
      concluded to attain and maintain a world without nuclear weapons.
    


    
      The move towards the negotiation of a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons resulted in a number
      of new initiatives to make progress on items long considered to be part of the so-called “step-by-step approach”
      to nuclear disarmament. These included a high-level push for agreement in the Conference on Disarmament on a
      compromise mandate for negotiating a treaty on fissile materials. Ultimately, the General Assembly sought to
      advance consideration of the elements for such a treaty by deciding to convene in 2017 and 2018 a high-level
      expert preparatory group on a fissile material cut-off treaty.3 The
      General Assembly also established a new expert group to study nuclear disarmament verification.4
    


    
      Efforts to resume progress towards a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass
      destruction did not result in any breakthrough in 2016, although the Arab States launched a new initiative to
      revitalize consideration of the matter.5 In contrast, the Joint
      Comprehensive Plan of Action, agreed to between the E3/EU+36 and
      the Islamic Republic of Iran, entered into its implementation phase in January, after the International Atomic
      Energy Agency verified that the Islamic Republic of Iran had carried out its required nuclear-related
      commitments. While the parties had to address various implementation issues throughout the year, they nonetheless
      displayed strong individual and collective commitments to preserving and upholding the agreement.
    


    
      States possessing nuclear weapons variously continued the modernization and development of nuclear-weapon systems
      and some continued to increase and diversify their arsenals. The Russian Federation and the United States
      continued to implement their obligations under the Treaty on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of
      Strategic Offensive Arms, including through incremental reductions in their aggregate stockpiles of strategic
      nuclear weapons. However, the potential to achieve follow-on measures remained in question amid continuing
      accusations of non-compliance with existing arms control treaties, the termination of bilateral cooperation on
      nuclear risk reduction and fissile-material disposition, and a lack of negotiations to seek further reductions in
      their strategic nuclear arsenals or to address non-strategic nuclear weapons and other concerns relating to
      strategic security.
    


    
      On various occasions throughout 2016, the international community marked the twentieth anniversary of the
      conclusion and opening for signature of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty. These observations included a
      number of events held by the United Nations and the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban
      Treaty Organization to commemorate the Treaty and to promote its universality and entry into force. While two
      additional States ratified the Treaty in 2016, there was no progress made with respect to the eight remaining
      States that must ratify the Treaty before it can enter into force.
    


    
      The international community concluded a number of high-level processes in 2016 aimed at increasing the security
      of chemical, biological, nuclear and radiological materials. The final Nuclear Security Summit, held in March in
      Washington, DC, endorsed a set of action plans for relevant international organizations.7 In May, the 2005 Amendment to the Convention on the Physical Protection of
      Nuclear Material entered into force. The International Atomic Energy Agency convened a follow-up international
      conference on nuclear security in December, which provided a forum at both ministerial and technical levels for
      discussions on current progress and future developments in strengthening nuclear security globally. Also in
      December, the Security Council completed its quinquennial review of resolution 1540 (2004) with the adoption of resolution 2325 (2016).
    


    
      International efforts to achieve the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula experienced major setbacks in 2016
      as the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea conducted two nuclear explosive tests and an unprecedented number of
      launches using ballistic-missile technology, prompting the Security Council to meet in emergency consultation on
      nine occasions. In response to these provocative acts, the Council adopted two rounds of additional sanctions on
      the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, resulting in the most expansive sanctions regime it had ever imposed.
    


    
      Issues related to the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
    


    
      Entry into force and universality
    


    
      The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT)8 edged closer to
      universalization in 2016 with ratifications by Myanmar and Swaziland in September, raising the total number of
      ratifying States to 166 out of 183 signatory States. Nonetheless, entry into force of the CTBT remains unfinished
      business, as there are still 8 of the 44 States listed in annex 2 to the Treaty that have yet to ratify.
    


    
      Twentieth anniversary events
    


    
      The Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO) convened the CTBT
      symposium “Science and Diplomacy for Peace and Security: the CTBT@20” from 25 January to 4 February, which served
      as the first in a series of events to commemorate the twentieth anniversary of the Treaty. Approximately 650
      participants from all corners of the globe took part in the symposium, either in person or online through the
      CTBTO Knowledge and Training Portal.9 All the remaining
      non-ratifying annex 2 States were represented at the symposium with the exception of the Democratic People’s
      Republic of Korea. The symposium was composed of panel discussions and lectures with world-renowned experts in
      the field of nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, as well as interactive practical exercises and a
      simulation of a future CTBTO Executive Council deliberation on the authorization of an on-site inspection.
    


    
      In April, the CTBTO held an event in Vienna entitled “CTBT@20: Panel Discussion with United Nations
      Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon”. During the discussion, the Secretary-General addressed the audience on the need
      for the entry into force of the CTBT, stating that the Treaty had “proven its value again and again”, and that
      the CTBTO was “at the forefront of detecting possible nuclear tests”.10 Joining the Secretary-General on the panel were the CTBTO Executive Secretary, Lassina
      Zerbo; the United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs, Kim Won-soo; the former Minister for
      Foreign Affairs, Minister of Finance and Vice-Chancellor of Austria, Michael Spindelegger; and the Permanent
      Representative of the United Kingdom to the United Nations in Vienna and member of the CTBT Group of Eminent
      Persons, Susan Le Jeune d’Allegeershecque. The event in Vienna was followed across the world via media coverage,
      webcast11 and social media.
    


    
      Over 120 delegations attended the opening of the “20 Years CTBT Ministerial Meeting”, held in Vienna on 13 and 14
      June. The Ministerial Meeting brought together ministers and other high-level officials to discuss, review and
      reinvigorate the discussion on the entry into force of the Treaty. At the side event “CTBT@20: The Way
      Forward—The role of Civil Society”, panellists discussed new initiatives to accelerate the entry into force of
      the Treaty, as well as the role of civil society in leading and supporting such efforts. In addition, an
      exhibition at the Vienna International Centre’s Rotunda offered hands-on experience with on-site inspection
      equipment.
    


    
      On 23 September, the Security Council convened for a historic debate on the eve of the twentieth anniversary of
      the opening for signature of the CTBT. Following the debate, the Council adopted resolution 2310 (2016), which was co-sponsored by 42 countries and
      passed with 14 affirmative votes, with the sole abstention of Egypt. In the resolution, the Council called on all
      States to refrain from conducting any nuclear explosions, to maintain their moratoriums and to continue
      supporting and strengthening the verification regime. The Council also recognized that, even prior to the
      Treaty’s entry into force, the monitoring and analytical elements of the verification regime were at the disposal
      of the international community and contributed to regional stability as a significant confidence-building
      measure.
    


    
      Eighth Ministerial Meeting of the Friends of the CTBT
    


    
      Three days before the twentieth anniversary of the opening for signature of the CTBT, foreign ministers and
      representatives of member States convened in New York on 21 September to issue a joint call for the Treaty’s
      prompt entry into force. The call was made by the eighth Ministerial Meeting of the “Friends of the CTBT”,
      chaired by Australia, Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan and the Netherlands in cooperation with
      Kazakhstan12 and the United Nations.
    


    
      In his remarks13 during the meeting, Secretary-General Ban stated
      that the failure of the Treaty to enter into force “was unacceptable when I entered office in 2007” and was
      “beyond unacceptable now”. Speaking at the meeting, Executive Secretary Zerbo expressed his hope of progress with
      the CTBT despite challenges, recalling the important role of States signatories as stakeholders in the process
      that would lead to the entry of the Treaty into force. Additionally, he noted that the nuclear tests conducted by
      the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in 2016 sent a dangerous signal.
    


    
      In the joint ministerial statement14 on the CTBT adopted at the
      meeting, an appeal was made to all States to make the utmost effort to achieve the prompt entry into force of the
      Treaty. The meeting was unanimous in condemning the last announced nuclear test of the Democratic People’s
      Republic of Korea on 9 September, and urged it to fully comply with all relevant United Nations Security Council
      resolutions, abandon all its nuclear weapons and cease all related activities. The joint statement welcomed the
      advances of the CTBTO in ensuring that the Treaty’s verification regime was “robust and world-class”, and urged
      all States to support efforts to complete and maintain all of its elements and related capacity-building
      activities.
    


    
      Group of Eminent Persons
    


    
      In 2013, the CTBTO Executive Secretary established the Group of Eminent Persons (GEM) to advance the Treaty’s
      entry into force. Members of GEM met on the margins of the CTBT Ministerial Meeting on 13 and 14 June 2016 in
      Vienna to examine political and technical developments related to the CTBT, as well as to identify potential
      concrete actions and initiatives that could be explored with a view to accelerating the Treaty’s entry into
      force. In the declaration15 adopted at the meeting, the Group
      called for new thinking and further engagement with the leadership of the remaining annex 2 States, and declared
      its unwavering commitment to pursue all available avenues and utilize all means to advance the entry into force
      of the Treaty. During the CTBT Ministerial Meeting, GEM member Angela Kane delivered a statement16 on behalf of the Group.
    


    
      CTBTO Youth Group
    


    
      The CTBTO Youth Group, launched at the CTBT symposium “Science and Diplomacy for Peace and Security: the
      CTBT@20”, is open to all students and young graduates who are directing their careers to contribute to global
      peace and security and who wish to actively engage in promoting the CTBT and its verification regime as the next
      generation of leaders and policymakers.
    


    
      The objectives of the Youth Group are to revitalize the discussion around the CTBT among decision makers,
      academia, students, civil society and the media; raise awareness of the Treaty’s importance; build a basis for
      knowledge transfer to the younger generation; utilize new technologies for promoting the CTBT, including social
      media, digital visualization and interactive means of delivering information; and place the CTBT on the agenda of
      the world’s most important nuclear-related events.
    


    
      In December, the Executive Secretary and the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs were keynote speakers at
      an event entitled “Ending Nuclear Tests: why should I care?” aimed at engaging youth on the CTBT. It was
      organized by the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA), in partnership with CTBTO, the United
      Nations Information Service and the Vienna Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation.
    


    
      Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization
    


    
      The forty-sixth and forty-seventh sessions of the CTBTO were held from 13 to 15 June and from 7 to 9 November,
      respectively, under the chairmanship of Cristian Istrate (Romania). The forty-seventh session of the Preparatory
      Commission renewed the appointment of Executive Secretary Zerbo for a second term of four years to commence on
      the expiration of his first appointment in July 2017.
    


    
      At the outset of the forty-seventh session, the Executive Secretary welcomed the ratifications of the Treaty by
      Myanmar and Swaziland and addressed the nuclear tests by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. He also
      discussed a high-level visit to the Nevada National Security Site for international diplomats from 10 countries
      and a representative from UNODA, his trip to Cuba aimed at facilitating its signature and ratification of the
      Treaty, and progress in improving the coverage of the International Monitoring System (IMS).
    


    
      In general statements, delegations made comments on several agenda items and other issues, such as the central
      role of the CTBT in the international non-proliferation and disarmament regime, efforts to achieve the
      universalization of the Treaty and its early entry into force, and the significance of the twentieth anniversary
      of the Treaty.
    


    
      Integrated capacity-building, education and training
    


    
      Throughout 2016, the CTBTO continued to organize integrated capacity-building, education and training activities
      that sought to enhance understanding of the Treaty and its verification regime, including the civil and
      scientific applications of associated verification technologies, while promoting the entry into force and
      universalization of the CTBT.
    


    
      A national seminar in Myanmar took place on 6 and 7 July. The seminar, co-organized with Australia, was part of
      the CTBTO outreach and assistance efforts to States to facilitate the ratification of the Treaty. Following the
      seminar, Myanmar’s parliament approved the ratification and the relevant instrument was deposited with the
      Secretary-General on 23 September.
    


    
      From 10 to 17 April, South Africa hosted an On-Site Inspection (OSI) regional training course aimed at
      familiarizing experts from Africa with OSI concepts, technologies and operations. An OSI Training Introductory
      Course (IC-3TC) hosted by Slovakia in October marked the opening of the third OSI training cycle. The course goal
      was to provide a solid foundation for acquiring the competencies needed to participate in an OSI and operate in
      the field. The overall objective of the third OSI training cycle was to add at least 50 surrogate inspectors to
      the roster and to provide refresher training to the 100 surrogate inspectors on the current roster.
    


    
      The CTBTO continued its capacity-building and training activities in 2016. Among these activities were six
      National Data Centre (NDC) training events; one NDC regional workshop; two Regional Seismic Travel Time technical
      meetings and trainings; 11 station operator courses; the 2016 NDC Workshop; the Infrasound Technology Workshop
      2016; the sixth Workshop on Signatures of Man-Made Isotope Production; four CTBT-related sessions at the American
      Geophysical Union Fall Meeting; three technology workshops; and two other technical meetings. Furthermore, 120
      additional subscribers joined the NDC e-learning course on access to and application of IMS data and IDC
      products.
    


    
      The CTBTO organized a programme for the United Nations Disarmament Fellows in September, which included a series
      of presentations on the verification regime and an OSI table-top exercise. In addition, online education and
      training material on the Treaty was promoted through the Knowledge and Training Portal and the CTBTO iTunes
      University site,17 which currently has 17 collections, including
      four seminar courses with more than 415 freely shareable files. The site had over 2,750 subscribers by the end of
      2016, with more than 16,000 visitors and nearly 20,000 downloads of content.
    


    
      Open-ended Working Group taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations
    


    
      Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 70/33 of 7
      December 2015, the Open-ended Working Group (OEWG) taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations
      convened in Geneva for three sessions in 2016.18 As set forth in
      the resolution, the mandate of the OEWG was to substantively address concrete effective legal measures, legal
      provisions and norms that will need to be concluded to attain and maintain a world without nuclear weapons. In
      addition, it was also mandated to substantively address recommendations on other measures that could contribute
      to taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations, including but not limited to: (a) transparency
      measures related to the risks associated with existing nuclear weapons; (b) measures to reduce and eliminate the
      risk of accidental, mistaken, unauthorized or intentional nuclear-weapon detonations; and (c) additional measures
      to increase awareness and understanding of the complexity of and interrelationship between the wide range of
      humanitarian consequences that would result from any nuclear detonation.
    


    
      As reflected in some national statements, the nuclear-weapon States and other States possessing nuclear weapons
      did not participate in the OEWG. With respect to other participants, in accordance with resolution 70/33, the OEWG welcomed inclusive participation and
      contribution by international organizations and civil society. The OEWG also heard addresses19 by former Secretary-General Kofi Annan; the Director-General of the United
      Nations Office at Geneva, Michael Møller; the United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs, Kim
      Won-soo; and Setsuko Thurlow, a nuclear bomb survivor (hibakusha).
    


    
      First session
    


    
      The OEWG held its first session from 22 to 26 February. At its first plenary meeting, the Group elected by
      acclamation Thani Thongphakdi (Thailand) as Chair. In order to take stock of the current status of multilateral
      nuclear disarmament, the OEWG began its work with a thematic discussion, with the participation of panellists
      Elayne Whyte Gómez, Permanent Representative of Costa Rica to the United Nations and other international
      organizations in Geneva, and Tim Caughley, Resident Senior Fellow, United Nations Institute for Disarmament
      Research. The former addressed the results achieved by the 2013 OEWG and the latter discussed developments in the
      field of nuclear disarmament since the 2013 Group met.20
    


    
      The remainder of the first session was structured around two panels, which respectively dealt with the
      substantive elements contained in operative paragraphs 2 and 3 of resolution 70/33. Specifically, the first panel addressed concrete
      effective legal measures, legal provisions and norms that would need to be concluded to attain and maintain a
      world without nuclear weapons. The second panel addressed recommendations on other measures that could contribute
      to taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations.21
    


    
      Second session
    


    
      The OEWG held its second session from 2 to 4 and from 9 to 13 May. Ahead of the session, the Chair circulated a
      synthesis paper,22 which incorporated the views expressed in the
      oral and written submissions at the first session. Many delegations supported the paper as a basis for further
      discussion and work leading to the preparation of a “zero draft” of the OEWG report. The second session was
      structured around six panels, reflecting respectively the substantive elements contained in operative paragraphs
      2 and 3 of resolution 70/33, as well as panels on
      possible pathways to take forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations and on the role of nuclear
      weapons in the context of security.23
    


    
      The discussion on effective legal measures, legal provisions and norms that will need to be concluded to attain
      and maintain a world without nuclear weapons centred on four approaches: negotiation of a nuclear weapons
      convention, which would constitute a single multilateral instrument providing for the prohibition and elimination
      of nuclear weapons; the progressive approach, which consists of the traditional step-by-step approach; a
      framework agreement, which would include the negotiation of a brief chapeau agreement that establishes basic
      prohibitions and a legal commitment for disarmament, and the subsequent negotiation of legally binding protocols
      providing for specific objectives related to the elimination of nuclear weapons; and a nuclear weapons ban
      treaty, which would extend and complement existing prohibitions on nuclear weapons as an interim measure pending
      the elimination of nuclear weapons, and which could be pursued without participation by the nuclear-weapon
      possessor States.24
    


    
      During the second session, growing support emerged for the concept of a ban treaty backed largely by States from
      Latin America and the Caribbean, South-East Asia and Africa and the Pacific. In a joint working paper25 sponsored by States from nuclear-weapon-free zones, nine States called for
      the commencement of negotiations in 2017 on a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons. They
      considered that such an instrument could include prohibitions on acquisition, stockpiling, possession, use or
      threat of use, research and development, testing, production of fissile materials, transfers, deployments,
      transit, visitation and overflight and financing, as well as any assistance, encouragement or inducement in any
      prohibited acts.
    


    
      Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the Eastern European States and other States under nuclear
      umbrellas delivered coordinated statements in which they strongly opposed the pursuit of a nuclear weapons ban
      treaty and maintained that the step-by-step approach was the only practical way forward. Many of these States
      emphasized that international and regional security considerations must be taken into account, and a number of
      them affirmed their continued reliance on nuclear weapons. They argued that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
      of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) provided the legal framework for the pursuit of nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      Despite the sharp division on the issue of approaches, there was a large degree of convergence within the OEWG on
      recommendations covering its other substantive items, which addressed the issues of transparency, risk reduction
      and awareness-raising about the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. Many of the specific measures that were
      discussed built upon deliberations held at the 2015 NPT Review Conference.26
    


    
      With respect to measures related to the risks associated with existing nuclear weapons, many participants
      emphasized the importance of transparency, which, along with irreversibility and verifiability, played an
      essential role in the nuclear disarmament process. In this regard, the importance of ensuring access to
      information reported by States possessing nuclear weapons to the public and to neighbouring States was stressed.
      The need to protect sensitive national security information was also emphasized. The OEWG discussed specific
      types of information, including those contained in annex 2 of the synthesis paper, which could be reported by the
      States possessing nuclear weapons to a reporting mechanism established within the framework of the United
      Nations. In addition to these measures, the OEWG also discussed information that could be reported by other
      States, including non-nuclear-weapon States.
    


    
      With respect to measures to reduce and eliminate the risk of accidental, mistaken, unauthorized or intentional
      nuclear-weapon detonations, the OEWG discussed a number of factors that contributed to the current and growing
      risk of a nuclear-weapon detonation. It was stressed that the only way to eliminate these risks was by achieving
      the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. It was acknowledged that the precise nature of the risks was
      difficult to assess, given the lack of transparency in nuclear-weapon programmes. There was a particular focus in
      many interventions on the risk posed by maintaining nuclear weapons at high levels of alert and on the effect
      that these postures have on the process of nuclear disarmament. The OEWG discussed measures to reduce risks and
      increase safety, pending the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, including those contained in annex 3 of the
      synthesis paper. It was emphasized that the pursuit of such measures should not be seen as implying support for
      any possession or use of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      With respect to measures aimed at increasing awareness and understanding of the complexity of and
      interrelationship between the wide range of humanitarian consequences that would result from any nuclear
      detonation, the OEWG discussed the role of actors at all levels within the international community in enhancing
      public awareness. This included efforts by the United Nations system and civil society, including
      non-governmental organizations, academia, parliamentarians, the mass media and individuals. Considerable emphasis
      was placed on the importance of disarmament and non-proliferation education, especially the need to promote
      critical thinking in the next generation. The OEWG discussed specific measures to increase awareness on
      humanitarian consequences, including those contained in annex 4 of the synthesis paper. These included measures
      for, inter alia, promoting disarmament and non-proliferation education; promoting the role of atomic bomb
      survivors; and promoting understanding of the interconnected consequences of a nuclear-weapon detonation on
      development, the environment, climate change, cultural heritage, human rights, children and particular gendered
      impacts. The OEWG also included measures to integrate nuclear disarmament into other policy areas, including at
      the highest levels of government, and to reach out more effectively to the youth.
    


    
      The OEWG also discussed other measures that could play an important role in the nuclear disarmament process,
      including trust and confidence-building measures to create conditions necessary to facilitate further major
      reductions in nuclear arsenals, as well as the consolidation and strengthening of existing nuclear-weapon-free
      zones and the establishment of new zones. Various views were expressed on the relationship between nuclear
      deterrence and nuclear disarmament, threat perceptions relating to regional threats and tensions involving States
      possessing nuclear weapons, and contending concepts of national security.
    


    
      Third session
    


    
      The OEWG reconvened on 5 and 8 August to consider and adopt its report. The OEWG completed its first review of a
      “zero draft”27 that the Chair had circulated on 29 July and, while
      the document was well received by a majority of delegations and representatives of civil society as a solid basis
      for discussion, a group of 24 States supporting the “progressive approach” considered the report to lack balance
      and questioned the weight that it assigned to various positions. In particular, a number of these States
      questioned the basis for the main conclusion of the report, including its assertion that a majority of States
      supported a proposal for the General Assembly to convene a conference in 2017, open to all States, international
      organizations and civil society, to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading
      towards their total elimination. Nonetheless, delegations generally expressed the view that consensus could be
      found on the text. The Chair held bilateral consultations for the remainder of that week before circulating a
      revised draft report28 on 15 August.
    


    
      The OEWG met again in plenary on 16 August. At the outset of the meeting, groups representing a majority of
      Member States—including the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States, the Association of Southeast Asian
      Nations, the Africa Group and four Pacific Island States— expressed support for the proposed conference in 2017,
      as reflected in the conclusion of the report. A number of other States also supported this conclusion. Meanwhile,
      the States that supported the progressive approach maintained that the revised report did not account for their
      concerns, but they supported a proposal by the Chair to hold closed consultations on the conclusions and agreed
      recommendations. Subsequently, the Chair held those consultations with key interested delegations on 17 and 18
      August, as well as on the morning of 19 August.
    


    
      The OEWG reconvened in plenary in the afternoon of 19 August, at which time Australia requested a vote on the
      draft report. In light of the request for a vote, Guatemala proposed oral amendments to the conclusions and
      agreed recommendations. The OEWG decided to adopt the proposed oral amendments by a non-recorded vote of 62 in
      favour and 27 against, with 8 abstentions. It then adopted its report,29 as orally amended, by a non-recorded vote of 68 in favour and 22 against, with 13
      abstentions. Incorporating the oral amendment, the OEWG thus “recommended with widespread support for the General
      Assembly to convene a conference in 2017, open to all States, with the participation and contribution of
      international organizations and civil society, to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear
      weapons, leading towards their total elimination”.
    


    
      In moving forward with the initiative for a nuclear weapons ban treaty, the August session of the OEWG also
      resulted in greater clarity regarding the likely objectives and elements on such an instrument. The report of the
      OEWG specifies that a nuclear weapons ban treaty would be an interim or partial step towards nuclear disarmament,
      as it would not include measures for elimination, leaving those matters for future negotiations. The report also
      specifies that it would contribute to the progressive stigmatization of nuclear weapons. States supporting such
      an instrument considered it to be the most viable option for immediate action, as it would not need universal
      support for the commencement of negotiations or for its entry into force.
    


    
      The OEWG report also identified a number of possible elements for a ban treaty, without prejudice to its
      negotiation, including the following: (a) prohibitions on the acquisition, possession, stockpiling, development,
      testing and production of nuclear weapons; (b) prohibitions on participating in any use of nuclear weapons,
      including through participating in nuclear war planning, participating in the targeting of nuclear weapons and
      training personnel to take control of nuclear weapons; (c) prohibitions on permitting nuclear weapons in national
      territory, including on permitting vessels with nuclear weapons in ports and territorial seas, permitting
      aircraft with nuclear weapons from entering national airspace, permitting nuclear weapons from being transited
      through national territory and permitting nuclear weapons from being stationed or deployed on national territory;
      (d) prohibitions on financing nuclear-weapon activities or on providing special fissionable material to any
      States that do not apply International Atomic Energy Agency comprehensive safeguards; (e) prohibitions on
      assisting, encouraging or inducing, directly or indirectly, any activity prohibited by the treaty; and (f)
      recognition of the rights of victims of the use and testing of nuclear weapons and a commitment to provide
      assistance to victims and to environmental remediation.
    


    
      Bilateral agreements and other issues
    


    
      Implementation of the Treaty on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive
      Arms
    


    
      The Russian Federation and the United States continued to work towards the implementation of the Treaty on
      Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (New START). Under the Treaty,
      which remains in force until 2021, the parties must possess by 5 February 2018 no more than 700 deployed
      intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and heavy bombers and
      no more than 1,550 warheads associated with those deployed launchers.
    


    
      According to data published by the parties pursuant to the biannual exchange of data required by the Treaty, as
      at 1 September, the parties possessed aggregate total numbers of strategic offensive arms as laid out in the
      table below.
    


    
      New START aggregate numbers of strategic offensive arms
    


    
      
        
          	Category of data

          	United States

          	Russian Federation
        


        
          	Deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs and deployed heavy bombers

          	681

          	508
        


        
          	Warheads on deployed ICBMs, on deployed SLBMs and nuclear warheads counted for deployed heavy
          bombers

          	1,367

          	1,796
        


        
          	Deployed and non-deployed launchers of ICBMs, deployed and non-deployed launchers of SLBMs,
          and deployed and non-deployed heavy bombers

          	848

          	847
        

      
    


    
      Source: United States Department of State, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, Fact
      Sheet, January 1, 2017. Available from https://2009-2017.state.gov/documents/organization/266597.pdf (accessed 13 March 2017).
    


    
      In comparison with the figures from 2015, the parties continued to implement reductions in their total stockpiles
      of deployed and non-deployed ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy bombers. For the first time since the entry into force of the
      New START in February 2011, the United States reported that its deployed launchers were under the limits required
      by the Treaty. The United States also continued to make reductions in its stockpile of deployed warheads.
      Meanwhile, the Russian Federation again reported an increase in its deployed warheads, reflecting what experts
      described as a temporary fluctuation attributed to its deployment of new nuclear ballistic-missile submarines
      ahead of the planned retirement of existing launchers. Experts anticipate that both the Russian Federation and
      the United States will achieve the agreed limits under the Treaty by the February 2018 deadline.
    


    
      Implementation of the Treaty on the Elimination of Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles
    


    
      The United States continued to raise concerns in connection with its determination, first announced publicly in
      2015, that the Russian Federation was in violation of its obligations under the Treaty on the Elimination of
      Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty) not to possess, produce or conduct a flight test for a
      ground-launched cruise missile with a range capability of 500 km to 5,500 km or to possess or produce launchers
      of such missiles. The United States did not provide any public information on the details of the missile system
      in question or describe any evidence on which its determination was based.
    


    
      The Russian Federation continued to voice its own concerns regarding alleged violations of the INF Treaty,
      focusing in particular on the deployment by the United States of the ground-based MK-41 vertical launch system,
      which can launch, inter alia, missile defence interceptors and cruise missiles. In May, the United States brought
      into operation the system in Romania as part of its European Phased Adaptive Approach for missile defence, with
      another such system scheduled to be brought into operation in Poland in 2018. The United States has argued that
      the ground-based version of the MK-41 is technically distinct from the ship-based version and that it is not
      capable of launching cruise missiles.
    


    
      In October, the United States called for a meeting, for the first time in the history of the INF Treaty, of its
      Special Verification Commission in order to address the implementation issues. The Commission, composed of the
      five parties to the Treaty,30 met in Geneva on 15 and 16 November
      but was reportedly unable to resolve any of the issues. The United States also reportedly continued to consider
      options to develop military capabilities aimed at offsetting or responding to the Russian cruise-missile
      programme.
    


    
      Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action and Security Council resolution 2231 (2015)
    


    
      In 2016, the parties31 to the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
      (JCPOA)32 commenced the full implementation of the agreement and
      the main provisions of Security Council resolution 2231 (2015)33 entered into effect. On 16 January, the
      Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) submitted a report34 to the IAEA Board of Governors and the Security Council confirming that the Islamic Republic
      of Iran had carried out all measures under the JCPOA required for Implementation Day to occur. This included,
      inter alia, filling the core of the Arak Heavy Water Research Reactor with concrete, reducing its number of
      centrifuges and reducing its stockpile of enriched uranium through down-blending, sale and delivery out of the
      country. In accordance with the JCPOA, the Islamic Republic of Iran began to provisionally implement the
      Additional Protocol to its Safeguards Agreement, and the IAEA commenced verification and monitoring of Iranian
      nuclear-related commitments under the agreement.
    


    
      The confirmation by the IAEA satisfied the conditions under Security Council resolution 2231 (2015) for rescinding past Security Council
      resolutions35 on the Islamic Republic of Iran and for lifting
      economic country applied by the European Union and United States. Furthermore, in accordance with Security
      Council resolution 2231 (2015), United Nations
      sanctions on the Iranian nuclear issue were automatically terminated and the Committee established pursuant to
      resolution 1737 (2006) and its panel of experts
      were dissolved.
    


    
      On 20 January, the IAEA submitted its final monthly report36 on the
      implementation of the interim Joint Plan of Action (JPA). The E3/EU+337 and the Islamic Republic of Iran informed the Agency on 19 January that, given the start of
      the implementation of the JPCOA, the JPA was no longer in effect. In the report, the IAEA confirmed that the
      Islamic Republic of Iran had continued to implement its commitments under the JPA, including by reducing its
      stock of previously converted 20 per cent–enriched uranium to produce fuel assemblies for the Tehran Research
      Reactor.
    


    
      In a statement38 issued by his spokesperson, the Secretary-General
      welcomed the achievement of Implementation Day as a significant milestone that reflected the good faith effort of
      all parties to fulfil their agreed commitments. He commended the dedication and determination showed on all sides
      and encouraged the parties to continue to implement the JCPOA in the months and years ahead. The
      Secretary-General expressed the hope that the success of the agreement would contribute to greater regional and
      international cooperation for peace, security and stability in the region and beyond.
    


    
      Implementation of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
    


    
      The IAEA continued to report quarterly on the Islamic Republic of Iran to its Board of Governors and to the
      Security Council, shifting its focus to verification and monitoring in light of Security Council resolution
      2231 (2015).39 Throughout 2016, the IAEA assessed that, since Implementation Day, it had been verifying and
      monitoring the implementation by the Islamic Republic of Iran of its nuclear-related commitments under the JCPOA.
      It also continued to verify the non-diversion of declared nuclear material in the Islamic Republic of Iran
      pursuant to its Safeguards Agreement. The Agency’s evaluation regarding the absence of undeclared nuclear
      materials and activities in the country remained ongoing.
    


    
      The two sides pursued technical discussions on a number of issues, including overestimates by the Islamic
      Republic of Iran of the amount of recoverable enriched uranium at a declared processing plant40 and the resumed manufacture by the Government of rotor tubes for
      centrifuges, as is permitted exclusively for activities specified in the JCPOA,41 following its replacement of several damaged centrifuges with stored equipment. The Islamic
      Republic of Iran subsequently provided the IAEA with a declaration on its resumed manufacture of rotor tubes for
      centrifuges. As at the end of the year, the technical discussions regarding the amount of recoverable enriched
      uranium were ongoing.
    


    
      In November, after the Director General wrote to the Islamic Republic of Iran to express concern on the matter,
      the IAEA verified that Iranian stock of heavy water had reached 130.1 tons, exceeding the JCPOA limits by 100 kg.
      The following day, the Islamic Republic of Iran informed the Agency by letter of its “plan to make preparation
      for transfer of 5 metric tons of its nuclear grade heavy water”.42
    


    
      At various points in the year, the Islamic Republic of Iran also expressed the view that it had yet to benefit
      fully as expected from the lifting of economic sanctions pursuant to the JCPOA, in particular due to the
      continuation of non-nuclear-related national sanctions maintained by the United States.
    


    
      Despite these issues, which are expected to exist for any agreement as comprehensive and complex as the JCPOA,
      throughout 2016 each of the parties demonstrated a strong commitment to upholding the agreement and ensuring that
      it works for all its participants, including by delivering benefits to the Iranian people.
    


    
      Implementation of Security Council resolution 2231 (2015)
    


    
      After the achievement of Implementation Day under the JCPOA, the United Nations began to implement the key
      practical arrangements for supporting the implementation of Security Council resolution 2231 (2015). By a note43 by the President of the Security Council dated 16 January, the Security Council requested
      that the Secretary-General report every six months on the implementation of the resolution. The Council also
      established procedures for the so-called “Procurement Channel”, enabling action on proposals by Member States and
      international organizations to participate in the supply, sale or transfer of nuclear, ballistic-missile or
      arms-related dual-use equipment and material to or activities with the Islamic Republic of Iran.
    


    
      The Secretary-General issued his first report44 on the
      implementation of resolution 2231 (2015) on 12
      July. In the report, the Secretary-General said he was encouraged by the implementation by the Islamic Republic
      of Iran of its nuclear-related commitments under the JCPOA. He reported that the key practical arrangements for
      supporting the work of the Security Council and its facilitator for the implementation of the resolution were in
      place. Such positive developments notwithstanding, the report described information on incidents reported by
      Member States relating to the restrictive measures. These included ballistic-missile launches conducted by the
      Islamic Republic of Iran in March, the seizure of small arms and light weapons from stateless vessels in the
      Persian Gulf, the participation by the Islamic Republic of Iran in an arms expo in Baghdad, and the reported
      travel to Iraq of an individual subject to a travel ban and asset freeze. Members of the Security Council
      publicly expressed various views on issues relating to the implementation of the restrictive measures imposed
      under annex B of the resolution.
    


    
      Earlier in the year, the Security Council had been seized of the matter of ballistic-missile testing. The
      incident described in the Secretary-General’s report relates to the Eqtedar-e Velayat military
      exercises, which were conducted from 7 to 9 March by the Iranian Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) and
      aimed at testing its advanced ballistic-missile capabilities. During the course of the exercises, the IRGC stated
      that it had launched from silos and mobile transporters various types of ballistic missiles with ranges of 2,000
      km, 800 km, 500 km and 300 km. The Security Council convened consultations on 14 March to discuss the missile
      launches. Based on their public statements, it was apparent that members of the Council maintained divergent
      views on the interpretation of the restrictive measures in annex B of resolution 2231 (2015) and whether those measures applied to all
      missiles that might be capable of carrying a nuclear weapon or only to missiles designed with the specific intent
      of carrying nuclear weapons. The Islamic Republic of Iran stated publicly that none of the missiles launched on 8
      and 9 March could carry nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Nuclear Security Summit process
    


    
      The fourth Nuclear Security Summit (NSS) meeting was held in Washington, DC, from 31 March to 1 April.45 The Summit was the last to be held in its current format and the United
      States Department of State referred to it as a “transition” meeting.46 To this end, two priorities were pursued during preparations47 for the Summit. The first of these priorities, as reflected in the three previous NSS
      Communiqués, was to continue strengthening national implementation of nuclear security through tangible nuclear
      security commitments from countries in the form of “house gifts”, or binding commitments from States, and “gift
      baskets”, or action plans from multilateral institutions48 and
      voluntary collectives. The second priority was to further strengthen the enduring global nuclear security
      architecture.
    


    
      To foster international dialogue and cooperation on nuclear security in preparation for the 2016 Summit, the NSS
      process included a ministerial-level scenario-based policy discussion, entitled “Apex Gold”, held in Livermore,
      California, on 28 January. Organized by the United States Department of Energy in cooperation with the Foreign
      Ministry of the Netherlands, the event included 39 Summit-participating States and four international
      organizations.49 The scenario-based policy discussion used a
      fictional, transnational nuclear terrorism threat as the basis for discussion, allowing participants to share
      perspectives and approaches for preventing and responding to nuclear security events.
    


    
      In keeping with the focus of the 2016 NSS on transition, the meeting issued five action plans50 in addition to the Summit Communiqué51 in support of key enduring institutions52 and
      initiatives related to nuclear security. These action plans represented steps that the participating
      States53 committed to take as members of these organizations to
      support an enhanced role of the institutions in nuclear security going forward.
    


    
      In an effort to maintain the momentum of the NSS process and build upon the global nuclear security architecture
      in a way that endures beyond the 2016 Summit, a post-Summit Contact Group was established at the Sherpa level.
      The Group was to hold at least one annual meeting, planned to take place on the margins of the General Conference
      of the IAEA. The Group, which is open to States outside the Summit process, is tasked to supervise the
      implementation of commitments made by States at the four Summits, address new issues that may impact on nuclear
      security, such as cyber terrorism and unmanned aerial vehicles, and advise on a possible new Summit.
    


    
      International Atomic Energy Agency verification54,55
    


    
      Since its founding in 1957, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has served as the focal point for
      worldwide cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear technology, for promoting global nuclear security and
      safety and, through its verification activities, for providing assurances that States’ international undertakings
      to use nuclear material and facilities for peaceful purposes are being honoured. The following is a brief survey
      of the work of the IAEA in 2016 in the area of nuclear verification, nuclear security, peaceful uses of nuclear
      energy and nuclear fuel assurances.
    


    
      A major pillar of the IAEA programme involves activities that enable the IAEA to provide assurances to the
      international community regarding the peaceful use of nuclear material and facilities. The IAEA verification
      programme thus remains at the core of multilateral efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons by
      verifying that States are complying with their safeguards obligations.56
    


    
      Safeguards conclusions
    


    
      At the end of each year, the IAEA draws safeguards conclusions for each State with a safeguards agreement in
      force for which safeguards are applied, based upon the evaluation of all safeguards-related information available
      to it for that year. For a “broader conclusion” to be drawn that “all nuclear material remained in
      peaceful activities”, a State must have both a comprehensive safeguards agreement (CSA)57 and an additional protocol (AP)58 in force, and the IAEA must have been able to conduct all necessary verification and
      evaluation activities for the State and have found no indication that, in its judgment, would give rise to a
      proliferation concern. For States that have a CSA but no AP in force, the IAEA draws a safeguards conclusion
      regarding only the non-diversion of declared nuclear material, as the IAEA does not have sufficient tools to
      provide credible assurances regarding the absence of undeclared nuclear material and activities.
    


    
      For those States for which the broader conclusion has been drawn, the IAEA was able to implement integrated
      safeguards—an optimized combination of measures available under CSAs and APs—to maximize effectiveness and
      efficiency in fulfilling its safeguards obligations.
    


    
      In 2016, safeguards were applied for 181 States59, 60 with safeguards agreements in force with the Agency. Of the 124 States that had both a CSA
      and an AP in force,61 the Agency concluded that all nuclear
      material remained in peaceful activities in 69 States;62 for 55
      States, as the necessary evaluation regarding the absence of undeclared nuclear material and activities for each
      of these States remained ongoing, the Agency was unable to draw the same conclusion. For these 55 States, and for
      the 49 States with a CSA but with no AP in force, the Agency concluded only that declared nuclear material
      remained in peaceful activities.
    


    
      In 2016, integrated safeguards were implemented for 57 States.63,64
    


    
      For the three States for which the Agency implemented safeguards pursuant to item-specific safeguards agreements
      based on INFCIRC/66/Rev.2, the Agency concluded that nuclear material, facilities or other items to which
      safeguards had been applied remained in peaceful activities. Safeguards were also implemented with regard to
      nuclear material in selected facilities in the five nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty on the
      Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)65 under their respective
      voluntary offer agreements. For these five States, the Agency concluded that nuclear material in selected
      facilities to which safeguards had been applied remained in peaceful activities or had been withdrawn from
      safeguards, as provided for in the agreements.
    


    
      As at 31 December 2016, 12 States parties to the NPT had yet to bring CSAs into force pursuant to article III of
      the Treaty. For these States parties, the Agency could not draw any safeguards conclusions.
    


    
      Safeguards agreements, additional protocols and small quantities protocols
    


    
      Safeguards agreements and additional protocols are legal instruments that provide the basis for IAEA verification
      activities. The entry into force of such instruments therefore continues to be crucial to effective and efficient
      IAEA safeguards.
    


    
      The IAEA continued to implement the Plan of Action to Promote the Conclusion of Safeguards Agreements and
      Additional Protocols,66 which was updated in September 2016. The
      Agency organized a subregional event for States in West Africa, held in Niamey in May, during which the Agency
      encouraged the participating States to conclude CSAs and APs and to amend their small quantities protocols
      (SQPs). In addition, the Agency held consultations with representatives of a number of member and non-member
      States in New York and Vienna at various times throughout the year. During the year, the Board of Governors
      approved a CSA with an SQP and an AP for Liberia. In addition, Cameroon and Côte d’Ivoire brought an AP into
      force. The IAEA also continued to communicate with States in order to implement the Board’s 2005 decisions
      regarding SQPs, with a view to amending or rescinding such protocols. During the year, Afghanistan and Saint
      Kitts and Nevis amended their operative SQPs to reflect the revised standard text. Fifty-six States have
      operative SQPs in force based on the revised standard text.
    


    
      Verification activities
    


    
      In 2016, the Agency continued monitoring and verification in the Islamic Republic of Iran in relation to the
      nuclear-related measures set out in the Joint Plan of Action (JPA) until being informed on 19 January, on behalf
      of the E3/EU+367 and the Islamic Republic of Iran, that the JPA was
      no longer in effect with the start of the implementation of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
      (JCPOA).68
    


    
      On 16 January, the Director General reported to the Board of Governors and in parallel to the United Nations
      Security Council that the Agency had verified that the Islamic Republic of Iran had taken the actions specified
      in paragraphs 15.1-15.11 of annex V of the JCPOA. Implementation Day occurred on the same day.
    


    
      Also on 16 January, the Islamic Republic of Iran began to provisionally apply the Additional Protocol to its
      Safeguards Agreement in accordance with article 17 (b) of the Additional Protocol, pending its entry into force,
      and to fully implement the modified Code 3.1 of the Subsidiary Arrangements to its Safeguards Agreement.
    


    
      Since Implementation Day, the Agency has been verifying and monitoring the nuclear-related commitments of the
      Islamic Republic of Iran under the JCPOA. In 2016, the Director General submitted six reports69 to the Board of Governors and the UNSC entitled “Verification and
      Monitoring in the Islamic Republic of Iran in light of United Nations Security Council resolution 2231 (2015)”.
    


    
      In August, the Director General submitted a report to the Board of Governors entitled “Implementation of the NPT
      Safeguards Agreement in the Syrian Arab Republic”,70 covering
      relevant developments since the previous report71 of August 2015.
      The Director General informed the Board of Governors that no new information had come to the knowledge of the
      Agency that would have an impact on the Agency’s assessment that it was very likely that a building destroyed at
      the Dair Alzour site was a nuclear reactor that should have been declared to the Agency by the Syrian Arab
      Republic.72 In 2016, the Director General renewed his call on the
      Syrian Arab Republic to cooperate fully with the Agency in connection with unresolved issues related to the Dair
      Alzour site and other locations. The Syrian Arab Republic has yet to respond to these calls.
    


    
      On the basis of the evaluation of information provided by the Syrian Arab Republic and all other
      safeguards-relevant information available to it, the Agency found no indication of diversion of declared nuclear
      material from peaceful activities. For 2016, the Agency concluded for the Syrian Arab Republic that declared
      nuclear material remained in peaceful activities.
    


    
      In August, the Director General submitted a report73 to the Board
      of Governors and the General Conference entitled “Application of Safeguards in the Democratic People’s Republic
      of Korea”, which provided an update of developments since the Director General’s report74 of August 2015.
    


    
      Since 1994, the Agency has not been able to conduct all necessary safeguards activities provided for in the NPT
      Safeguards Agreement of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. From the end of 2002 until July 2007, the
      Agency was not able to implement any verification measures in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and has
      not been able to do so since April 2009. Therefore, the Agency could not draw any safeguards conclusion regarding
      the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.
    


    
      On 6 January, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea announced that it had conducted a nuclear test and, on 9
      September, it announced that it had conducted another nuclear test.
    


    
      In 2016, no verification activities were implemented in the field, but the Agency continued to monitor the
      nuclear activities of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea by using open source information, including
      satellite imagery and trade information. The Agency maintained operational readiness to resume safeguards
      implementation in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and continued to further consolidate its knowledge of
      the Government’s nuclear programme.
    


    
      In 2016, the Agency continued to observe indications that were consistent with the operation of the Yongbyon
      Experimental Nuclear Power Plant (5 MW(e)). This follows a period between mid-October and early December 2015
      when there were no such indications. This period was sufficient for the reactor to have been defuelled and
      subsequently refuelled. Based on past operational cycles, a new cycle commencing in early December 2015 can be
      expected to last about two years.
    


    
      From the first quarter of 2016, there were multiple indications consistent with the operation of the
      Radiochemical Laboratory, also located in Yongbyon, including deliveries of chemical tanks and the operation of
      the associated steam plant. Such indications ceased in early July. In previous reprocessing campaigns, the
      Radiochemical Laboratory’s operation involved the use of the spent fuel discharged from the Yongbyon Experimental
      Nuclear Power Plant (5 MW(e)).
    


    
      At the Yongbyon Nuclear Fuel Rod Fabrication Plant, there were indications consistent with the use of the
      reported centrifuge enrichment facility located within the plant. Additional construction work around the
      building that houses this reported facility has been ongoing.
    


    
      The Agency has not had access to the Yongbyon site. Without access to the site, the Agency cannot confirm the
      operational status of the facilities on the site or the nature and purpose of the activities observed.
    


    
      The continuation and further development of the nuclear programme of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
      and the country’s related statements, including those about continuing to “boost” its “nuclear force”,75 are a major cause for concern. The nuclear activities of the Democratic
      People’s Republic of Korea, including those in relation to the Yongbyon Experimental Nuclear Power Plant (5
      MW(e)) and the Radiochemical Laboratory, and the use of the building that houses the reported enrichment facility
      are deeply regrettable. Such actions are clear violations of relevant United Nations Security Council
      resolutions, including resolutions 2270 (2016)
      and 2321 (2016). The fourth and fifth nuclear
      tests of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, announced on 6 January and 9 September 2016, respectively,
      are also in clear violation of United Nations Security Council resolutions and are also deeply regrettable.
    


    
      International Conference on Nuclear Security: Commitments and Actions
    


    
      The International Conference on Nuclear Security: Commitments and Actions, held at the IAEA Headquarters in
      Vienna from 5 to 9 December, was the second conference of its type convened by the Agency following one held in
      July 2013. The 2016 event marked the first major international nuclear security conference since the fourth and
      final Nuclear Security Summit. It was presided over by Yun Byung-se, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic
      of Korea.
    


    
      The Conference comprised a ministerial segment, as well as a scientific and technical programme, which together
      provided a forum to discuss current progress and future developments in strengthening nuclear security
      globally.76 A ministerial declaration77 was adopted by consensus at the ministerial segment.
    


    
      The scientific and technical programme encompassed six high-level discussions78 on broad themes central to nuclear security and 31 parallel technical sessions on
      specialized scientific, technical, legal and regulatory issues concerning nuclear security.
    


    
      The results of the Conference will serve as important inputs for the preparation of the IAEA Nuclear Security
      Plan for the period 2018-2021.
    


    
      Democratic People's Republic of Korea: Nuclear-weapon and ballistic-missile activities
    


    
      The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea accelerated activities relating to its nuclear-weapon and
      ballistic-missile programmes in 2016. On 6 January, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea conducted its
      fourth underground nuclear explosion. Seismic stations of the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive
      Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO) detected an unusual seismic event of magnitude 4.85 at 0130 hours
      UTC in the vicinity of the Punggye-ri nuclear test site. On 9 September, the Democratic People’s Republic of
      Korea announced that it had conducted its fifth nuclear test. The CTBTO detected an event of magnitude 5.1 at a
      similar location to the 6 January event at 0030 hours UTC. The CTBTO radionuclide stations did not detect traces
      of relevant radionuclides correlating with either explosion.79 The
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea stated that the 6 January test involved a “hydrogen bomb”, a claim that was
      met with widespread scepticism by Governments and non-government experts.
    


    
      The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea reportedly conducted 24 launches using ballistic-missile technology in
      2016. These included the following: a space launch using an Unha-3 space launch vehicle on 7 February; at least
      six launches of the Hwasong-10 intermediate-range ballistic missile; two failed launches of an unknown missile
      type in October; three launches of the Pukguksong-1 submarine-launched ballistic missile; five launches of the
      Nodong medium-range-ballistic missile; and seven launches of Scud-variant ballistic missiles, including a
      previously untested medium-range version. The Hwasong-10 had not been tested before 2016. All but one of the
      eight Hwasong-10 launches in 2016 were understood to have been failures. Footage of Pukguksong-1 tests released
      by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea indicated that the missile had been converted from its previous
      liquid-fuel design to use solid fuel. In comparison to previous years, the Government conducted more
      ballistic-missile launches outside the time frame of the joint Republic of Korea–United States annual military
      exercises Key Resolve and Foal Eagle, which were held from 7 to 18 March and from 7 March to 30
      April, respectively. In 2016, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea conducted at least one such launch every
      month from February to October.
    


    
      The 7 February space launch was conducted from the Sohae Satellite Launching Station on the west coast of the
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. The launch followed notification by the Government to relevant
      international organizations that it intended to launch an Earth observation satellite. The Democratic People’s
      Republic of Korea registered the satellite, named Kwangmyongsong-4, with the United Nations Office for Outer
      Space Affairs in a letter dated 9 May, indicating its basic orbital parameters and listing its function to be
      Earth observation.80
    


    
      Security Council response
    


    
      The Security Council met in nine emergency consultations and issued several press statements in response to the
      nuclear-weapon and ballistic-missile activities of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in 2016. In its
      press statement SC/12191 (6 January),
      the Council strongly condemned the country’s fourth nuclear test as a clear violation of Security Council
      resolutions 1718 (2006), 1874 (2009), 2087 (2013) and 2094 (2013) and of the non-proliferation regime. The
      Council similarly condemned the fifth nuclear test of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in press
      statement SC/12513 (9 September). In
      press statement SC/12234 (7
      February), the Council strongly condemned the launch using ballistic-missile technology conducted by the
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea on 7 February, underscoring that the launch, even if characterized as a
      satellite launch, contributed to the Government’s development of nuclear-weapon delivery systems. The Council
      condemned other ballistic-missile launches of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in press releases
      SC/12293 (18 March), SC/12326 (15 April), SC/12335 (24 April), SC/12385 (1 June), SC/12418 (23 June), SC/12494 (26 August), SC/12509 (6 September) and SC/12557 (17 October).
    


    
      The Security Council responded to the fourth nuclear test of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and the 7
      February space launch by adopting resolution 2270
      (2016) on 2 March. In the resolution, the Council, inter alia: (a) condemned the nuclear test and launch
      using ballistic-missile technology; (b) imposed significant trade restrictions on the Democratic People’s
      Republic of Korea, including by banning, with some exceptions, its exports of certain minerals and rare earths,
      including coal, iron and gold, and the import of aviation fuel; (c) extended the arms embargo to any item other
      than food or medicine that could contribute to the Government’s armed forces; (d) strengthened transport and
      interdiction measures; (e) extended financial restrictions; and (f) designated an additional 16 individuals and
      12 entities and a new list of Democratic People’s Republic of Korea–flagged vessels.
    


    
      On 30 November, the Security Council adopted resolution 2321 (2016) in response to the fifth nuclear test of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. The
      resolution built upon resolution 2270 (2016)
      by, inter alia:
    


    
      (a) further restricting the natural resource exports of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea; (b) enhancing
      restrictions on the Government’s diplomatic posts; (c) directing the 1718 Committee81 to adopt a new dual-use list; (d) prohibiting all scientific and technical cooperation with
      the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea that could contribute to its nuclear-weapon or ballistic-missile
      programmes; (e) tightening various transport, cargo and financial measures; and (f) designating an additional 11
      individuals and 10 entities. With the adoption of resolutions 2270 (2016) and 2321 (2016),
      the sanctions regime on the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea amounted to the strongest and most
      comprehensive imposed by the Security Council.
    


    
      Other developments
    


    
      The state media of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea published a number of articles with claims relating
      to its nuclear-weapon and ballistic-missile programmes in 2016. On 9 March, images of a purported miniaturized
      nuclear device were released, as well as images of a number of ballistic missiles, including the KN-08, an
      untested missile designed to have intercontinental range. On 11 March, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
      conducted a ballistic-missile launch drill, simulating what the state media described as “conditions of exploding
      nuclear warheads ... above targets in the ports under the enemy control”.82 On 15 March, it claimed to have developed rocket re-entry technology for an intercontinental
      ballistic missile, with state media releasing pictures of a simulation test related to a heat shield.
    


    
      On 24 March, state media reported that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea had conducted a successful
      solid-fuel rocket motor test. On 8 April, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea conducted a static engine
      test of what state media termed as a “new type high-power engine of intercontinental ballistic rocket” at the
      Sohae Space Centre.83 On 20 September, it conducted a ground test
      of a “new-type high-power engine of carrier rocket for geo-stationary satellite”. 84 Non-government experts could not verify the claim by state media that the engine had a
      thrust of 80 tons, but did note that the engine was larger than any other previously tested by the Democratic
      People’s Republic of Korea.
    


    
      The International Atomic Energy Agency remained unable to access the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and
      verify the status of its nuclear programme. The Agency continued to monitor developments at Yongbyon, mainly
      through satellite imagery.85 It observed signatures consistent with
      the operation of the 5 MW(e) reactor, including steam discharges and the outflow of cooling water. It observed
      indications consistent with the operation of the Radiochemical Laboratory from the first quarter of 2016 until
      July. The Agency also observed indications consistent with the use of the reported centrifuge enrichment
      facility, as well as construction work around the building housing that facility. It did not observe indications
      of further work on the still-incomplete light-water reactor. The Agency observed indications of ongoing mining,
      milling and concentration activities at the Pyongsan uranium mine and Pyongsan uranium concentration plant.
    


    
      Political developments
    


    
      The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea continued to stress the importance of nuclear deterrence in its
      military doctrine, including at the Seventh Congress of the Workers’ Party of Korea, held in Pyongyang from 6 to
      9 March. State media said that in an address to the Central Committee of the Workers’ Party of Korea on 7 May,
      Kim Jong-un—Chairman of the Workers’ Party of Korea, Chairman of the States Affairs Commission of the Democratic
      People’s Republic of Korea and Supreme Commander of the Korean People’s Army—described the Democratic People’s
      Republic of Korea as a nuclear power and a responsible nuclear-weapon State that “will not use a nuclear weapon
      unless its sovereignty is encroached upon by any aggressive hostile forces with nukes” and “will faithfully
      fulfil its obligation for non-proliferation and strive for the global denuclearization”.86
    


    
      Dialogue on the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula remained stalled in 2016. On 15 January, the Democratic
      People’s Republic of Korea confirmed through state media its previous proposals for (a) commencing negotiations
      for a peace treaty with the United States and (b) enacting a moratorium on nuclear tests in exchange for a halt
      to Republic of Korea-United States military exercises. The United States maintained its position that the
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea must demonstrate its commitment to denuclearization before there could be
      dialogue on other issues. On 6 July, a spokesperson of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea announced
      through a state news agency five conditions for denuclearization: public disclosure of United States nuclear
      weapons in the Republic of Korea; dismantlement of United States military bases in the Republic of Korea; a
      United States commitment to never deploy nuclear strike means in the Republic of Korea; a United States
      commitment not to intimidate the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea with nuclear weapons; and the withdrawal
      of United States troops “holding the right to use” nuclear weapons from the Republic of Korea.
    


    
      On 25 January, the Defence Minister of the Republic of Korea said that there was a need to review whether to
      deploy the Terminal High Altitude Area Defence (THAAD) system in the Republic of Korea. On 7 February, the
      Republic of Korea and the United States announced that they would begin formal consultations on the viability of
      a THAAD system operated by United States Forces Korea.87 On 8 July,
      the Republic of Korea and the United States agreed to deploy by the end of 2017 a THAAD system to be operated by
      United States Forces Korea, “focused solely on the North Korean nuclear and missile threats”.88 Both China and the Russian Federation expressed concerns on multiple
      occasions about the possibility of THAAD deployment in the Republic of Korea, including at the Security Council.
      They argued that such a deployment was unnecessarily provocative and harmful to the strategic interests of other
      States in the region. The United States sought to allay those fears by maintaining that the THAAD system’s radar
      would be set only to detect missiles originating from the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.
    


    
      Export controls
    


    
      Missile Technology Control Regime
    


    
      The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) held its thirtieth plenary meeting in Busan, Republic of Korea, from
      17 to 21 October. The acting Foreign Minister of the Republic of Korea, Lim Sung-nam, opened the meeting and
      delivered welcoming remarks. Ham Sang-wook (Republic of Korea), chaired the meeting and will remain the Chair of
      the MTCR until the next plenary meeting in 2017. The 2016 plenary meeting approved the application of India for
      membership in the MTCR, making it the thirty-fifth member of the regime. The meeting also approved the offer of a
      joint MTCR chairmanship by Ireland and Iceland for the period 2017-2018.
    


    
      As in previous meetings, the 2016 plenary meeting reviewed and evaluated MTCR activities over the last 12 months
      and discussed efforts to prevent the proliferation of unmanned delivery systems capable of delivering weapons of
      mass destruction. During the plenary,89 participating States
      recalled that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery remained a threat to
      international peace and security, as recognized in Security Council resolution 1540 (2004). They reiterated their commitment to limit
      the risks of proliferation by controlling transfers that could contribute to delivery systems for weapons of mass
      destruction.
    


    
      As noted in the public statement90 issued following the plenary
      meeting, the participating States held a thorough exchange of information on missile proliferation developments
      since the last plenary meeting in Rotterdam. The participating States expressed concern about the ongoing missile
      proliferation across the world and, in particular, the missile programmes in the Middle East, North-East Asia and
      South Asia that had the potential to accelerate missile programmes in other parts of the world.
    


    
      Participating States characterized the situation in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea as marked by a
      drastic escalation of ballistic-missile launches since February 2016. They confirmed their commitment to
      exercising extreme vigilance when controlling transfers that could contribute to the ballistic-missile programme
      of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and to fully implement Security Council resolutions, particularly
      given the ballistic missile–related provisions of these resolutions.
    


    
      With respect to the Islamic Republic of Iran, the participating States welcomed the progress made in implementing
      the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action and confirmed their commitment to implement Security Council resolution
      2231 (2015), bearing in mind the ballistic
      missile–related provisions in annex B.
    


    
      Participating States reaffirmed their view that the MTCR Guidelines and control lists constituted a benchmark for
      international best practices for controlling exports of missile-related items and technologies, and noted that
      these standards were increasingly adhered to by non-Partners and were included in some Security Council
      resolutions. They also called on all States to exercise extreme vigilance to prevent the transfer of goods and
      technology that could contribute to weapons of mass destruction and missile programmes, in accordance with their
      national legislation and consistent with international law.
    


    
      The MTCR Licensing and Enforcement Experts Meeting and the Information Exchange Meeting have served as forums for
      participating States to discuss emerging issues related to missile proliferation, such as risks and challenges
      posed by intangible technology transfers, key technology trends in missile programs, catch-all controls for
      non-listed items, and brokering, transit and trans-shipment issues. In the joint meeting of the licensing and
      enforcement experts and the information exchange and technical experts, participating States shared the view that
      additive manufacturing or 3D-printing technology posed a major challenge to international export control efforts.
      They agreed to keep this topic on future agendas.
    


    
      Nuclear Suppliers Group
    


    
      The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG)91 held its twenty-sixth plenary
      meeting in Seoul on 23 and 24 June, chaired by Song Young-wan (Republic of Korea). The Minister of Foreign
      Affairs of the Republic of Korea, Yun Byung-se, delivered welcoming remarks.
    


    
      As reflected in the public statement92 on the plenary meeting, the
      NSG expressed its concern regarding continued global proliferation activities and reaffirmed its determination to
      continue to cooperate closely in order to deter, hinder and prevent the transfer of controlled items or
      technology that could contribute to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
    


    
      In addition, the NSG deplored the nuclear test conducted on 6 January by the Democratic People’s Republic of
      Korea and reiterated its commitment to all relevant Security Council resolutions, including resolution 2270 (2016). The Group reaffirmed that export of all
      controlled items within the NSG to the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea was prohibited by the resolutions of
      the Security Council.
    


    
      The NSG also welcomed the adoption of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action. In follow up to the extraordinary
      plenary meetings of the Group held on 21 January and 26 April, the NSG expressed interest in continuing to be
      briefed by the Procurement Working Group coordinator on the procurement channel established under the agreement
      and Security Council resolution 2231 (2015).
      The NSG agreed to keep this matter under active consideration.
    


    
      At the plenary meeting, members of the NSG exchanged views and agreed on a number of proposals to clarify and
      update the control lists and guidelines. The NSG further emphasized the importance of updating its guidelines to
      keep pace with technical developments in nuclear-related industries.
    


    
      The NSG also discussed options for increasing outreach, such as holding dedicated briefings to interested non-NSG
      partners, increasing the visibility of the NSG at relevant international meetings and creating a dedicated
      response to non-NSG partners seeking assistance in strengthening their national export control systems.
    


    
      Furthermore, the NSG discussed all aspects related to the participation of States not party to the NPT in the
      Group. Members of the NSG also shared information on the 2008 Statement on Civil Nuclear Cooperation with India
      and discussed its relationship with India.
    


    
      The NSG decided that Switzerland will chair the Group in 2017-2018.
    


    
      Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation
    


    
      The Subscribing States to The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (HCOC) held their
      fifteenth annual regular meeting in Vienna on 2 and 3 June, chaired by Kazakhstan.
    


    
      Delegations from 72 States participated in the meeting. In its capacity as Chair for 2016-2017, Kazakhstan stated
      that its objectives for the term would be to focus on the full and comprehensive implementation of the Code in
      all its aspects and to strengthen outreach activities for advancing the process of its universalization.
    


    
      The participants welcomed the new subscription to the Code in 2016 by India, which brought the total number of
      subscribing States to 138. In addition, the participants reaffirmed the unique contribution of the HCOC as the
      only multilateral confidence-building and transparency instrument against the proliferation of ballistic
      missiles. They continued to emphasize the need to promote further subscriptions to the Code, especially among
      countries with space-launch and ballistic-missile capabilities. They also reaffirmed the threat posed by the
      proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery; in this context, they noted in the
      course of their discussions the ballistic-missile launches conducted by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
      in 2015 and 2016.
    


    
      With respect to efforts to promote universalization, the subscribing States agreed to continue related
      activities, including a resolution introduced at the seventy-first session of the General Assembly First
      Committee, which the Assembly adopted as resolution 71/33 on 5 December by a vote of 166 in favour and 1 against, with 16 abstentions.
    


    
      The subscribing States approved Poland as the Chair for the period 2017-2018.
    


    
      1540 Committee and implementation of resolution 1540 (2004)
    


    
      Status of implementation
    


    
      The Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1540 (2004) (1540 Committee) submitted to the Council in December its review93 of the implementation of the resolution for 2016. The report addressed all
      aspects of resolution 1540 (2004), in
      particular paragraphs 1 to 3, including developing and maintaining efforts to implement the resolution in
      accordance with national legal authorities and legislation and consistent with international law. The United
      Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) continued to provide administrative and substantive support to the
      Committee.
    


    
      In 2016, steady progress continued to be made in terms of the number of recorded legally binding measures taken
      by States, as evidenced by the completion of the matrices of all 193 Member States. The continuing special
      efforts to encourage the submission of national reports by those States that had not done so yielded one more
      report,94 bringing the number of initial reports from States to 177
      of the 193 Member States.95
    


    
      Monitoring and national implementation
    


    
      In 2016, the Committee, under the chairmanship of Román Oyarzun Marchesi (Spain), continued to facilitate and
      monitor the implementation by States of resolution 1540 (2004).
    


    
      The Security Council, in its resolution 1977
      (2011), encouraged States to provide on a voluntary basis additional information on their implementation of
      resolution 1540 (2004), including their
      effective national practices in implementing the resolution. During the reporting period, 28 States provided
      additional information; described effective practices or provided comments and updates on their revised matrices,
      including on measures related to prohibiting non-State actors from using nuclear, chemical and biological weapons
      and their means of delivery; and strengthened controls to prevent the illicit trafficking of such weapons and
      related materials.
    


    
      In its resolution 1977 (2011), the Security
      Council also encouraged States to prepare, on a voluntary basis, national implementation action plans to map out
      their priorities and plans for further implementation of resolution 1540 (2004). In 2016, five States96 submitted national implementation action plans, bringing the total number
      of such plans received by the Committee to 26.
    


    
      The Security Council, in its resolution 1977
      (2011), recognized the importance of the active engagement and dialogue between the Committee and States on
      their implementation of resolution 1540 (2004),
      including through visits by the Committee to States at their invitation. In 2016, Lesotho and Guatemala invited
      the Committee and its experts to undertake a visit and to assist with the drafting of national implementation
      action plans. States were also encouraged to inform the Committee of their points of contact on the
      implementation of resolution 1540 (2004), both
      in their capitals and in their Permanent Missions in New York. By the end of 2016, 97 States had nominated a
      national point of contact.
    


    
      The Committee has encouraged an expansion of the network of points of contact, as well as the development of
      training courses conducted at the regional level for points of contact. In this regard, following the first
      training course hosted by China in 2015, two further training courses were held in 2016.97
    


    
      Assistance
    


    
      The Committee was informed by States and international organizations of current activities or possible areas in
      which assistance could be offered and the Committee indicated its willingness to explore possibilities for donor
      funding in order to respond positively to the requests. Such responses were made to Lesotho from South Africa, to
      Zambia from South Africa, and to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime.
    


    
      Cooperation with international, regional and subregional organizations
    


    
      Regional and subregional organizations continued to play an important role in enhancing the implementation of
      resolution 1540 (2004). In 2016, the Committee
      continued to develop its collaboration with relevant international and regional organizations, including directly
      related United Nations entities.
    


    
      Meanwhile, cooperation further intensified in 2016 between the Committee and the United Nations Regional Centre
      for Peace and Disarmament in Africa, the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in
      Latin America and the Caribbean, and the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the
      Pacific.
    


    
      Transparency and outreach
    


    
      One of the principal means for the Committee to reach both wider and targeted audiences is through direct
      outreach to States; relevant international, regional and subregional organizations; and, where appropriate, civil
      society. In 2016, 46 outreach events were held with the participation of UNODA and the Committee’s Chair, members
      and experts.98
    


    
      With respect to industry, the Committee and its Group of Experts participated in four events in 2016 that
      directly engaged with industry and provided opportunities to work with and inform industry regarding its
      obligations under national laws.99 In particular, for the first
      time, a regional industry outreach conference (under the so-called “Wiesbaden process”) on resolution 1540 (2004) was held in Asia, hosted by the Republic of
      Korea, on 27 and 28 September.
    


    
      Comprehensive review
    


    
      By paragraph 3 of resolution 1977 (2011), the
      Security Council decided that the Committee would conduct a comprehensive review on the status of implementation
      of resolution 1540 (2004), both after five
      years and before the renewal of its mandate, including, if necessary, recommendations on adjustments to the
      mandate, and that it would submit to the Security Council a report on the conclusions of those reviews. The
      Council also decided that the first review should be held before December 2016. The report100 was submitted accordingly and covers the five-year period from 25 April
      2011 to 24 April 2016.
    


    
      The Committee, in accordance with a schedule of outreach events, engaged Member States, international, regional
      and subregional organizations and civil society in the comprehensive review. The events in 2016 included a
      seminar in New York on 29 February by the Committee on the changing nature of proliferation threats, an informal
      meeting of the Committee in New York on 29 March with relevant international organizations and other relevant
      United Nations committees and panels with representation, participation in an African Union 1540 review and
      assistance conference in Addis Ababa on 6 and 7 April, and a dialogue in New York on 11 and 12 April initiated by
      the Committee with academia and civil society. On 12 and 13 May, a special Committee meeting was held in Madrid
      to undertake an informal, forward-looking discussion on how best to reach full and effective implementation of
      resolution 1540 (2004) on a global basis in the
      context of the comprehensive review. Relevant international and regional organizations also participated in the
      meeting. In addition, the Committee held formal open consultations at United Nations Headquarters from 20 to 22
      June on the comprehensive review of the implementation of the resolution.
    


    
      The comprehensive review culminated in the adoption on 15 December of Security Council resolution 2325 (2016), endorsing the 2016 comprehensive
      review101 of the status of the implementation of resolution
      1540 (2004) and noting the findings and
      recommendations in its final report. The resolution was adopted during an open-ended debate, entitled “Preventing
      catastrophe: A global agenda for stopping the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction by non-State actors”.
      The session was presided over by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Spain, Alfonso Dastis, and attended by the
      Ministers of Foreign Affairs of other members of the Security Council, as well as representatives of civil
      society.
    


    
      In adopting the resolution, the Council called on all States to strengthen national non-proliferation efforts in
      their implementation of resolution 1540 (2004).
    


    
      Political declarations and other initiatives
    


    
      International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
    


    
      The 2016 commemoration of the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons was observed on 26
      September at a one-day high-level plenary meeting convened by the President of the General Assembly. The meeting
      was opened by a statement102 from Deputy Secretary-General Jan
      Eliasson, who said that “progress in multilateral nuclear disarmament has come to a standstill”. He stressed “the
      importance of all efforts to uphold the international norm against nuclear testing while we accelerate efforts
      for the treaty’s entry into force” and stated that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea has “repeatedly
      defied the norm”.
    


    
      The commemorative event also included remarks from 23 States,103
      the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs and the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive
      Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization.104 Additionally,
      representatives of two civil society organizations, the International Coalition Against Nuclear Weapons and Ban
      All Nukes Generation, offered remarks to the meeting. The Secretary-General delivered a separate
      message105 in observance of the International Day, urging the
      international community to redouble efforts to “act now, without delay, to fulfil their disarmament and
      non-proliferation commitments”.
    


    
      This marked the third commemoration of the International Day, which was established through the initiative of the
      Non-Aligned Movement in a series of resolutions106 following the
      first high-level meeting of the General Assembly on nuclear disarmament in 2013. The initiative called for the
      urgent commencement of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on a comprehensive nuclear weapons
      convention. In addition, it was an effort to enhance public awareness and education about the threat of nuclear
      weapons and the necessity for their total elimination in order to mobilize international efforts towards
      achieving the common goal of a nuclear-weapon-free world. In this spirit, the active participation of Member
      States and civil society has been encouraged to promote this day and its overall objective.
    


    
      International Day against Nuclear Tests
    


    
      The International Day against Nuclear Tests107 was commemorated
      around the world, with events taking place at the United Nations in Vienna and New York, as well as in Astana on
      29 August.
    


    
      The CTBTO Executive Secretary, Lassina Zerbo, stressed the dangerous and destabilizing impact of nuclear testing
      on global security, human health and the environment. The event also featured Karipbek Kuyukov, an artist from
      Kazakhstan and a representative of the independent ATOM Project,108
      who was born without arms as a result of his parents’ exposure to nuclear-weapon tests conducted by the Soviet
      Union at the Semipalatinsk nuclear site.
    


    
      The informal meeting of the United Nations General Assembly to mark the 2016 observance of the International Day
      was held on 31 August at the United Nations Headquarters. The President of the seventieth session of the General
      Assembly109 and the Permanent Representative of Kazakhstan to the
      United Nations offered opening statements. In an opening message delivered by United Nations High Representative
      for Disarmament Affairs Kim Won-soo, the Secretary-General called on all countries and peoples to work for the
      entry into force of the CTBT, and he urged immediate action by the eight remaining annex 2 States to ratify the
      Treaty. He also noted that a quarter century had passed since the closure of the Semipalatinsk test site in
      Kazakhstan, which had hosted more than 450 nuclear tests.110
    


    
      Subsequently, a high-level interactive panel on the theme “Strengthening the Global Norm Against Nuclear
      Tests—CTBT@20” was held in order to reflect on the progress made to date, current and emerging challenges, and
      opportunities to strengthen the global norm against nuclear tests. The event was moderated by the Chair of the
      CTBTO Preparatory Commission, with panellists including the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs; the
      CTBTO Executive Secretary; the Permanent Representative of the Marshall Islands to the United Nations, Amatlain
      Elizabeth Kabua; the Permanent Representative of Panama to the United Nations, Laura Elena Flores Herrera; and
      the Executive Advisor of Mayors for Peace, Randy Rydell.
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      CHAPTER II
    


    
      Biological and chemical weapons
    


    
      
        Since 1980, successive [Biological Weapons Convention] Review Conferences have built on past achievements,
        but we still have a long way to go. The international community cannot afford to continue to lag behind the
        pace of technological advances and the growing security risks. We must not allow the gaps to widen.
      


      
        KIM WON-SOO, UNITED NATIONS HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR
        DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      THE YEAR 2016 WAS IMPORTANT for the Biological Weapons
      Convention (BWC)2 as States parties convened in Geneva for its
      Eighth Review Conference from 7 to 25 November. The Conference was mandated to review the operation of the
      Convention, taking into account any new relevant scientific and technological developments. It also had the
      mandate to review progress on the implementation of the Convention and of decisions and recommendations agreed
      upon at the Seventh Review Conference.
    


    
      Many States parties went into the Review Conference with expectations of a revitalized and expanded
      intersessional programme. However, the Conference did not meet these expectations, and its outcome left many
      States parties dissatisfied, as reflected in closing statements made by a number of delegations.3 Although States parties agreed on a consensus Final Document,4 the decisions contained in it were minimal, especially when compared with
      the large number of working papers, ideas and programmes of work that States parties originally put forward. The
      fundamentally different visions of some States parties on whether to move forward by pursuing a comprehensive,
      legally binding verification protocol or by incrementally strengthening the BWC can be seen as a main stumbling
      block of the Conference. Additionally, the issue of enhanced decision-making authority of the Meeting of States
      Parties was another key issue of contention.
    


    
      In 2016, five States—Angola, Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Liberia and Nepal—joined the BWC, thereby increasing its
      membership to 178 States parties. However, 18 States remained outside the Convention, which underlines the
      importance that the Conference continued to place on further universalization efforts.5
    


    
      No incidents concerning the potential use of biological weapons were reported in 2016. However, reports of foiled
      plots in Morocco and Kenya6 that apparently involved biological
      agents may indicate a heightened interest among certain non-State actors in the acquisition and use of such
      material for terrorist purposes.
    


    
      Meanwhile, continuing developments and activity related to chemical weapons occurred throughout 2016, primarily
      in the context of the Syrian Arab Republic, where allegations of the use of chemical weapons were ongoing. The
      United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs continued to exercise the Secretary-General’s good offices to
      further the implementation of resolution 2118
      (2013), on the elimination of the declared chemical weapons programme of the Syrian Arab Republic. The
      Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)-United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism
      completed its first year of work, producing four reports in total.
    


    
      The OPCW continued to make progress in the broader implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention and recorded
      a number of important achievements, including its activities in the Syrian Arab Republic and the commencement of
      removal and destruction activities in relation to Libya’s remaining Category 2 chemical weapons. The OPCW also
      continued to engage Syrian authorities to clarify elements of the Syrian Arab Republic’s initial declaration, as
      well as to continue to establish facts surrounding allegations of the use of chemical weapons in that country.
    


    
      While activities related to the Syrian Arab Republic and Libya remained important in the OPCW in 2016, progress
      was also made in other key areas, including the destruction of remaining chemical weapons stockpiles by possessor
      States; international cooperation and assistance; and education and outreach. The OPCW continued to advance its
      efforts for universalization, urging the remaining four States not party to the Chemical Weapons Convention to
      join without delay or preconditions.
    


    
      Biological weapons
    


    
      Preparatory Committee for the Eighth Review Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention
    


    
      At the Meeting of States Parties in December 2015, BWC States parties agreed on an innovative and more elaborate
      preparatory mechanism for the Eighth Review Conference in comparison to those of previous Review
      Conferences.7 Accordingly, the Preparatory Committee convened in
      Geneva on 26 and 27 April 2016. It then resumed its work from 8 to 12 August 2016.
    


    
      A total of 119 States took part in the Preparatory Committee session, including 114 States parties, 2 signatory
      States and 3 States neither party nor signatory to the Convention, which attended as observers.8 This represented an increase in attendance by 22 States compared with the
      2011 Preparatory Committee session, which underlined the considerable interest in the work and relevance of the
      Convention. The national delegations were joined by the United Nations, including the United Nations Office for
      Disarmament Affairs and the United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute. The European Union
      and the International Committee of the Red Cross participated as observer agencies. Moreover, 22 non-governmental
      organizations and research institutes9 attended public meetings of
      the Preparatory Committee.
    


    
      At its April meeting, the Preparatory Committee elected by acclamation György Molnár (Hungary) as its
      Chairman.10 The Committee focused on the necessary organizational
      aspects for the Review Conference and reached understandings on recommendations for final adoption in August with
      regard to the following issues:11 the distribution of posts of
      Vice-Presidents of the Conference and of Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the subsidiary bodies among the various
      regional groups; the draft provisional agenda; the rules of procedure; the election of a Chairman and two
      Vice-Chairmen of the Drafting Committee; the composition of the General Committee; and the decision that the
      Committees may choose to hold certain meetings in public. Furthermore, the Preparatory Committee decided, inter
      alia, to request the Implementation Support Unit (ISU) to prepare eight background information documents, five to
      be issued before the August meeting and three involving input from States parties to be issued before the Review
      Conference.12
    


    
      Also in April, the Preparatory Committee conducted a general exchange of views, during which 27 States
      parties13 and the European Union, as an observer agency, made
      statements. The inclusion of an agenda item for a “general exchange of views” represented an innovation for the
      BWC Preparatory Committee and enabled a much more substantive discussion among States parties before the start of
      the Review Conference. In addition to 20 statements of a more general nature, eight States parties introduced
      concrete proposals based on working papers already submitted to the Preparatory Committee. Proposals focused
      mainly on three issues: suggestions for a review mechanism on developments in science and technology; concrete
      proposals for strengthening the Convention by operationalizing specific articles of the Convention; and
      suggestions on the intersessional programme to take place after the Eighth Review Conference. By the time the
      Preparatory Committee convened in April, States parties had submitted 12 working papers.14 Overall, the April meeting concluded on a positive note, and many
      delegations expressed their satisfaction with the outcome.
    


    
      The Preparatory Committee resumed its work from 8 to 12 August. Thirty-four States parties,15 as well as two observer agencies, the European Union and the International
      Committee of the Red Cross, made statements during the general exchange of views. A number of these statements
      served to introduce proposals already submitted to the Preparatory Committee as working papers. Moreover, 13
      non-governmental organizations made statements16 in an informal
      plenary session that took place on 8 and 9 August.
    


    
      The Preparatory Committee in August reached understandings on decisions for final adoption in April on procedural
      requirements for the Eighth Review Conference, including the provisional agenda of the Review Conference and the
      rules of procedure, which were identical in substance to those of the Seventh Review Conference. As requested in
      the April session of the Preparatory Committee, the ISU submitted five background information
      documents,17 as well as a report on its activities from 2012 to
      2016.18
    


    
      A key focus of the August meeting was the comprehensive consideration of all provisions of the Convention, during
      which 30 States parties19 took the floor. In addition to addressing
      the individual articles of the Convention, States parties considered cross-cutting issues, such as science and
      technology, the next intersessional programme and matters concerning the ISU. By the time the Preparatory
      Committee held its session in August, States parties had submitted 39 working papers.20 Several addressed the issue of science and technology, particularly the mechanism by which
      relevant developments could be reviewed. Whereas some States parties proposed the establishment of a small
      advisory board of experts, others argued in favour of a larger open-ended working group of scientific experts.
      Another topic that attracted discussion was the future intersessional programme after the Eighth Review
      Conference. Some States parties expressed the view that the 2012-2015 intersessional programme had not been
      particularly effective, with some arguing that a future programme should make limited provision for
      decision-making by the annual meetings. Another topic attracting attention was article VII of the BWC, which
      deals with the provision of assistance in the event of the use of biological weapons. At the end of the meeting
      on 12 August, States parties adopted a final report21 by consensus.
      In addition, and as decided by the Meeting of States Parties in 2015, the Chairman presented under his own
      responsibility a summary report22 that was annexed to the final
      report.
    


    
      In addition to the Preparatory Committee itself, a number of informal activities contributed to a substantive
      exchange of views in the run-up to the Eighth Review Conference. Four regional workshops took place between June
      and September in Astana, Brasilia, New Delhi and Addis Ababa, financed under European Union Council Decision
      (CFSP) 2016/51 in support of the BWC. Additional
      funding for two of the workshops came from Canada, Norway and the International Law and Policy Institute. The
      four workshops attracted more than 200 participants and were designed to allow in-depth discussions among States
      parties from the respective regions on all aspects of the Convention. Furthermore, Canada, China and the ISU
      co-organized an international workshop entitled “The Eighth BWC Review Conference: Promoting BWC Implementation
      and Enhancing Global Biosecurity Governance” in Wuxi, China, from 5 to 7 September.23 Sixty-three participants from 32 States parties, three international or regional
      organizations, and three non-governmental organizations or academic institutions participated in the
      event.24 Two additional events, workshops that the Geneva Centre
      for Security Policy, the International Law and Policy Institute and the ISU co-organized, took place in Geneva on
      27 June and 19 September. As part of the second workshop and with the support of the Swiss Government, a group of
      Geneva-based delegations visited the Spiez Laboratory on 20 September to learn more about the scientific and
      technological issues to be discussed at the Review Conference and to see a functioning biosafety level 4 (BSL-4)
      laboratory. Additionally, a “Wilton Park” conference on preparations for the Review Conference took place from 21
      to 23 September in the United Kingdom.
    


    
      Eighth Review Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention
    


    
      The Eighth BWC Review Conference convened in Geneva from 7 to 25 November. On behalf of the Secretary-General of
      the United Nations, Kim Won-soo, High Representative for Disarmament Affairs, opened the Conference.25 More than 900 participants from 124 States parties, four signatory States,
      two States neither parties nor signatories to the Convention, four United Nations organizations, nine
      international organizations and 33 non-governmental organizations and research institutes attended the
      Conference, a record level of participation with a 20 per cent increase in attendance by States parties compared
      to the Seventh Review Conference in 2011.26
    


    
      Upon the election of György Molnár (Hungary) as the President of the Review Conference, the opening formalities
      took place. Thereafter, the general debate ran until 9 November, with statements by 82 States parties, three
      international organizations and, in an informal session, 18 non-governmental organizations and research
      institutes.27
    


    
      States parties submitted 83 working papers28 (including the 39
      already submitted during the Preparatory Committee sessions), almost triple the number of documents submitted at
      the Seventh Review Conference. Proposals covered a wide range of issues, including a mechanism to review
      developments in science and technology; the establishment of a database under article VII, which provides for
      assistance to any State party that may have been attacked by biological weapons; guidelines for the submission of
      a request for assistance under article VII; voluntary codes of conduct for biological scientists; and the Geneva
      Protocol, an instrument predating the BWC that prohibits the use of biological weapons. States parties also
      tabled proposals relating to a legally binding instrument that includes a verification mechanism; an export
      control mechanism that includes a proposal for dispute settlement and transfer denials; consultation and
      clarification procedures; the concept of operationalizing mobile biomedical units under the Convention; the
      enhancement of the decision-making authority of the Meeting of States Parties; and the expansion of the scope and
      substance of a new intersessional programme, including the work of the ISU.
    


    
      Upon the conclusion of the general debate, 13 meetings of the Committee of the Whole and 24 plenary meetings were
      held until the conclusion of the Review Conference on 25 November. The Credentials Committee held three meetings
      and adopted its report29 at its third and final meeting on 23
      November. The Drafting Committee held no formal meetings. Instead, Boudjemâa Delmi (Algeria) served as one of the
      facilitators assisting the President.
    


    
      The Committee of the Whole, chaired by Michael Biontino (Germany), reviewed the provisions of the Convention
      article by article, and it carried out four “readings” of the Final Declaration, which was largely “backward
      looking” in nature. The proceedings mainly saw a repetition of well-known positions on a number of issues. It was
      only on the very last day of the Conference that States parties managed to find agreement on the Final
      Declaration,30 largely by using identical text to that used at the
      Seventh Review Conference. Accordingly, only a very limited number of new textual elements in the Final
      Declaration found consensus, mostly in relation to article VII, as well as a few new additional understandings
      and agreements on article X, which concerns facilitating peaceful uses of biological science.
    


    
      With regard to the “forward-looking” aspects of the Final Document, the President appointed seven facilitators in
      order to help States parties find common ground. In the middle of the second week of the Review Conference, the
      facilitators issued a non-paper that contained draft elements for the Final Document. With respect to the
      intersessional programme for the period from 2017 to 2020, the suggested approach was quite different in its
      structure and more substantive compared to the intersessional programme from 2012 to 2015. Most notably, it
      envisaged 15 days of meetings per year with a five-day Meeting of States Parties, a Science and Technology
      Committee and three Open-ended Working Groups (OEWGs) on implementation, cooperation and preparedness and
      assistance. The proposal also envisaged an enhancement of the ISU with the additional of two staff members. While
      many States parties said that they could support elements of the non-paper, some also said that it crossed some
      of their negotiating “red lines”. The President therefore undertook to hold further consultations, assisted by
      the facilitators, and to produce a new version of the “forward-looking” part of the Final Document.
    


    
      Following intense consultations held with delegations and taking into account additional feedback from the
      facilitators, the President issued a written proposal31 on 23
      November in his capacity as President. This document represented a refinement of the facilitators’ non-paper.
      Accordingly, it comprised a Meeting of States Parties of a period up to five days and four OEWGs, each lasting up
      to five days, on science and technology; international cooperation; preparedness, response and assistance; and
      national implementation. Each of the OEWGs would meet every other year, thereby maintaining the annual time of
      meetings at the level of 15 days per year, as proposed in the facilitators’ non-paper. Notably, the President’s
      proposal also included carefully worded language on enhancing the role and authority of the Meeting of States
      Parties, as well as on potential further measures that would contribute to the integrated and comprehensive
      implementation of the Convention.
    


    
      Furthermore, the proposal also listed items for discussion during the next intersessional programme, such as a
      voluntary model code of conduct for biological scientists; examination of the proposed biomedical units concept;
      improvement of confidence-building-measure submissions in terms of quantity; quality and format; strengthening
      consultative measures under article V, which concerns bilateral and multilateral discussions to address treaty
      implementation matters; issues related to article III, including effective export controls (this article
      prohibits transferring biological weapons and related equipment to others, and also assisting others in their
      manufacture); and a set of guidelines and formats to assist States parties in the submission of an application
      for assistance under article VII. Additionally, the proposal suggested the establishment of a database to
      facilitate specific requests for and offers of assistance and cooperation under the framework of article VII.
      Finally, the proposal foresaw an enhancement to the ISU budget to cover two additional professional posts.
    


    
      While it seemed that many delegations could have supported significant elements of the President’s text with a
      view to finding some form of compromise acceptable to all, the informal consultations held on the penultimate day
      of the Review Conference clearly showed that this was not in fact feasible. As such, and given that no consensus
      could be achieved on a substantive intersessional programme for the period 2017 to 2020, a “fallback” package
      with a very limited scope was prepared and finally agreed upon by States parties. Accordingly, the Final
      Document32 as adopted makes provision for one annual Meeting of
      States Parties of up to five days in duration; the renewal of the ISU mandate with the existing three staff
      members; the continuation and improvement of the cooperation and assistance database under article X; and the
      renewal of the BWC sponsorship programme. Notably, its language on the scope of the first Meeting of States
      Parties planned for December 2017 is less specific than comparable past mandates. The Final Document says that
      the Meeting “will seek to make progress on issues of substance and process for the period before the next Review
      Conference, with a view to reaching consensus on an intersessional process”. It remains to be seen whether States
      parties will bridge the divisions that emerged at the Eighth Review Conference.
    


    
      Work of the Implementation Support Unit
    


    
      At the Eighth Review Conference, the ISU presented its report33 on
      its activities to implement its mandate, which included a summary of the Unit’s efforts related to the
      implementation of the Convention between 2012 and 2016. Mandated activities included the provision of
      administrative support to the Eighth Review Conference, including its Preparatory Committee, as well as
      comprehensive implementation and universalization of the Convention and the exchange of confidence-building
      measures. In addition, the ISU maintained the database for assistance requests and offers, facilitated the BWC
      sponsorship programme and supported, as appropriate, the implementation by States parties of the decisions and
      recommendations of the Seventh Review Conference.
    


    
      The Unit’s support for the administration of the Convention in 2016 included most notably serving as the
      secretariat for the Eighth Review Conference and its Preparatory Committee. In this respect, the ISU provided
      administrative support to the activities of the President of the Eighth Review Conference, which included
      drafting and issuing communications to States parties, international organizations and non-governmental
      organizations; drafting speeches and other materials for the President; processing more than 1,700 meeting
      registrations for the Review Conference and the Preparatory Committee sessions; researching, drafting and
      collating eight substantive background documents; preparing conference documents and reports; processing 83
      working papers; and providing procedural, technical and substantive advice to the President of the Eighth Review
      Conference and the other officeholders.
    


    
      Other duties of the Unit in 2016 included organizing and participating in relevant workshops, most notably four
      regional workshops financed under European Union Council Decision (CFSP) 2016/51 in support of the BWC, as well as one international
      workshop, co-organized with Canada and China, and other international seminars and meetings. Furthermore, the ISU
      co-organized two workshops with the Geneva Centre for Security Policy and the International Law and Policy
      Institute in Geneva.
    


    
      The Unit continued to enhance the BWC website;34 in particular, it
      established the “Think Zone for the Eighth Review Conference”35 and
      remodelled the web page on the “European Union Support to the Biological Weapons Convention”.36 Furthermore, a new web page on the restricted part of the BWC website was
      created containing informal papers tabled during the Eighth Review Conference. The web page facilitated the
      timely information-sharing of these documents during the Conference. Additionally, the ISU increased its use of
      social media platforms (particularly Facebook and Twitter)37 in
      order to raise awareness about the BWC.
    


    
      With regard to confidence-building measures (CBMs), the Unit maintained capabilities for electronic reporting,
      compiled and distributed submissions, provided routine assistance and substantive advice, and followed up with
      States parties on their submissions. The ISU reported on the history and submission of CBMs in a background
      information document to the Eighth Review Conference in November, providing details on the submission of
      information under the CBMs.38 Eighty-one States parties
      participated in this transparency exercise (see figure below) and provided reports on relevant activities in
      2015. This was the largest number of CBM submissions that the ISU had received in one calendar year, representing
      an increase of more than 10 per cent from the previous year.
    


    
      
        Participation in the Biological Weapons Convention confidence-building measures
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      As regards universalization, the ISU supported the President of the Eighth Review Conference in his activities to
      promote universalization, assisting him with correspondence with States not party to the Convention and preparing
      for and participating in his meetings in Geneva and New York with representatives of non-States parties.
      Additionally, and as requested by States parties, the ISU prepared a background information document on the
      status of the universalization of the Convention.39 The Unit also
      supported States parties in promoting universalization, coordinating their activities and informing them about
      progress on accessions or ratifications. Moreover, the ISU also provided information and advice about the
      Convention to several signatories and non-States parties.
    


    
      The ISU continued to update the online database40 of requests for
      and offers to provide assistance relevant to the Convention. As at December 2016, the database contained 61
      offers of assistance from eight States parties and one group of States parties, and 30 requests for assistance
      from six States parties. The ISU also administered the sponsorship programme designed to support and increase the
      participation of developing States parties in the meetings of the intersessional programme. In 2016, six States
      parties and one group of States parties provided a record amount of almost $300,000 as voluntary contributions to
      the sponsorship programme: Australia, Canada, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Switzerland and the European
      Union. In addition, other States parties supported the sponsorship programme through bilateral arrangements. As a
      result, through the BWC sponsorship programme, 32 experts from 25 States parties participated in the August
      meeting of the Preparatory Committee, and 45 experts from 44 States parties and one signatory State attended the
      Eighth Review Conference.
    


    
      Chemical weapons
    


    
      Twenty-first Session of the Conference of the States Parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention
    


    
      The Twenty-first Session of the Conference of the States Parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention
      (CWC)41 took place in The Hague from 28 November to 2 December. The
      Conference was attended by representatives of 134 States parties, one signatory State, six international
      organizations, specialized agencies and other international bodies, in addition to over 100 representatives of 65
      non-governmental organizations from around the world.42 At the
      opening of the Conference, Kim Won-soo, United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs, delivered a
      message43 from the Secretary-General of the United Nations.
    


    
      The Conference reviewed the status of the implementation of the CWC across all programme areas, covering
      disarmament and work relating to the prevention of the re-emergence of chemical weapons, as well as assistance
      and protection and international cooperation. Delegates were briefed on the progress made by possessor States in
      their destruction activities.
    


    
      The Conference included an agenda item on the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)
      Programme for Africa, reflecting the continuous commitment of the OPCW to implement a wide range of
      capacity-building activities tailored to the needs of African States parties.44
    


    
      In relation to OPCW efforts to engage with the chemical industry and the scientific community, the Conference
      discussed progress made to date, including with regard to OPCW cooperation with the International Council of
      Chemical Associations and the International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry. Representatives of the chemical
      industry made statements during the Conference’s general debate.
    


    
      The Conference also addressed efforts in fostering international cooperation for peaceful purposes in the field
      of chemical activities in a separate agenda item, intended to facilitate the adoption of further programmes and
      projects tailored to the needs of OPCW member States.
    


    
      Other notable items of the Conference included the status of preparations for the twentieth anniversary of the
      CWC, an update on progress towards universality, a comprehensive update on the status of the implementation of
      the Convention, including destruction progress, the work of the Open-ended Working Group on terrorism, OPCW work
      in the Syrian Arab Republic and an update on efforts to remove the remaining Category 2 chemical weapons from
      Libya.
    


    
      During the Conference, member States marked the Day of Remembrance for All Victims of Chemical Warfare on 30
      November for the first time since the date’s designation in 2015.
    


    
      The Conference adopted the programme and budget for 2017 and reiterated the importance of continuous
      contributions to the OPCW Trust Fund for the Syrian Arab Republic and the Scientific Advisory Board Trust
      Fund.45
    


    
      Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
    


    
      As at 31 December, 94 per cent (66,256 tons) of the total amount of Category 1 chemical weapons declared by
      member States had been destroyed. The destruction of all Category 1 chemical-weapon stockpiles declared by
      Albania, India, Libya, the Syrian Arab Republic and a fifth State party was completed.
    


    
      The aggregate amount of Category 2 chemical weapons destroyed stands at 1,496 tons, or 82.6 per cent of the total
      amount declared. Albania, India, the Russian Federation, the Syrian Arab Republic and the United States have
      completed the destruction of all their declared Category 2 chemical weapons. All Category 1 and 3 chemical
      weapons declared by Libya have been destroyed.
    


    
      As per the OPCW Executive Council–approved decisions entitled “Detailed Requirements for the Destruction of
      Libya’s Remaining Category 2 Chemical Weapons”46 and “Plan for the
      Destruction of Libya’s remaining Category 2 chemical weapons outside the territory of Libya”,47 all Category 2 chemical weapons were removed from Libya and were
      transported to Bremen, Germany, in September 2016. As at 31 December 2016, destruction operations were ongoing at
      the designated facility (GEKA)48 in Munster, Germany. The
      destruction of Category 2 chemical weapons declared by Libya stood at 73.3 per cent.49
    


    
      As at 31 December, the Russian Federation had destroyed 96.4 per cent of its declared Category 1 stockpile.
      Destruction operations continued at the chemical weapons destruction facility in Kizner, Russian Federation,
      where 74.97 per cent of chemical agents had been destroyed. The United States had completed destruction of 89.92
      per cent of its Category 1 stockpiles and commenced destruction operations at the Pueblo Chemical
      Agent-Destruction Pilot Plant on 7 September.50
    


    
      China and Japan continued to work together on abandoned chemical weapons recovery and destruction operations in
      China, at Haerbaling and at the mobile destruction facility in Shijiazhuang. A tripartite meeting is scheduled to
      be held in Beijing on 18 and 19 January 2017.51
    


    
      Iraq has continued to keep the OPCW Technical Secretariat and member States informed of all steps being taken
      towards the assessment and destruction of its declared stockpiles of chemical weapons. The Technical Secretariat,
      at the request of Iraq, and with assistance provided by Canada, arranged for training courses for Iraqi
      specialists who are associated with the Al Muthanna project. The training consisted of medical response and
      protection training; training on the handling, sampling and analysis of contaminated items; and live-agent
      training. The Technical Secretariat will continue to work closely with Iraq on efforts to dispose of remnants at
      Al Muthanna.
    


    
      As at 31 December 2016, the OPCW had conducted over 3,300 industrial inspections in more than 80 countries, with
      a rate of 241 inspections a year. Due to a gradual decrease in declared chemical-weapon stockpiles, OPCW
      verification will gradually shift focus from the primary objective of destruction of all declared chemical
      weapons to that of preventing re-emergence. Verification of article VI industry sites will become more important
      to the integrity of the CWC owing to the dynamic nature of the chemical production industry.
    


    
      The OPCW Scientific Advisory Board continued to provide independent expert advice to the Director-General and his
      staff, producing two intersessional reports52 and holding its
      twenty-third and twenty-fourth sessions in April and October 2016. In 2016, the Scientific Advisory Board started
      preparations for a report on developments in science and technology for the Fourth Special Session of the
      Conference of the States Parties to Review the Operation of the Chemical Weapons Convention (the Fourth Review
      Conference) in 2018, holding workshops on chemical forensics and the mechanism of toxicity of chemical warfare
      agents.
    


    
      In 2016, the Technical Secretariat continued to assist States parties in achieving full and effective
      implementation of the Convention and in developing relevant national capacities in the areas of assistance and
      protection against chemical weapons, national implementation and international cooperation.
    


    
      The Technical Secretariat has conducted some 131 activities and programmes for approximately 1,500 participants
      in all five regional groups represented in the OPCW. The total operational cost of the international cooperation
      and assistance programmes is close to €5 million.
    


    
      The Open-ended Working Group on the Future Priorities of the OPCW was established by the Executive Council at its
      eighty-second session.53 The working group held two meetings in
      2016, with active participation by many States parties. A programme and methods of work for the working group
      have been formulated and a general exchange on the organization’s future has taken place. The stage is thus set
      for the working group to take up important and substantive areas of the organization’s work. The outcome of its
      deliberations could form important inputs for the Fourth Review Conference in 2018.
    


    
      The OPCW continued close collaboration with the scientific community, including with organizations such as the
      International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry (IUPAC). In December, the OPCW and IUPAC signed a memorandum of
      understanding during the Twenty-first Session of the Conference of the States Parties.54 This memorandum of understanding was concluded with a view to enhancing
      cooperation between the two organizations to keep abreast of developments in chemistry, promote responsibility
      and ethics in science, and support education and outreach activities in scientific communities.
    


    
      In another step to enhance cooperation with the chemical industry, the OPCW and the International Council of
      Chemical Associations (ICCA) established a coordination mechanism. The OPCW-ICCA Joint Steering Committee and the
      Chemical Industry Coordination Group met several times throughout 2016 to discuss common initiatives and projects
      in education and outreach, chemical safety and security, and verification activities.
    


    
      Mission to eliminate the declared chemical weapons programme of the Syrian Arab Republic
    


    
      The OPCW mission to eliminate the Syrian Arab Republic’s declared chemical weapons programme successfully
      concluded in December 2015. In 2016, the security situation in the country continued to preclude safe access for
      the destruction of one remaining aircraft hangar, as well as two aboveground facilities. Meanwhile, continuous
      monitoring systems installed in five former underground production facilities underwent maintenance and continued
      to operate normally. As part of agreed yearly verification activities, OPCW representatives visited the destroyed
      underground structures at the end of November 2016 to verify the integrity of installed interior plugs.
    


    
      The OPCW also continued efforts to clarify elements of the Syrian Arab Republic’s initial chemical weapons
      declaration. In his recent letters of 2016, the Head of the Syrian National Authority expressed the Government’s
      willingness to continue engagement with the Declaration Assessment Team on clarifying all outstanding issues
      arising from its initial declaration. The OPCW continues to underscore the need for the provision of original
      documentation regarding the Syrian chemical weapons programme, access to officials with overarching knowledge
      about the programme, and scientifically and technically plausible explanations on outstanding issues. These steps
      are necessary in order to resolve all identified gaps, inconsistencies and discrepancies in the Syrian Arab
      Republic’s declaration so that it can be considered accurate and complete.
    


    
      The Fact-Finding Mission (FFM) continued to carry out deployments, and collected and analysed open-source
      material and information provided by States parties and other sources. In this context, the FFM studied available
      information relating to more than 60 allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic
      between December 2015 and November 2016; of these, 28 incidents were reported after 1 August 2016. Particular
      attention went to widely reported incidents, including the alleged use of chemical weapons in Saraqib on 1
      August, in Aleppo on 2 August, in Zubdiya on 10 August, in Al-Sukkari on 6 September and in Kafr Zita on 1
      October.
    


    
      In February 2016, following a deployment to the Syrian Arab Republic, the FFM issued an addendum to its report on
      the alleged 15 February 2015 incident in Darayya. The FFM noted that no new information had come to light
      necessitating a change to the report’s conclusion.
    


    
      In September and October 2016, a team was deployed to Damascus in response to a request by the Syrian Arab
      Republic dated 15 August 2016 to the effect that the FFM investigate an incident of alleged use of chemical
      weapons on 2 August 2016 in the area of Al-Awamid in Aleppo. During these missions, the FFM conducted interviews
      and recovered samples for analysis.
    


    
      Removal and destruction of Category 2 chemical weapons from Libya
    


    
      Another major undertaking in 2016 was the removal of the remaining Category 2 chemical weapons from Libya for
      destruction outside its territory. This followed the decision55 of
      the OPCW Executive Council meeting of 20 July, which was endorsed by the United Nations Security Council in its
      resolution 2298 (2016). On 26 August, the
      Executive Council approved the “Plan for the Destruction of Libya’s Remaining Category 2 Chemical Weapons outside
      the Territory of Libya”,56 which the Director-General had presented
      in accordance with the Council’s request of 27 July.
    


    
      By 27 August, five weeks after the original decision in July, all chemical weapons had been removed from Libya.
      On 6 September, they arrived at the port of Bremen in Germany. The consignment of 23 tanks was verified by the
      Technical Secretariat and the Libyan National Authority. As at 31 December, destruction of the remaining Category
      2 chemical weapons was ongoing at GEKA mbH in Munster, Germany.
    


    
      OPCW-United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism
    


    
      The OPCW-United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism (JIM), established by Security Council resolution 2235 (2015), focused on the first phase of activity
      (information collection), in particular reviewing and analysing data, mapping incidents and developing an
      investigation plan and methodology. At the end of this phase, the JIM informed the Security Council that it had
      identified nine cases of chemical weapons use for investigation.
    


    
      In its third report57 to the Security Council, the JIM Leadership
      Panel identified actors in four out of the nine cases. It concluded that in three cases,58 the Syrian Arab Armed Forces had been the actor involved in the use of
      chlorine as a weapon. Also in its third report, the Leadership Panel determined that the Islamic State in Iraq
      and the Levant (ISIL) had been involved in the use of sulfur mustard in Marea on 21 August 2015.
    


    
      In its fourth report59 to the Security Council, the Leadership
      Panel of the JIM further indicated that the three attacks for which the Syrian Arab Armed Forces was identified
      as the actor were conducted by helicopters belonging to the 63rd helicopter brigade based at the Hama and
      Humaymim airbases.
    


    
      Reactions to the third and fourth reports by Security Council members were varied. Some welcomed the reports’
      conclusions and called for those identified as being responsible for the use of chemical weapons to be held
      accountable. Others on the Council, however, believed that the reports did not contain sufficient proof to serve
      as a basis for any punitive action and in some cases considered the conclusions of the reports to be incorrect.
      Likewise, the Government of the Syrian Arab Republic strongly rejected the reports’ conclusions identifying the
      Syrian Arab Armed Forces as responsible. Nonetheless, on 31 October 2016, the Council voted in favour of a
      technical extension of the mandate of the Mechanism, while negotiations over a renewed mandate were
      ongoing.60
    


    
      On 17 November, the Security Council unanimously adopted resolution 2319 (2016), renewing the mandate of the JIM for an additional year. Under the renewed mandate,
      the Mechanism was to remain focused on investigating incidents confirmed by the OPCW Fact-Finding Mission to have
      involved or likely to have involved the use of chemicals as weapons.
    


    
      The Council encouraged the Mechanism to consult, as appropriate, with relevant regional States in pursuit of its
      mandate, including for the purpose of identifying any involvement of the ISIL, the Al-Nusrah Front or other
      non-State actors in the use of chemicals as weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic. The Council also encouraged the
      Mechanism to consult, as appropriate, with the 1540 Committee and with the Al-Qaida/ISIL Sanctions Committee. All
      members of the Council expressed the view that the mandate’s renewal was a positive step, with some drawing
      particular attention to the new emphasis in the resolution on the role of non-State actors.
    


    
      Secretary-General's Mechanism for Investigation of Alleged Use of Chemical and Biological
      Weapons
    


    
      The Secretary-General’s Mechanism for Investigation of Alleged Use of Chemical and Biological Weapons61 was most recently activated in 2013 further to a request by the Syrian Arab
      Republic and subsequent requests by other Member States.62
    


    
      Since that time, UNODA has undertaken activities to identify and implement lessons learned63 from the 2013 experience in the Syrian Arab Republic as part of an overall
      effort to ensure the operational readiness of the Mechanism.
    


    
      In particular, UNODA plays a role in specialized training for experts on a roster of qualified experts and
      laboratories, nominated by Member States on a voluntary basis, whose services could be made available at short
      notice.64 Member States offer training courses for the experts to
      the Secretary-General, and UNODA then works with the Member States to design and deliver the training.
    


    
      In 2016, UNODA developed a refined training approach that seeks to maximize the training value of such courses by
      focusing on core competencies, giving equal weight to theory and practice.65 UNODA is also using extrabudgetary funds to develop an e-learning platform for qualified
      experts to engage with before undergoing training courses.66
    


    
      In 2016, three such training courses were conducted. The first of these, a specialized Head of Mission training
      offered in September by Sweden,67 involved qualified experts who
      had taken part in previous training courses on the Mechanism. This course was the first of its kind, established
      after the Mechanism’s 2014 lessons learned report identified a need for focused training for possible Heads of
      Mission.
    


    
      In October, Australia held an introductory training course for experts, focusing on core competencies related to
      an investigation, such as evidence handling and management; operational safety and communications; and
      interviewing and negotiations. The course, held in Canberra, was the first of its kind to take place in the
      Southern Hemisphere.
    


    
      This was followed by a specialized course on command and control, which was sponsored by the United Kingdom and
      took place at the Police National CBRN68 Centre in
      Ryton-on-Dunsmore. This was the second such course sponsored by the United Kingdom for qualified experts who had
      taken part in previous training activities. In addition, the course included a mediahandling component for the
      first time.
    


    
      The United Nations has also continued to increase its ongoing cooperation with other relevant international
      organizations within the framework of the Mechanism. This includes not only the OPCW, but also the World Health
      Organization (WHO) and the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE), with which the United Nations has signed
      memorandums of understanding69 that set out the modalities of
      cooperation in the event of an investigation under the Mechanism. UNODA is actively engaged with the
      International Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL) in concluding a similar memorandum of understanding, with
      specific consideration to the role and mandate of INTERPOL. In addition, OPCW, WHO, OIE and INTERPOL
      representatives have participated in training courses, both as instructors and as trainees.
    


    
      Export controls
    


    
      Australia Group
    


    
      The 41 member countries70 of the Australia Group and the European
      Union met in Paris from 6 to 10 June 2016 for the Group’s thirty-first plenary meeting.
    


    
      At this meeting, member countries pledged to take further measures to strengthen chemical and biological
      counter-proliferation threats, including the following: (a) the intensification of the Group’s focus on emerging
      technologies that can be used for chemical and biological weapons; (b) impeding chemical and biological
      terrorism; (c) sharing approaches to challenges such as intangible technology transfer and proliferator’s
      procurement of unlisted items, proliferation financing, online procurement and trans-shipment; and (d) expanding
      outreach to non-member countries and relevant international forums, as well as industry and academia, to
      highlight the threat posed by State and non-State actors seeking to acquire the ability to develop chemical and
      biological weapons.
    


    
      The Group affirmed its view of the need for the eradication of chemical weapons through universal adherence to
      the CWC. It welcomed the progress made in the destruction of the declared chemical weapons programme of the
      Syrian Arab Republic, while noting that allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic
      and Iraq have continued. In addition, the Group expressed its support for the work of the OPCW–United Nations
      Joint Investigative Mechanism and urged the Syrian Arab Republic to facilitate the complete and verified
      destruction of its entire chemical weapons programme and to resolve all ambiguities in its declaration to the
      OPCW. The Group also expressed concern regarding the continued chemical and biological weapons activity of the
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, with member countries emphasizing the importance of all countries
      complying with the restrictions on the transfer to the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea of items, materials,
      equipment, goods and technology related to chemical and biological weapons.71
    


    
      In addition, experts on licensing and enforcement experts shared experiences and information to strengthen
      efforts to prevent proliferation of sensitive dual-use chemicals, biological materials and related equipment.
      Participating experts also continued their work to refine controls applied to the chemical and biological items
      on the Australia Group Control Lists.72 The Group as a whole
      reviewed proliferation risks associated with new and emerging technologies.
    


    
      With regard to plans for outreach and engagement, the Group agreed to continue an active programme, with the goal
      of further enhancing coordination in preventing the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons, in
      particular through encouraging adherence to the Australia Group Guidelines73 and through focusing on the threat of chemical and biological terrorism. Agreed actions
      included the following: (a) sharing information on domestic outreach to key industries and academia; (b) altering
      non-members to the importance of their own domestic outreach activities to prevent proliferation; and (c)
      reaching out directly to international industry and academic forums to raise awareness of proliferation issues.
    


    
      The Group reiterated its support for both the CWC and BWC and called upon all States not yet party to those
      conventions to accede without delay. The Group affirmed the commitment of its member countries to strengthening
      the BWC and also affirmed the view that the work of the Group directly contributed to the fulfilment of its
      members’ obligations under article III of the BWC, as well as being fully consistent with article X.
    


    
      The member countries of the Group accepted the offer by France to host the 2017 plenary meeting in Paris.
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      CHAPTER III
    


    
      Conventional weapons
    


    
      
        The widespread availability of illicit small arms and light weapons, and their ammunition, is a key driver
        of violent deaths. Weapons are the toxic lubricant allowing the engine of conflict to run.
      


      
        KIM WON-SOO, UNITED NATIONS HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR
        DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      IN 2016, AN INCREASINGLY CHALLENGING international
      security environment2 coincided with an upward reversal of trends
      in military expenditure and increases in global transfers of major weapons systems. World military expenditures
      reached a record high of nearly $1.7 trillion in 2016 (an increase of 0.4 per cent in real terms from 2015) and
      were expected to maintain their upward course in 2017.3 Similarly,
      the volume of international arms transfers has risen continuously since 2004 and, from 2012 to 2016, was at its
      highest level for any five-year period since the end of the cold war.4
    


    
      Meanwhile, 2016 marked the second year of implementation of the Arms Trade Treaty, which entered into force in
      December 2014. The year saw progress on institutional foundations to support the implementation of the Treaty, in
      particular the decisions made at the Second Conference of States Parties to establish the Arms Trade Treaty
      Secretariat in Geneva and to refine administrative arrangements for helping to ensure proper functioning of the
      office.
    


    
      The impact of the Treaty continued into 2016, as a number of civil society organizations invoked the Treaty in
      their calls for responsibility and accountability in connection with certain States parties’ exports of
      conventional arms to countries involved in armed conflicts reportedly plagued by violations of international
      human rights and humanitarian laws. These developments highlighted the challenges facing a number of States
      parties that have sought to strike a balance between their strategic security interests and the need to comply
      with their treaty obligations in fluid international security contexts.
    


    
      With respect to efforts to curb the proliferation of illicit small arms and light weapons (SALW), Member States
      reaffirmed their commitment to the implementation of the United Nations Programme of Action on SALW by adopting
      by consensus an outcome document at the conclusion of the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the Programme of
      Action and the related International Tracing Instrument.
    


    
      The use of improvised explosive devices (IEDs) as a weapon of choice by armed groups and terrorists continued to
      pose a grave threat to civilians and security forces, including United Nations peacekeepers, and a sharp increase
      in their use has heightened the sense of urgency in addressing them. While the Security Council continued to
      address IEDs mainly in the context of terrorist threats, the General Assembly adopted for the second time a
      comprehensive resolution (71/72 of 5 December 2016) on
      countering the IED threat. The resolution continued to serve as a mechanism for coordination of activities and
      information exchange.
    


    
      Additionally, the international community paid increasing attention in 2016 to the safe and secure management of
      ammunition as a crucial component of conventional arms regulation. Application of the International Ammunition
      Technical Guidelines by national authorities continued to grow and references to ammunition management in
      peacekeeping settings increased in frequency. In mandates to relevant United Nations entities, the Security
      Council consistently recognized the role of sound ammunition management in achieving broader mission objectives.
    


    
      Another significant development in 2016 was the General Assembly’s endorsement of a report of the Group of
      Governmental Experts tasked with reviewing the operation of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms. The
      Group recommended the inclusion of unmanned combat aerial vehicles as a subcategory of Category V (combat
      aircraft and unmanned combat aerial vehicles) of the Register, thus recognizing the growing trend in transfers of
      such vehicles and their increasing use as weapons of war. Notably, the Group recommended that States report
      international transfers of SALW in parallel with other categories of weapons rather than as additional background
      information under the Register, thus enhancing the status of such transfers. While falling short of the
      expectation that the Group of Governmental Experts would agree to elevate the status of SALW to a main category
      of the Register, that recommendation was nevertheless hailed as a meaningful step towards that goal.
    


    
      Arms Trade Treaty
    


    
      The Arms Trade Treaty (ATT),5 which entered into force in December
      2014, aims to enhance transparency, responsibility and accountability in the global trade in conventional arms
      through a set of commonly agreed international standards for helping Governments to decide whether or not to
      authorize arms transfers. The Treaty provides criteria to ensure that international transfers of arms and
      ammunition do not lead to serious violations of international law, including international human rights and
      humanitarian law, and that States parties prohibit transfers that would violate arms embargoes imposed by the
      United Nations Security Council or support genocide or the commission of war crimes. Furthermore, the Treaty
      requires its States parties to put in place measures to prevent the diversion of weapons.
    


    
      In 2016, 12 States6 expressed consent to be bound by the ATT by
      depositing their respective instruments of ratification or accession with the Secretary-General in his capacity
      as treaty depositary. With these expressions of consent, the total number of States parties to the ATT rose to
      91.
    


    
      Extraordinary Meeting of States Parties
    


    
      Pursuant to a decision of the First Conference of States Parties to the ATT, an Extraordinary Meeting of States
      Parties was held in Geneva on 29 February 2016. The Meeting was attended by 77 States,7 including 50 States parties, 2 States that had ratified the Treaty but were
      not yet States parties in accordance with article 22 of the ATT,8
      22 States signatories and 3 States that participated as observers pursuant to rule 3 of the rules of
      procedure.9 In addition, a number of international and regional
      organizations and civil society entities, including non-governmental organizations and representatives of
      industry, attended the Meeting.10
    


    
      The Meeting considered and adopted by consensus a draft proposal for the administrative arrangements for the ATT
      Secretariat, the draft revised budget for the secretariat for the financial period up to 31 December 2016 and the
      draft revised budget for the Second Conference of States Parties. The Meeting also adopted by consensus a
      proposal for the structure of the secretariat and confirmed a number of staff openings proposed for the office.
      In this context, the Meeting recommended that “in developing the secretariat’s Human Resource policy, efforts
      should be made to tailor the United Nations staff policy to that of [the Democratic Control of Armed
      Forces],11 as well as to the size and needs of the secretariat, and
      should apply to all secretariat staff.”12
    


    
      Second Conference of States Parties
    


    
      The Second Conference of States Parties was held in Geneva from 22 to 26 August under the leadership of Emmanuel
      Imohe (Nigeria). The Conference was attended by 109 States,13
      including 73 States parties, 1 State that had ratified the Treaty but was not yet a State party, 30 States
      signatories and 5 States that participated as observers pursuant to the Conference’s rules of procedure. In
      addition, 12 international and regional organizations and 21 civil society entities, including non-governmental
      organizations and representatives of the industry, attended the Conference.14
    


    
      The Conference featured a high-level segment that was opened by Johann N. Schneider-Ammann, President of the
      Swiss Confederation, and attended by high-level officials of a number of Governments and the Vice-President of
      the International Committee of the Red Cross. A representative of the United Nations Secretary-General delivered
      a statement15 during the segment.
    


    
      The Conference considered and adopted a number of proposals, including those forwarded by the aforementioned
      Extraordinary Meeting of States Parties. The following are some of the decisions adopted by consensus:
    


    
      •Adoption of the terms of reference of the Voluntary Trust Fund, established pursuant
      to article 16 (3) of the ATT;
    


    
      •Appointment of the members of the Selection Committee of the Voluntary Trust Fund;
    


    
      •Endorsement of the template for the initial reports recommended by the informal
      reporting working group chaired by Sweden;
    


    
      •Endorsement of the template for the annual reports recommended by the working group
      mentioned above;
    


    
      •Establishment of the deadline for the submission of the first annual report of a new
      State party (accordingly, the report “should cover the first full calendar year after entry into force of the
      Treaty for that State Party, and be submitted no later than 31 May the following year”);16
    


    
      •Establishment of a working group on transparency and reporting;
    


    
      •Establishment of an ad hoc open-ended working group on the effective implementation
      of the ATT, which aims at facilitating implementation through the sharing of experiences, challenges and best
      practices on national implementation; and
    


    
      •Establishment of an informal working group on the universalization of the ATT.
    


    
      The Conference decided to hold the Third Conference of States Parties in Geneva from 11 to 15 September 2017 and
      elected Klaus Korhonen (Finland) as its President.
    


    
      Small arms and light weapons
    


    
      Security Council
    


    
      Throughout 2016, the Security Council addressed the issue of SALW, including ammunition, in its consideration of
      country-specific items on its agenda. In its work, the Security Council continued to acknowledge the impact of
      the illicit trade in small arms on conflict and post-conflict settings, as well as consequences for peacekeeping
      operations.
    


    
      A significant development in 2016 was the establishment of a United Nations special political mission in
      Colombia. The United Nations Mission in Colombia was tasked by the Security Council to, inter alia, monitor and
      verify the laying down of arms following the signing of the Final Peace Agreement between the Government of
      Colombia and the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia-People’s Army. With the adoption of resolution 2261 (2016) in January, the Security Council requested
      the Secretary-General to initiate preparations for the Mission, including the development of modalities for
      monitoring and verifying the disarmament component of the agreement. The Secretary-General’s recommendations on
      the size, operational aspects and mandate of the United Nations Mission in Colombia received approval by the
      Council in September, through resolution 2307
      (2016).
    


    
      Additionally, in 2016, the Security Council acknowledged in its resolutions17 regarding the United Nations missions in Afghanistan, Côte d’Ivoire, Haiti and Darfur the
      role of arms and ammunition management in fuelling those conflicts. The Council consistently recognized the
      actual and potential destabilizing effects of the flow of small arms and their ammunition in conflict settings.
      In relation to Afghanistan, the Council adopted resolution 2274 (2016), by which it strongly condemned “the continued flow of weapons, including small arms and
      light weapons ... to the Taliban, including the Haqqani network and other violent and extremist groups”. The
      Council expressed “serious concern at the destabilizing impact of such weapons on the security and stability of
      Afghanistan” and it emphasized “the need for enhancing control over the transfer of illicit small arms and light
      weapons”. In the same vein, the Council, through resolution 2283 (2016), called upon Côte d’Ivoire to improve monitoring and management of weapons,
      including through the registration of arms in the context of the final extension of the United Nations Operation
      in Côte d’Ivoire. The Council also voiced deep concern over the proliferation of arms, in particular of SALW, and
      the use of such arms against civilians in resolution 2296 (2016) adopted in June, which extended the mandate of the African Union–United Nations Hybrid
      Operation in Darfur.
    


    
      In 2016, the Security Council mandated particular United Nations missions to assist relevant Governments in the
      control of arms and ammunition in furtherance of the larger objectives of their respective peacekeeping
      operations. Furthermore, the Council provided explicit arms-and ammunition-related mandates to several United
      Nations missions in support of national authorities. In June, the Council adopted resolution 2295 (2016), mandating the United Nations
      Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali to assist the Malian authorities with weapons and
      ammunition management. Shortly thereafter in July, the Security Council mandated the United Nations
      Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the Central African Republic, through resolution 2301 (2016), to provide technical assistance to
      national authorities in the development and operationalization of a national commission for SALW. In October,
      through resolution 2313 (2016), the Council
      requested the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti to continue to support the Haitian authorities in
      controlling the flow of small arms, developing a weapons registry, revising current laws on importation and
      possession of arms, and reforming the weapons permit system. With these mandates, the role of arms and ammunition
      management has become further embedded in the broader objectives of peacekeeping operations.
    


    
      Arms embargoes also played a role in the work of the Security Council in 2016, insofar as they continued to be
      used as tools for addressing threats to international peace and security. With the adoption of resolution
      2304 (2016), the Council extended through
      August 2017 the arms embargo on South Sudan, including for weapons and ammunition. Additionally, the Security
      Council renewed the arms embargo on Somalia through 15 November 2017, while reaffirming its arms embargo on
      Eritrea by adopting resolution 2317 (2016) in
      November. The Council also recalled its view that improved arms and ammunition management in Somalia was “a
      fundamental component of greater peace and stability for the region”.
    


    
      In support of the sanctions regimes imposed by the Security Council, groups of experts continued to issue interim
      and final reports providing details on the implementation of relevant arms provisions. Several groups of experts
      provided analysis and information on respective arms embargoes. In January, the final report18 of the Panel of Experts on Yemen established pursuant to Security Council
      resolution 2140 (2014) noted patterns of
      diversion of weapons and well-established arms-trafficking networks in the context of implementation of the
      Yemeni arms embargo. The final report of the Group of Experts on the Democratic Republic of the Congo19 noted its activities regarding the inspection of weapons and ammunition,
      including the issuance of tracing requests. In its final report20
      to the Security Council issued in March, the Panel of Experts on Libya recommended that the current arms embargo
      remain in place in order to prevent non-State actors from procuring materiel. The final report21 of the Panel of Experts on the Sudan was released in September, providing
      an expert review of progress in reducing violations of the relevant arms embargo. The Panel of Experts on the
      Central African Republic extended pursuant to Security Council resolution 2262 (2016) issued its final report22 to the Council in December, taking note, inter alia, of the launching of
      national efforts for the disarmament, demobilization, repatriation and reintegration of armed groups.
    


    
      Programme of Action on the illicit trade in small arms and light weapons
    


    
      Periodic review of implementation
    


    
      The implementation of the United Nations Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade
      in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects,23 adopted in
      2001, is subject to periodic reviews by Member States. Such reviews address challenges and identify opportunities
      for improving the effectiveness of measures recommended under the instrument. In a separate segment within the
      review meetings for the Programme of Action, Member States also review the implementation of the International
      Tracing Instrument (ITI),24 which was adopted in 2005.
    


    
      The main component of the review cycle is the review conference that is convened every six years. The most recent
      review conference was held in New York in 2012. Between review conferences, the United Nations convenes biennial
      meetings of States, during which Governments discuss challenges and opportunities for the implementation of these
      instruments. Additionally, Governments have twice held open-ended meetings of governmental experts that aim to
      benefit from the expertise of technical specialists on matters pertaining to small arms control.
    


    
      Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light
      Weapons
    


    
      The implementation of the Programme of Action and the ITI continued to be a priority for the international
      community in 2016.
    


    
      Following the successful conclusion of the Second Review Conference,25 held in 2012, and pursuant to General Assembly resolution 68/48 of 10 December 2013, the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States
      (BMS) to consider the implementation of the Programme of Action was held from 6 to 10 June 2016 in New York. The
      Meeting was chaired by Courtenay Rattray (Jamaica).
    


    
      The Sixth BMS considered a range of topics relevant to the effective implementation of the Programme of Action
      and the ITI, notably the following: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development; marking, record-keeping and
      tracing; implications of recent developments in SALW technology; the role of regional and subregional
      organizations; international cooperation and assistance; capacity-building; the transfer of technology and
      equipment; and the sustainability and effectiveness of financial and technical assistance. Member States
      considered a report26 by the Secretary-General that, inter alia,
      covered the following topics: illicit trade in SALW and the general implementation of the Programme of Action; an
      update on developments in SALW manufacturing, technology and design and their implications for the full and
      effective implementation of the ITI; and financial and technical assistance.
    


    
      The Sixth BMS concluded successfully with the adoption by consensus of a substantive outcome document.27 The acknowledgment of the link between the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
      Development, in particular Target 16.4, and the Programme of Action and the ITI was one of the most significant
      achievements of the Sixth BMS. States underlined that achieving Target 16.4, as it concerned the reduction of
      illicit flows of arms, would have positive effects on other development goals such as poverty reduction, economic
      growth, health, gender equality and safe cities and communities. In the outcome document, the Meeting called for
      strengthened measurability of the Programme of Action and the ITI and it encouraged States to take advantage of
      the existing reporting mechanism under both instruments to support the collection of data for relevant indicators
      for the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
    


    
      The Sixth BMS also addressed new themes such as the issue of illegal reactivation of deactivated weapons and the
      challenges posed by the illicit online trade of SALW.
    


    
      Progress was made on gender-related issues in the outcome document, which included a call for States to take into
      account the different impacts of illicit SALW on women, men, girls and boys; the promotion of meaningful
      participation by women in related policymaking, planning and implementation; the encouragement of
      sex-disaggregated data collection; and a plea for increased funding of gender-sensitive programmes.
    


    
      As in previous meetings, States held divergent views on the interpretation of the scope of the Programme of
      Action. Some Member States continued to interpret the instrument as including ammunition, while others maintained
      otherwise. In a departure from previous practice, States took steps to include those opposing interpretations in
      the outcome document.
    


    
      In preparation for the Third Review Conference of the Programme of Action and the ITI, which will be held in
      2018,28 Member States tasked the United Nations Secretariat to
      examine implementation trends, challenges and opportunities relating to the Programme of Action and the ITI.
      Member States also requested the Secretariat to provide the Third Review Conference with an updated comprehensive
      study on the adequacy, effectiveness and sustainability of financial and technical assistance, and to submit an
      update on options for the enhanced funding of activities relating to the implementation of the Programme of
      Action and the ITI and for the training of relevant officials. Furthermore, Member States reaffirmed the
      following issues for consideration at the 2018 Conference: (a) consideration of policy implications of recent
      developments in SALW manufacturing, technology and design; and (b) ways to strengthen the implementation of both
      instruments through the provision of training, equipment and the transfer of technology, as well as ways to
      ensure the adequacy, effectiveness and sustainability of assistance, including financial and technical
      assistance.
    


    
      Coordinating Action on Small Arms
    


    
      The United Nations Coordinating Action on Small Arms (CASA) has been the coordinating platform for specialized
      expertise of partners within the United Nations system to deal with the negative impact of the illicit trade in
      SALW. In recent years, CASA has expanded its scope to also address issues related to ammunition stockpile
      management, arms trade, reduction of armed violence and improvised explosive devices. In 2016, 23 United Nations
      partners29 participated in the work of CASA.
    


    
      The coordinating function of CASA is relevant to the United Nations system-wide policy of “Delivering as One”
      that as at November had been adopted by 57 Member States,30
      including many negatively affected by the proliferation of illicit SALW. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
      Development underlined the important role and comparative advantage of an adequately resourced, relevant,
      coherent, efficient and effective United Nations system,31
      emphasizing the need for coordination among the system’s entities and organizations on each global thematic issue
      in the SDGs. Such coordination has been further directed towards integration of relevant global issues into the
      framework of the development agenda.
    


    
      In the period under review, CASA functioned as a vehicle to discuss and jointly develop two key United Nations
      system-wide policies: the development of indicators for SDG Target 16.432 (from an arms control perspective) and the preparation of the report33 of the Secretary-General on improvised explosive devices. In addition,
      relevant topics34 addressed at the Human Rights Council in 2016
      were a focus of continuous and close discussion within CASA.
    


    
      Group of Interested States in Practical Disarmament Measures
    


    
      The Group of Interested States (GIS) continued to serve as an open, informal forum in New York to facilitate
      consolidation of peace through practical disarmament measures, as mandated by the 1997 General Assembly
      resolution establishing the Group.35 Having originated from the
      1992 Secretary-General’s report entitled “An Agenda for Peace”36
      and its Supplement37 of 1995, the GIS promotes the development of
      practical disarmament measures to deal with conflict and post-conflict situations through the control of SALW, as
      well as through the demobilization and reintegration of ex-combatants.38
    


    
      In 2016, the GIS actively promoted the linkage between the Programme of Action on SALW and the 2030 Agenda for
      Sustainable Development, particularly its Target 16.4 on significant reduction of illicit arms flows. A GIS
      meeting that was held on the margins of the Sixth BMS provided a timely opportunity to garner broader support for
      the recognition of that linkage in the Meeting’s outcome document.39 Furthermore, the General Assembly adopted resolution 71/64 on 5 December, which encouraged the GIS to contribute to the development of voluntary
      indicators at the national level, which could be used to measure progress made in the implementation of Target
      16.4.
    


    
      The GIS continued its efforts to include practical disarmament measures in United Nations–mandated peacekeeping
      missions.40 In this regard, the GIS supported the provision of
      training for effective weapons management in the context of changing disarmament, demobilization and
      reintegration. A relevant project jointly implemented by the United Nations Department for Peacekeeping
      Operations and the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) was introduced and highlighted at a GIS
      meeting.
    


    
      In the promotion of field-oriented perspectives, the GIS also highlighted regional efforts in reducing arms
      flows, particularly in the Latin America and Caribbean region.
    


    
      International Small Arms Control Standards
    


    
      The International Small Arms Control Standards (ISACS) provide practical guidance on putting in place effective
      national controls over the full life cycle of SALW in order to reduce the risk of diversion to criminals,
      terrorists and others who would misuse them.
    


    
      ISACS contribute directly to implementing the SDGs; specifically, they support Target 16.1 to “significantly
      reduce all forms of violence and related death rates everywhere” and Target 16.4 to “significantly reduce illicit
      ... arms flows”. In 2016, the Secretary-General stressed that “building national capacities for combatting
      illicit arms trafficking is ... essential”41 to achieving the SDGs.
      He encouraged the use of ISACS to support peacekeeping and peacebuilding efforts and to conduct national
      self-assessments of the effectiveness of existing SALW controls.42
      The United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs also pointed out that ISACS helped to clear a path
      to the achievement of the SDGs.43
    


    
      The ISACS initiative achieved an important milestone in 2016 when advocacy by regional organizations, in
      particular the European Union, the African Union and the Caribbean Community, enabled the standards to be used in
      more than 100 countries. In addition, innovative uses of the standards, such as to assess the safety and security
      of a floating armoury in the Gulf of Oman, demonstrated their versatility.
    


    
      Governments, regional organizations and non-governmental organizations used ISACS extensively during 2016 in
      trainings designed to build national capacity on SALW control. Germany used the standards to train specialists in
      physical security and stockpile management from 11 members of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
      Europe. The Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Great Lakes Region, the Horn of Africa and
      Bordering States trained security officials from Rwanda, Uganda and Kenya on ISACS-based stockpile management.
      The Pacific Small Arms Action Group trained 30 security officials from Fiji on ISACS. The South Eastern and
      Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons conducted training sessions for
      Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, the Republic of Moldova and the former Yugoslav Republic of
      Macedonia to introduce ISACS guidance on physical security and stockpile management. The Bonn International
      Centre for Conversion organized similar training workshops in Mali.
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa (UNREC) used ISACS to help build
      capacity in the physical security and stockpile management in six Sahel countries (Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali,
      Mauritania, Niger and Nigeria). The United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in
      Latin America and the Caribbean used the standards to help prevent diversion of small arms from private security
      companies in Costa Rica, El Salvador and Peru. The United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in
      Asia and the Pacific used them to help strengthen small arms control in Cambodia, Myanmar and Thailand. Austria
      used ISACS to transfer specialized knowledge to Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kenya, the Republic of Moldova and
      Senegal, and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) used the standards in its ongoing
      support for Somalia.
    


    
      ISACS made important contributions in 2016 to the harmonization of United Nations programming on SALW control.
      The United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs pointed out that ISACS served the United Nations
      system and that the initiative “is a good example of how the humanitarian, peace and security and development
      pillars of the United Nations can work together in partnership to help States prevent conflict”.44 The United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights stated that ISACS
      “provide comprehensive guidance on the acquisition, possession and use of firearms” by civilians.45 The United Nations Great Lakes Regional Strategic Framework
      (2016-2017)46 used ISACS to ensure a harmonized approach to SALW
      control in five countries in the region (Burundi, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, Uganda and United
      Republic of Tanzania).
    


    
      The ISACS Assessment Tool, developed by UNIDIR, has been downloaded by 134 organizations in 65 countries. In
      2016, the ISACS Inter-Agency Support Unit trained government and United Nations Development Programme officials
      from Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Liberia, Mali, the Niger, Nigeria and Sierra Leone, as well as officials from Togo
      and UNREC, to use the ISACS Assessment Tool to compare existing national SALW controls with international
      standards in order to identify and prioritize areas that may be in need of strengthening.
    


    
      ISACS continue to be cited widely as effective, recognized international practices that provide practical
      guidance on a wide range of SALW-control issues. UNIDIR referred to the standards in a report47 on end-user controls and the Bonn International Centre for Conversion
      extensively mentioned ISACS in a report48 on SALW control in the
      Sahel. The Small Arms Survey, an independent research institute, drew broadly on ISACS in its Arms Trade Treaty
      Implementation Handbook.49 Training toolkits50 developed by the Pacific Small Arms Action Group on the United Nations
      Programme of Action and the Arms Trade Treaty also cited ISACS.
    


    
      Ammunition
    


    
      In 2016, Member States continued to draw attention to the dangerous effects of poorly managed ammunition,
      recognizing the dual risks of unintended explosions and illicit diversion. Particular concern emerged over the
      latter issue in view of the use of diverted ammunition in the manufacture of improvised explosive devices. In
      September, the Small Arms Survey released updated research indicating that, over the past five decades, poorly
      stored ammunition stockpiles had led to grave incidents of accidental explosions and humanitarian disaster in 103
      countries.51 Through the first half of 2016, according to a
      voluntary database of reported incidents, six explosions occurred in Asia, Africa and the Middle East.52
    


    
      The Security Council continued to address ammunition management in discussions of various countries, such as the
      Central African Republic, Côte d’Ivoire, Libya and Mali, recognizing that uncontrolled circulation and
      proliferation of ammunition can exacerbate conflict situations. The Secretary-General noted in a
      report53 to the Security Council in May on the protection of
      civilians in armed conflict that high levels of ammunition in circulation, exacerbated by poor management and
      controls, can contribute to violations of international humanitarian and human rights law.
    


    
      Against this backdrop, addressing inadequately managed stockpiles of ammunition remained the priority of the
      United Nations SaferGuard Programme. Managed by UNODA, the Programme maintained its emphasis on the dissemination
      of the International Ammunition Technical Guidelines (IATG)54 in
      recognition that improving the physical security and stockpile management of ammunition depots remains a crucial
      means of combating the dual dangers of unintended explosions and diversion. Throughout 2016, further work was
      also undertaken to make the IATG available in several languages, including Portuguese and Russian.
    


    
      The IATG continued to gain broader acceptance in 2016. Stakeholders, such as national militaries, police forces,
      non-governmental and humanitarian actors, continued to promote the utility of the guidelines in supporting
      ammunition safety and security management practices. The increased use of the IATG was recognized in General
      Assembly resolution 70/35 of 7 December 2015, in which
      the Assembly noted that, as of the second half of 2015, nearly 90 national authorities and more than 20 partners
      from international and regional organizations and the private sector were making use of the guidelines in support
      of efforts to improve ammunition stockpile management.
    


    
      The report55 of the Secretary-General on the illicit trade in SALW
      in all its aspects, published as a document of both the General Assembly and the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States
      to review the United Nations Programme of Action, noted the benefit of the IATG. The Secretary-General
      underscored that the IATG, along with the complementary International Small Arms Control Standards, provided
      dependable, high-quality assistance in the form of modular packages of good practices. He also reported that both
      sets of guidance were in use by many entities both within and outside the United Nations.
    


    
      In addition, the High Contracting Parties to Protocol V of the Convention on Certain Conventional
      Weapons56 addressed ammunition in the Convention framework.
      Discussions among the High Contracting Parties to Protocol V on Explosive Remnants of War focused on munitions in
      the framework of generic preventive measures. The 2016 Meeting of Experts of Protocol V to the Convention
      addressed munitions management practice, including the role of the IATG in the context of long-term reliability
      of explosive ordnance and preventing munitions from becoming explosive remnants of war. (For more information on
      the Protocol V Meeting of Experts, see the section on the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons on page 94).
    


    
      International Ammunition Technical Guidelines and United Nations SaferGuard activities
    


    
      Under the United Nations SaferGuard Programme, established in 2011 as the overarching management platform for
      conventional ammunition issues, UNODA continued to engage relevant technical experts in the maintenance and
      improvement of the IATG and its corresponding implementation support tools, such as the “Risk-reduction
      checklist”, the “Quantity-distance map” and the “Explosive limit licence generator”. Throughout 2016, version 2
      of the IATG, which was released in 2015, continued to be disseminated.
    


    
      Taking into account the diversity in capacities of implementers, the United Nations SaferGuard Programme provided
      information to stakeholders on the three levels of IATG implementation: basic, intermediate or advanced. United
      Nations SaferGuard activities in 2016 also focused on support to the broader 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
      Development, in particular Target 16.4 involving illicit arms flows, and on how to use the guidelines’ practical,
      authoritative guidance as a means of contributing to the new global development agenda.
    


    
      In consultation with the United Nations SaferGuard Technical Review Board, which oversees the technical quality
      of the IATG, various priorities were addressed in 2016, including the implementation of the IATG in peacekeeping
      and high-risk environments, as well as addressing challenges posed to comprehensive and sustainable
      implementation. In this context, UNODA began practical discussions with the Technical Review Board and other
      implementing partners on ways to implement the recommendation57
      made by the General Assembly, at its seventieth session, regarding the need to address the safe and secure
      management of ammunition stockpiles in the planning and conduct of peacekeeping operations. In the same vein, the
      Office continued to encourage the use of relevant modules of the IATG such as 04.20 (Temporary Storage) and 12.20
      (Small unit ammunition storage) in the context of peacekeeping operations.
    


    
      Informal Open-ended Group of Interested States on ammunition
    


    
      At the Consultative Meeting on the Safe and Secure Management of Conventional Ammunition in Geneva in December
      2015, Switzerland announced its intention to establish the informal Open-ended Group of Interested States on this
      issue. The Group was established to serve as a standing discussion forum for relevant proposals and
      considerations on the safe and secure management of ammunition. At this stage, particular focus was placed on the
      application of existing international standards such as the IATG.
    


    
      A third meeting of this informal group was held in September 2016 in Geneva. Participants heard presentations
      from agencies and operators engaged with and utilizing the IATG, including in the context of international
      cooperation and assistance activities. Contributions were offered by representatives from the Mines Advisory
      Group, the Halo Trust, the United Nations Mine Action Service, UNODA, the United Nations Institute for
      Disarmament Research and the Small Arms Survey. Interested States also heard from the Permanent Mission of
      Colombia to the United Nations Office in Geneva regarding its experience in reaching a formal peace accord.
    


    
      Building on exchanges among stakeholders in the Open-ended Group of Interested States, Switzerland hosted the
      International Workshop on the Safe and Secure Management of Ammunition in Geneva on 8 and 9 December. The
      workshop was technical in nature, with a view to providing a platform for policy practitioners and technical
      experts to address challenges related to the implementation of international guidelines, principally the IATG.
      The workshop considered the safety, security and sustainability aspects of ammunition management, including
      relevant political developments at the international level. Participants reviewed existing global and regional
      instruments that cover ammunition, such as the Arms Trade Treaty and the Protocol on Explosive Remnants of War to
      the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (Protocol V).
    


    
      Participants from 71 States and 29 international, regional and non-governmental organizations examined challenges
      in the implementation of guidelines and considered recommendations for the next steps to address them.
      Discussions centred on three themes: application of international standards in fragile settings; development of
      national standards on the basis of international standards; and application of standards in a comprehensive and
      sustainable manner. A Chair’s Summary58 was prepared under the
      responsibility of Sabrina Dallafior Matter (Switzerland). Follow-up actions identified by the Chair included
      ongoing meetings of the Group and consideration of regional approaches to challenges related to the safe and
      secure management of ammunition.
    


    
      Improvised explosive devices
    


    
      Improvised explosive devices (IEDs) have become a weapon of choice for armed groups in many conflicts, and this
      scourge persisted in 2016. Because IEDs can disrupt and destroy civilian infrastructure and harm security
      forces—including United Nations police and peacekeepers—concerted, international efforts to address the IED
      threat continued in 2016 in both the General Assembly and the Security Council.
    


    
      Member States continued to explore the wide-reaching impact of IEDs and acknowledged their effect across a number
      of policy areas, including the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, freedom of
      movement, counter-terrorism strategies and broader questions of the security and stability of States. An analysis
      of English-language media reports released in November by a research and monitoring institute illustrated that
      between 2011 and 2015, 75 countries were impacted by IEDs and over 92 per cent of those killed or injured by IEDs
      in populated areas were civilians.59 The increasing use of IEDs by
      transnational terrorist groups, including Al-Qaida, Boko Haram, the Taliban and the Islamic State in Iraq and the
      Levant, also contributed to the raised profile of IEDs.
    


    
      General Assembly
    


    
      At its seventy-first session in December, Member States adopted by consensus, for the second time, a resolution
      on countering the threat posed by IEDs (71/72). The
      resolution welcomed the report60 of the Secretary-General on the
      issue and incorporated several actionable elements from it, including the following: (a) a call for
      extrabudgetary funding from States for various IED-related initiatives such as research, capacity-building and
      awareness-raising; (b) a request for UNODA to establish an online hub of relevant information on IEDs; (c)
      support for the development of a voluntary self-assessment tool by the United Nations Institute for Disarmament
      Research; and (d) support for States to hold open, informal consultations in 2017 in preparation for the
      subsequent session of the First Committee.
    


    
      The aforementioned report of the Secretary-General, issued in July pursuant to resolution 70/46 of 7 December 2015, was the first of its kind and
      contained 32 recommendations, as well as coverage of the full spectrum of IED activities, including those focused
      on prevention, preparedness and response. In the report, the Secretary-General recalled various existing
      initiatives and programmes of other international organizations, such as the Chemical Anti-Smuggling Enforcement
      Programme of the International Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL) and the Customs Enforcement Network
      Communication Platform of the World Customs Organization. In doing so, the Secretary-General emphasized the
      importance of and contributed to coordination of existing activities with a view to avoiding duplication. He also
      noted in the report that good governance, compliance with human rights and the strengthening of the rule of law
      should be viewed as essential elements of the process of addressing the issue of IEDs.
    


    
      Together with the views61 of Member States submitted pursuant to
      resolution 70/46, which were posted to the UNODA
      website, the report of the Secretary-General provided a first point of departure for discussions on coordination
      of activities and initiatives focused on IEDs. The next report of the Secretary-General on the IED issue was
      requested by the General Assembly for consideration at its seventy-third session in 2018.
    


    
      Security Council
    


    
      The Security Council, in considering the countries and themes on its agenda, continued to address IEDs largely in
      relation to acts of terrorism. The Council adopted resolution 2274 (2016), which authorized a one-year mandate extension for the United Nations Assistance
      Mission in Afghanistan and explicitly addressed the IED threat. The Security Council urged the implementation of
      controls over all explosive materials, raw materials and components such as detonators that can be used to
      manufacture IEDs for use by the Taliban, Al-Qaida and other violent and extremist groups. Furthermore, the
      Council noted the need to enhance coordination and information-sharing between Member States and the private
      sector to prevent the flow of IED components to those groups.
    


    
      Security Council groups and panels of experts established pursuant to sanctions regimes also addressed the threat
      of IEDs in country-specific settings. In its report62 dated 5
      October, the Monitoring Team for assisting the Committee on the situation in Afghanistan reiterated that the
      Taliban continued to obtain a considerable supply of both arms and ammunition, including components for the
      manufacture of IEDs. The Monitoring Team also noted the challenges faced by Afghanistan in managing stockpiles of
      arms and ammunition. In this regard, the Monitoring Team recommended that Afghanistan explore potential measures
      that could be taken in cooperation with relevant United Nations bodies to improve stockpile management.
      Meanwhile, the Monitoring Group on Somalia and Eritrea observed in its October report the increased use of
      ordinarily available materials by Al-Shabaab for IEDs, such as fertilizer and homemade explosives. It was noted
      that the harvesting of military-grade explosives for large-scale IED attacks was no longer necessarily
      required.63
    


    
      Transparency in conventional arms transfers and military expenditures
    


    
      United Nations Register of Conventional Arms
    


    
      The General Assembly established the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) in 1991 with a view to
      promoting transparency in international transfers of conventional arms. Member States of the United Nations
      voluntarily report to the Register their imports and exports of conventional arms in the following seven
      categories: (a) battle tanks;
    


    
      (b) armoured combat vehicles; (c) large-calibre artillery systems; (d) combat aircraft and unmanned combat aerial
      vehicles; (e) attack helicopters; (f) warships; and (g) missiles and missile launchers. Member States are also
      encouraged to report on imports and exports of SALW, and they are invited to provide additional background
      information such as procurement through national production and military holdings.
    


    
      2016 Group of Governmental Experts
    


    
      UNROCA has been reviewed by a Group of Governmental Experts (GGE) every three years since its inception. The GGE
      reviews focus on the continuing operation of UNROCA, its relevance, recommendations for its further development
      and ways by which UNODA can better support the instrument. The eighth such review was held in 2016, pursuant to
      General Assembly resolution 68/43 of 5 December 2013.
      The Group was chaired by Paul Beijer (Sweden).
    


    
      As in the previous GGE review,64 UNODA prepared an informal
      background paper on the operation of the Register to facilitate the substantive work of the experts. The GGE
      analysed data and information concerning recent participation by States in the Register, and it expressed concern
      regarding the declining trend in Member States’ participation in the instrument, measured in terms of number of
      reports submitted each year. The Group considered proposals for expanding the existing seven reporting
      categories—particularly to include SALW as an eighth category—and for amending the descriptions of certain
      categories in order to reflect new trends and developments in conventional arms transfers, such as the rise in
      international transfers of unmanned combat aerial vehicles, in an effort to maintain the relevance of the
      Register.
    


    
      The Group was unable to reach agreement on including SALW as an eighth category of UNROCA, but in an encouraging
      compromise, the Group agreed to a “seven-plus-one” formula, by which States would be encouraged to report
      international transfers of SALW in parallel with the seven categories of UNROCA. This enhances the status of
      reporting on imports and exports of SALW, as such reporting was previously considered to be part of additional
      background information. However, the GGE stressed that such a seven-plus-one formula was to be used “on a trial
      basis” and would be revisited at the next review of UNROCA in 2019.
    


    
      Building on the 2013 review, the 2016 GGE reached consensus on amending the description of Category IV of UNROCA
      (formerly entitled “Combat aircraft”) to also include unmanned combat aerial vehicles. Accordingly, the Group
      recommended that the title of Category IV be changed to “Combat aircraft and unmanned combat aerial vehicles” and
      that the category be divided into two subcategories: subcategory (a), covering manned combat aircraft; and
      subcategory (b), covering unmanned combat aircraft.
    


    
      The GGE discussed a proposal for including rotary-wing unmanned aerial vehicles in Category V (Attack
      helicopters) of UNROCA. However, the Group was not able to reach a consensus, as some experts considered there to
      be “limited evidence of actual transfers of rotary-wing unmanned combat aerial vehicles to date and developments
      in the relevant technologies”.65 The GGE recommended that the
      proposal be considered further at a future review of UNROCA, “paying particular attention to actual transfers of,
      and developments in relevant technologies of, rotary-wing unmanned combat aerial vehicles”.66 Meanwhile, the Group encouraged Member States providing information on
      international transfers of rotary-wing unmanned combat aerial vehicles to utilize the comments column of the
      UNROCA reporting form to identify these systems.
    


    
      The GGE considered that there could be a number of underlying factors causing the decline in reporting. In order
      to better understand those factors, the Group developed and agreed to a comprehensive and unprecedented
      questionnaire67 that was annexed to the report of the GGE. It was
      hoped that the questionnaire would not only shed light on the factors behind the decline in reporting, but would
      also provide elements to assess the level of support for including SALW as an eighth category of UNROCA.
    


    
      Recognizing the important role of national points of contact (NPCs) in encouraging reporting and ensuring the
      success of UNROCA, the GGE drafted a document68 entitled
      “Importance of the national points of contact in enhancing the value of the United Nations Register of
      Conventional Arms for Member States”, which included suggestions aimed at facilitating the work of the NPCs and
      at improving cooperation between UNODA and the NPCs.
    


    
      The General Assembly endorsed the report69 of the GGE in its
      resolution 71/44 of 5 December 2016.
    


    
      Annual report to UNROCA
    


    
      UNROCA is mandated by the triennial General Assembly entitled “Transparency in Armaments”. Pursuant to the
      General Assembly resolution 68/43, UNODA sent a note
      verbale in March to all Member States calling for the submission of reports to UNROCA by 27 May. In response, 45
      States submitted reports, including “nil reports”, on transfers of conventional arms that had taken place in
      2015. Twenty-seven of the national reports received by UNODA were included in the report of the Secretary-General
      on the matter and 13 were included in the addenda to the report.70
      All the national reports, including five received after the issuance of the Secretary-General’s report and the
      addendum, were made available in the electronic database of UNROCA.71 The number of submissions received in 2016 represented a slight decrease from the 54 reports
      received the previous year.
    


    
      Eleven of the 45 reports received in 2016 were nil reports, meaning that the submitting States had no transfers
      of weapons in the seven UNROCA categories in 2015. Twenty-five reports contained information on exports and 24
      contained information on imports in the seven categories. In addition, 19 States provided background information
      on military holdings, 14 on procurement through national production and 20 on international transfers of SALW. A
      table listing all the reports received by the Secretary-General, as well as the kind of information included in
      those reports, is presented in annex I to this chapter. The percentage of reports containing information on
      transfers of small arms is shown in the figure below. The complete list of States that have provided information
      on international transfers of small arms since 2005 is presented in annex II to this chapter.
    


    
      
        Reporting on small arms and light weapons transfers as a percentage of total submitted reports
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      As in previous years, the rate of participation in UNROCA by Member States differs significantly from region to
      region. The number of reports submitted increased slightly for Asia and the Pacific (10 reports compared with 8
      in 2015) and remained the same for Latin America and the Caribbean (seven reports), but decreased for the Western
      European and other States (13 compared with 22 in 2015) and Eastern Europe (14 compared with 17 in 2015).
      Participation from African States remained the lowest, with one State reporting in 2016 (no African State
      submitted a report in 2015).
    


    
      UNROCA database
    


    
      UNROCA presents the data provided by States on the interactive, map-based information platform “The Global
      Reported Arms Trade”,72 which contains all information submitted by
      Member States to UNROCA since 1992. The site allows government officials, researchers, journalists and the
      general public to view, gather and compare the UNROCA data submitted by Member States, including through direct
      comparison of data on any transfer submitted by exporting and importing States.
    


    
      The database has an accompanying online reporting facility that enables Member States to submit their annual
      reports online. Reports submitted online feed directly into the database, thus greatly enhancing the efficiency
      of the operation of UNROCA.
    


    
      Objective information on military matters, including transparency of military expenditures
    


    
      The United Nations Report on Military Expenditures was established by the General Assembly in 1980, with the aim
      of increasing transparency in military spending.73 Under the
      relevant resolution, entitled “Objective information on military matters, including transparency of military
      expenditures”, Member States are called upon to voluntarily provide information on their military expenditures
      for the latest fiscal year for which data are available. Member States are encouraged to provide such information
      in templates developed by the United Nations using a standardized form or simplified form or, for those Member
      States that did not have military expenditures, to provide nil reports. The United Nations makes the submitted
      information publicly available, through the publication of reports of the Secretary-General and an online
      database.74
    


    
      2016-2017 Group of Governmental Experts
    


    
      Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 68/23 of 5
      December 2013, the Secretary-General established in 2016 a Group of Governmental Experts to review the operation
      and the further development of the United Nations Report on Military Expenditures. The Group held its first
      session in Geneva from 7 to 11 November under the chairmanship of Ion Jinga (Romania). The GGE is to hold its
      second and third sessions in 2017, in New York and Geneva, respectively.
    


    
      At the first session, the GGE discussed a number of issues pertinent to the operation of the United Nations
      Report on Military Expenditures, including the declining trends in reporting, ways to enhance the role of
      national points of contact, ideas for strengthening the support provided by UNODA and possible adjustments to
      existing forms for reporting. The GGE is expected to continue consideration of those issues in the two sessions
      to be held in 2017.
    


    
      Annual report on military expenditures
    


    
      In accordance with the most recent resolution75 of the General
      Assembly on the topic, UNODA sent a note verbale on 8 February to all Member States calling for the submission of
      reports by 29 April. In response, UNODA received reports on military expenditures from 48 States, including six
      nil reports. Of the national reports received, 37 were included in the report of the Secretary-General on the
      matter and one was included in the addendum to this report.76 All
      the national reports, including 10 that were received after the issuance of the aforementioned report of the
      Secretary-General and the addendum, were made available in the electronic database.
    


    
      The number of national reports submitted in 2016 increased slightly from the previous year. A table listing all
      reports received by the Secretary-General, as well as the kind of information contained in those reports, is
      presented in annex III to this chapter.
    


    
      In 2016, as in previous years, the rate of participation varied greatly across regions. The regional distribution
      of the States that reported in 2016 is as follows: none from Africa, 6 from Asia and the Pacific, 12 from Latin
      America and the Caribbean, 17 from Eastern Europe and 13 from Western Europe and other States. This regional
      distribution is noticeably similar to the distribution of reporting under UNROCA.
    


    
      United Nations Trust Facility Supporting Cooperation on Arms Regulation
    


    
      The United Nations Trust Facility Supporting Cooperation on Arms Regulation (UNSCAR) maintained its momentum in
      2016, with increases in donors, beneficiaries, applications received and projects implemented. The Facility,
      which was set up in 2013, continued to be a valuable mechanism for assistance to efforts to improve conventional
      arms regulations and to prevent their diversion, through the funding of various projects in all the regions of
      the world.
    


    
      UNSCAR is a multi-donor77 funding mechanism to support specific
      projects that promote and support the implementation of multilateral conventional-arms instruments, including the
      Arms Trade Treaty and the United Nations Programme of Action on SALW. UNSCAR also aims to contribute to the
      achievement of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, particularly Sustainable Development Goal 16, to
      promote just, peaceful and inclusive societies. In this regard, UNSCAR encouraged eligible partners, namely
      relevant United Nations system entities, regional organizations, non-governmental organizations and academia, to
      formulate and implement critical assistance projects within the broader framework of the Sustainable Development
      Goals, particularly for Target 16.4 on the reduction of illicit arms flows.
    


    
      Since its establishment, UNSCAR has funded 39 projects, which, inter alia, aimed to improve national arms
      legislation, cross-border controls and weapons and ammunition stockpile management; build national and regional
      capacity for the implementation of relevant instruments; support the destruction of arms; encourage national
      reporting; and conduct action-oriented research on issues such as end-use and end-user controls and
      gender-related issues. In the last four funding cycles, 118 States had benefited directly or indirectly from
      UNSCAR projects.
    


    
      Each year, UNSCAR approves projects for funding through an annual call for proposals, an open and competitive
      process through which the most relevant and highly qualified proposals are selected. In 2016, UNSCAR received 56
      applications containing project proposals, 11 of which were selected for funding in 2017.78
    


    
      Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons
    


    
      
        The Convention is one of our most important tools to guard against human suffering. In a rapidly changing
        world it must be kept fit for purpose.
      


      
        BAN KI-MOON, UNITED NATIONS SECRETARY-GENERAL79
      

    


    
      The Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW)80 is an
      instrument of international humanitarian law that addresses weapons deemed “excessively injurious” or to have
      “indiscriminate effects”. Its five Protocols address fragments undetectable by X-ray, landmines and other
      devices, incendiary weapons, blinding laser weapons, and explosive remnants of war. The CCW is unique in that it
      provides a forum to negotiate new protocols and thereby responds to developments in conventional weapons and
      armed conflicts. As at 31 December, there were 123 High Contracting Parties to the Convention.81
    


    
      Fifth Review Conference of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention on Certain Conventional
      Weapons
    


    
      The major event for the CCW High Contracting Parties in 2016 was the Fifth Review Conference, which took place
      from 12 to 16 December and was presided over by Tehmina Janjua (Pakistan).82 There was record participation in the general exchange with 69 delegations making
      statements.83 Previously, CCW review conferences were held over two
      weeks, but those culminated in decisions on the outcomes of negotiations on protocols. Without such a
      negotiation, the High Contracting Parties decided that a one-week review conference would be sufficient.
    


    
      The work of the Review Conference was conducted in two Main Committees. Following past practice, Main Committee I
      was responsible for conducting a review of the Convention and its Protocols and preparing the final documents of
      the Review Conference.84 Main Committee II was responsible for
      negotiating the mandate on lethal autonomous weapons systems. In advance of the Review Conference, a
      meeting85 of the Preparatory Committee was held from 31 August to 2
      September.
    


    
      Lethal autonomous weapons systems
    


    
      The Review Conference established a Group of Governmental Experts (GGE) related to emerging technologies in the
      area of lethal autonomous weapons systems (LAWS) in the context of the objectives and purposes of the Convention,
      which shall meet for a period of 10 days in 2017. The question before the Review Conference was whether to
      upgrade consideration of LAWS from an informal meeting of experts to a GGE, the mechanism that the CCW has used
      in the past to examine issues and negotiate new protocols. It was argued that the establishment of a GGE would be
      an important step in formalizing and focusing work on LAWS. The overwhelming majority of the High Contracting
      Parties supported the establishment of a GGE on LAWS, with only one State expressing reservations.
    


    
      Other issues
    


    
      The Review Conference decided to include Protocol III, on prohibitions or restrictions on the use of incendiary
      weapons, on the agenda of the 2017 CCW Meeting of the High Contracting Parties. During the Main Committee I
      general debate, a number of States spoke on the allegations of the use of incendiary weapons, especially with
      regard to the conflict in the Syrian Arab Republic. As a result, the Final Document86 of the Review Conference “condemns any use of incendiary weapons against civilians or
      civilian objects, and any other use incompatible with relevant rules of International Humanitarian Law, including
      provisions of Protocol III where applicable”.87 In the discussions
      on Protocol III, some States expressed concern regarding the use of weapons with incidental incendiary effects,
      especially munitions that utilize white phosphorous. A second issue raised was the distinction in Protocol III
      between air- and ground-delivered incendiary weapons. Whereas an air-delivered system is prohibited to target a
      military objective that is located in a “concentration of civilians”, a ground-delivered system can attack a
      military objective in similar circumstances if it is “clearly separated from the concentration of civilians and
      all feasible precautions are taken”. Given the concerns surrounding the use of incendiary weapons, including
      those with incidental effects, some States called for a review of Protocol III. However, other States viewed
      these concerns as underlining the need to strengthen the universalization and implementation of Protocol III.
    


    
      In addition, the Review Conference decided to include mines other than anti-personnel mines (MOTAPM)88 on the agenda of the 2017 CCW Meeting of the High Contracting Parties. The
      rules applying to MOTAPM are weaker than for anti-personnel mines, which are prohibited under the Anti-Personnel
      Mine Ban Convention. The two key issues are detectability and lifespan. Non-detectable MOTAPM create considerable
      difficulties and costs for clearance operations, which in turn can drastically slow down or halt the delivery of
      humanitarian aid and limit the movement of people in an area. The solutions are to use only MOTAPM that include a
      minimal metal content and can therefore be detected, and to reduce the active life of MOTAPM by equipping them
      with self-destruct and self-neutralization devices, as well as self-deactivation back-up mechanisms. Arguments
      against these measures are based on the costs involved and a perception that non-detectable and long-life MOTAPM
      are of significant military utility.
    


    
      The Review Conference also added the following item to the agenda for the 2017 CCW Meeting of the High
      Contracting Parties, for informal discussion: “Consideration of how developments in the field of science and
      technology relevant to the Convention may be addressed under the Convention”. Rather than taking a systematic
      approach to the consideration of new developments in weapons technologies, the CCW has taken up issues on an ad
      hoc basis. The purpose of such a forum is to enable the High Contracting Parties to regularly follow developments
      in science and technology in general.
    


    
      There was no agreement on including the issue of explosive weapons in populated areas on the agenda of the 2017
      CCW Meeting of the High Contracting Parties. Instead, the Chairperson-elect was tasked to carry out consultations
      on the possibility of including the following item on the agenda: “Strengthening the respect for International
      Humanitarian Law and addressing, in the context and objectives of the Convention and its annexed Protocols, the
      challenges presented by the use of conventional weapons in armed conflicts and their impact on civilians,
      particularly in areas where there are concentrations of civilians”. During the Review Conference, High
      Contracting Parties spoke on the use of explosive weapons in populated areas and, in particular, the harm they
      inflicted on civilians and the long-term damage they caused to infrastructure in urban areas. While some States
      saw that as an issue requiring urgent attention, others argued that it resulted from a failure to implement the
      basic rules of international humanitarian law. It was also argued that the issue was outside of the scope of the
      CCW, which focused on those weapons that caused “unnecessary suffering” or had “indiscriminate effects”.
    


    
      The Review Conference decided that for all future Meetings of the High Contracting Parties to the CCW, financial
      issues would be a stand-alone agenda item. Furthermore, a report was to be prepared for the 2017 Meeting of the
      High Contracting Parties on meeting efficiency and cost-saving measures and on working within the Enterprise
      Resource Planning System (UMOJA), and the Implementation Support Unit was to be invited to present to each such
      meeting a biennial budget for consideration by the High Contracting Parties. A gap in financing of the Review
      Conference almost brought about its cancellation, and there were ongoing calls for States with outstanding
      contributions to urgently pay.
    


    
      Improvised explosive devices (IEDs) were another prominent issue at the Review Conference, with High Contracting
      Parties expressing their concern over the indiscriminate use of IEDs, especially in the perpetration of terrorist
      acts. The High Contracting Parties welcomed General Assembly resolution 71/72 of 5 December 2016. The Review Conference recognized the important work carried out on
      IEDs under Amended Protocol II, declaring their “acknowledgement of the important work done by the High
      Contracting Parties to Protocols of the Convention, especially through the voluntary exchange of information,
      which contributed to raising awareness of the magnitude of the threat posed by the indiscriminate use of
      IEDs”.89
    


    
      Universalization of the Convention and its Protocols
    


    
      The universalization of the Convention and its Protocols has been a key priority for the officeholders and the
      Implementation Support Unit. Since the Fourth Review Conference in late 2011, the number of High Contracting
      Parties had increased from 114 to 123.90 There also had been
      excellent progress on the universalization of Protocol V on Explosive Remnants of War, with Bahrain, Burkina
      Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Montenegro and Lesotho having joined since the Fourth Review Conference. To advance
      universalization, the Review Conference agreed that the officeholders of the CCW, Amended Protocol II and
      Protocol V would coordinate their efforts to promote universalization, and that this would remain an agenda item
      of the annual CCW Meetings of the High Contracting Parties.
    


    
      Compliance mechanism
    


    
      The CCW compliance mechanism requires that the High Contracting Parties report on the following matters: (a)
      dissemination of information on the CCW to their armed forces and civilian population; (b) steps taken to meet
      the relevant technical requirements of the Convention and Protocols;
    


    
      (c) legislation related to the Convention and its annexed Protocols;
    


    
      (d) measures taken on technical cooperation and assistance; and (e) other relevant matters. The effective
      implementation of the CCW and its Protocols requires action by a State’s legislature and the appropriate national
      authorities, ensuring that the relevant information is included in military manuals and teaching materials for
      the armed forces. This last point is crucial to ensuring that the militaries of the High Contracting Parties are
      aware of their obligations and are receiving guidance on implementation and compliance. The Review Conference
      tasked the Chairperson of the annual CCW Meetings to encourage more reporting.91
    


    
      In her closing address92 to the Review Conference, the President
      underlined that the successful conclusion and substantive outcome of the Review Conference was a welcome
      development on the multilateral arms control landscape, given the multiplying challenges to the international
      disarmament regime. She stressed that the strength of the CCW was in its ability to balance humanitarian concerns
      with the security imperatives of the High Contracting Parties.
    


    
      Informal Meeting of Experts on Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems
    


    
      The third informal Meeting of Experts on LAWS was held from 11 to 15 April in Geneva and chaired for the second
      year by Michael Biontino (Germany). The Meeting included a general debate, as well as substantive discussions on
      five topics: mapping autonomy, towards a working definition of LAWS, challenges to international humanitarian
      law, human rights and ethical issues, and security issues. The sessions were chaired by the Friends of the
      Chair93 and each commenced with expert presentations94 from a range of disciplines.
    


    
      With regard to the issue of defining LAWS in specific terms, approaches addressed at the Meeting included the
      following: (a) defining an autonomous weapons system by its technical features; and (b) defining the system by
      its relationship to the operator. The technical approach proved to be complicated, with experts unable to agree
      on the distinction between the terms “automated” and “autonomous”. Efforts to define an autonomous weapons system
      by its relationship to the operator received support from some States, but differences emerged over the concept
      of “meaningful human control”. In addition, some criticism of the latter approach was expressed regarding the
      likely difficulty of reaching an agreed definition on a subjective term such as “meaningful”. A third approach to
      defining an autonomous weapons system focused on whether “appropriate levels of human judgement” would allow
      commanders and operators to ensure that any use of a potential weapons system was in compliance with
      international humanitarian law. A number of delegations noted that a definition was not a prerequisite for
      carrying out substantive work on LAWS and, in the absence of an agreed definition, a working definition could
      assist in advancing consideration of LAWS by States.
    


    
      Another major focus of the discussions continued to be whether autonomous weapons systems could be used in
      compliance with international humanitarian law, in particular its rules on targeting. While some delegations
      stated that the existing rules were sufficient to regulate the development and use of autonomous weapons, others
      argued that that would not be the case and additional regulation was required.
    


    
      A separate prominent issue within the discussions on international humanitarian law was the conduct of legal
      weapons reviews to ensure that any use of new or modified weapons systems would comply with the rules of
      international humanitarian law. Although such reviews are required under the Geneva Conventions and international
      customary law,95 their implementation has been poor, with only 20
      States known to have carried them out. While some States pushed for legal weapons reviews to feature prominently
      in discussions on autonomous weapons systems, others emphasized that such reviews were essentially national
      processes that were an inadequate response to the questions regarding LAWS.
    


    
      Delegations shared their concerns about the impact of LAWS on ethical considerations, human rights and
      international and regional security. An area of common understanding was that it would be unacceptable to
      delegate life-and-death decisions to a machine.
    


    
      The 2016 Meeting of Experts was mandated to agree on recommendations for further work within the CCW. Therefore,
      the Meeting recommended that the Fifth Review Conference of the High Contracting Parties to the CCW
    


    
      “may decide to establish an open-ended Group of Governmental Experts in accordance with established
      practice”.96
    


    
      Amended Protocol II: Group of Experts and Eighteenth Annual Conference
    


    
      Amended Protocol II regulates landmines, booby-traps and other devices and requires that High Contracting Parties
      carry out measures to protect civilians when using these types of weapons. As at 31 December, there were 102 High
      Contracting Parties to Amended Protocol II. It is the only instrument of international humanitarian law that
      specifically addresses IEDs.
    


    
      The Eighteenth Annual Conference of the High Contracting Parties to Amended Protocol II97 was held on 30 August in Geneva. The Conference was chaired by Jānis
      Kārkliņš (Latvia), assisted by Coordinators representing Hungary, France and the Republic of Moldova,98 as well as three Vice-Presidents: China, Colombia and France.99 In preparation for the Conference, the Group of Experts was held on 7 and 8
      April. The main area of work under Amended Protocol II continued to be on IEDs.100
    


    
      On the status and operation of Amended Protocol II,101 the Group of
      Experts reviewed and assessed the information submitted under Form F on “Other relevant matters” of the national
      annual reporting form. Form F invites the High Contracting Parties to provide any information they wish that is
      not reported elsewhere in relation to the implementation of Amended Protocol II.102 The information provided by States included announcements about the completion of the
      ratification process of a conventional weapons treaty body, requests for financial assistance for mine action
      projects and information on export control regulations.
    


    
      Thirty-six High Contracting Parties to Amended Protocol II had responded to the questionnaire on counter-IED
      frameworks to strengthen international cooperation. Some States considered international cooperation important to
      address the IED threat, given the transnational nature of the challenge, and welcomed opportunities to explore
      options for such cooperation.
    


    
      Following a suggestion by the Group of Experts, the Conference agreed on a Declaration on IEDs,103 in which the High Contracting Parties outlined their concerns about the
      global impact of IEDs and their intention in the context of Amended Protocol II to focus on practical future work
      in areas such as the following: stockpile management to prevent diversion; cooperation and assistance;
      maintaining information exchange on measures to mitigate the IED threat; risk education campaigns;
      awareness-raising; and exploring synergies with other international organizations and networks.
    


    
      The Group of Experts acknowledged General Assembly resolution 70/46 of 6 November 2015, in which the Assembly requested the Secretary-General to prepare a report
      on countering the threat posed by IEDs and to seek the views of Member States on the issue. Prior to the Annual
      Conference, the Coordinators led informal consultations on the text of the input from the High Contracting
      Parties to CCW Amended Protocol II. There was strong support for preparation of a consensus document detailing
      lessons learned and efforts achieved under the CCW since 2009. The text was submitted as a contribution to the
      report104 of the Secretary-General.
    


    
      In reviewing the progress over the past five years, the work of the High Contracting Parties of Amended Protocol
      II has focused on raising awareness of the IED problem, on preventing their development and on efforts to protect
      civilians and humanitarian assistance from the effects of IEDs. The IED issue attracts a number of stakeholders,
      including police, military, counter-terrorism units, humanitarian organizations and others, and the Protocol’s
      High Contracting Parties continue to share best practices on how to raise awareness and coordinate efforts at the
      national level.
    


    
      The Eighteenth Annual Conference decided to continue to work on IEDs in 2017, with a focus on exchanging
      information on the following: (a) general features of IEDs, including new types of IEDs; (b) methods of
      humanitarian clearance of IEDs; and (c) methods to protect civilians from IEDs. The Conference also requested the
      Group of Experts to initiate voluntary information exchange on IED risk-education methods, campaigns or
      practices, with a view to ultimately drafting guidelines on this issue. Furthermore, the Group of Experts was
      tasked to discuss efforts on how to facilitate effective voluntary sharing of information to help counter the
      illicit use of IEDs. With respect to other forums addressing the threat posed by IEDs, the Conference requested
      the Group of Experts to keep the Conference apprised of the relevant developments in their activities with a view
      to ensuring complementarity of efforts.
    


    
      Protocol V: Meeting of Experts and Tenth Conference of the High Contracting Parties
    


    
      Protocol V sets out measures to prevent and alleviate the suffering caused by explosive remnants of war (ERW).
      Along with the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention and the Convention on Cluster Munitions, Protocol V provides a
      framework for ensuring that all conventional weapons left behind following a conflict are cleared.
    


    
      The Protocol V Meeting of Experts was held on 6 and 7 April in Geneva and was followed by the Tenth Conference on
      9 August. The Meeting was chaired by Henk Cor van der Kwast (Netherlands), assisted by Argentina, Chile and
      Ireland. Discussions were held on clearance, cooperation and assistance, management of munitions sites, national
      reporting, retaining and transmitting information on the use of explosive ordnance to facilitate clearance
      operations, and victim assistance. The Meeting of Experts focused on how to progress these obligations over the
      next review cycle.
    


    
      A panel discussion on the impact of Protocol V in preventing and alleviating the suffering caused by ERW included
      presentations by the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the Russian Federation, the International Committee of the
      Red Cross (ICRC) and the United Nations Mine Action Service. The ICRC, which had been instrumental in bringing
      about the negotiations of Protocol V, called for parties to a conflict to respect their obligation to assist
      clearance operations and for all States parties to implement article 4 procedures. These provisions require armed
      forces to record the use and abandonment of explosive ordnance during an armed conflict and, once active
      hostilities have ceased, to transfer such information to assist the clearance of ERW. The presentation by the Lao
      People’s Democratic Republic was a stark reminder of the overwhelming amount of ERW contamination they have left
      to clear, while the Russian Federation spoke about contamination on its own territory and its efforts to
      implement Protocol V, including getting clearance in the Syrian Arab Republic under way.
    


    
      In terms of moving forward on implementation, there was agreement to hold a practical workshop on article 4 and
      to address how armed forces can carry out these obligations. On the management of munitions, which is a highly
      technical area that requires the involvement of military expertise, there was a clear rejection of any work on
      additional guidelines or instruments. Instead, States proposed further work on the necessary training that
      personnel require and further efforts to promote cooperation and assistance in this area.
    


    
      Although there continued to be considerable support for cooperation and victim assistance, donor fatigue and
      other competing humanitarian priorities were dampening prospects for these matters. With respect to victim
      assistance, the Coordinators presented a paper on best practices when providing cooperation and support in the
      area. In recent years, there had been a strong push to mainstream victim assistance in the national development,
      disabilities and health programmes of affected States. However, research has demonstrated that the required
      support does not necessarily trickle down to victims and, in some affected States, there is a need for specific
      victim assistance programmes.
    


    
      Under Protocol V, approximately 20 per cent of High Contracting Parties have never submitted a national report,
      which is a major challenge in assessing the overall implementation of its provisions. To overcome this challenge,
      it was proposed that a roster of military experts be established to provide advice on national reporting. The
      assistance would be provided and funded on a voluntary basis. Because some States raised questions, it was
      decided that the proposal be further considered over the next review cycle.
    


    
      In other areas, agreement was reached on substantive recommendations that called for increased efforts by States
      to implement the obligations under Protocol V, for keeping up to date with developments from the field and other
      forums, and for a greater emphasis on practical cooperation between States. It was also agreed to take up only
      one substantive issue each year during the annual meeting of experts.
    


    
      Work of the Implementation Support Unit of the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons
    


    
      In 2016, the major areas of work for the CCW Implementation Support Unit (ISU) centred on the provision of
      substantive and administrative support to the officeholders in encouraging implementation and national reporting,
      and on preparations for the Fifth Review Conference, the informal Meeting of Experts on LAWS, and the Amended
      Protocol II and Protocol V meetings of experts and conferences. The Unit organized 10 informal plenary meetings,
      14 conferences, one Preparatory Committee meeting and the Fifth Review Conference, to which it provided
      substantive and administrative support. In addition to supporting the work of all the officeholders and
      coordinators throughout the review cycle, the ISU regularly updated the CCW website with information from CCW
      meetings and conferences.
    


    
      At the Fifth Review Conference, the ISU presented its annual report,105 which included its work over the course of the 2012-2016 review cycle. One of the key
      priorities during the cycle was promoting the universalization of the Convention and its Protocols. This included
      drafting messages for the Secretary-General and officeholders, organizing regional and bilateral briefings,
      producing materials on the CCW and coordinating with a wide range of actors. Furthermore, the ISU assisted in
      organizing the work of the Steering Committee of the CCW Sponsorship Programme and organized briefings on
      universalization and implementation for sponsored delegates during the meetings of experts and the conferences.
    


    
      Where specifically mandated, the ISU has assisted the officeholders in following up on the implementation of
      Amended Protocol II and Protocol V. For example, the ISU has carried out an assessment of responses to a
      questionnaire on the management of munitions and followed up with States that have requested cooperation and
      assistance under Protocol V.
    


    
      Preparing for the Fifth Review Conference, the ISU faced a major challenge owing to a funding shortfall that
      resulted from delays and arrears in contributions, impacting the activities carried out under the CCW.
    


    
      Encouraging higher rates of national reporting on compliance under Amended Protocol II and Protocol V was another
      task of the ISU during the most recent review cycle. For example, the ISU dispatched letters by the
      presidents-designate reminding the High Contracting Parties that had not submitted national annual reports to do
      so and organized informal meetings on this matter.
    


    
      Cluster munitions
    


    
      The Convention on Cluster Munitions of 2008 prohibits under any circumstance the use, development, production,
      stockpiling or transfer of cluster munitions, and establishes clear deadlines for the destruction of the existing
      stockpiles and for the clearance and destruction of cluster munition remnants located in cluster
      munition-contaminated areas.
    


    
      As at the end of 2016, the Convention had 100 States parties and 108 signatories.106
    


    
      Sixth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention on Cluster Munitions
    


    
      In accordance with General Assembly resolution 70/54 of
      7 December 2015 and the decision of the First Review Conference held in 2015, the Secretary-General convened the
      Sixth Meeting of States Parties in Geneva from 5 to 7 September 2016.
    


    
      Henk Cor van der Kwast (Netherlands) presided over the Sixth Meeting of States Parties. The Bureau included four
      Vice-Presidents107 elected by acclamation. The Meeting adopted its
      final report108 by consensus.
    


    
      Eighty-six States participated in the Meeting, including 8 signatory and 18 non-signatory States.109 The United Nations Development Programme, the United Nations Institute for
      Disarmament Research, the United Nations Mine Action Service and UNODA participated in the work of the Meeting as
      observers.110 Other attendees included the Geneva International
      Centre for Humanitarian Demining, the International Committee of the Red Cross and the Cluster Munition
      Coalition. Furthermore, the European Union, the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention Implementation Support Unit,
      the Christian-Albrechts-Universität zu Kiel, the Digger Foundation, the Mines Advisory Group and the Halo Trust
      took part in the work of the Meeting as observers.
    


    
      The Acting Director of the UNODA Conference on Disarmament Secretariat and Conference Support Branch, Mary
      Soliman, delivered the Secretary-General’s message111 at the
      opening of the Meeting. Also addressing the conference were Christine Beerli, Vice-President of the International
      Committee of the Red Cross; Denise Coghlan, representative of the Cluster Munition Coalition; and Pieter Jan
      Kleiweg de Zwaan, Deputy Director General for Political Affairs in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
      Netherlands.112
    


    
      Actions taken by the Meeting included the adoption of a political declaration.113 With a view to fulfilling implementation commitments contained in the Dubrovnik Action
      Plan,114 adopted by the First Review Conference, the Meeting
      welcomed the Geneva Progress Report115 for monitoring progress in
      implementing the Action Plan, submitted by the Netherlands in its capacity as President of the Sixth Meeting of
      States Parties.116
    


    
      In addition, the Meeting designated new Coordinators,117 who will
      guide the informal intersessional activities in 2016 and 2017. Furthermore, the States parties designated Michael
      Biontino (Germany) as President of the Seventh Meeting of States Parties and decided that the meeting would take
      place in Geneva, with its dates and duration to be announced in early 2017.
    


    
      Anti-personnel mines
    


    
      Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention: Intersessional activity and Fifteenth Meeting of the States
      Parties
    


    
      In accordance with article 11, paragraph 1, of the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention,118 as well as decisions taken at the Third Review Conference119 and the Fourteenth Meeting of the States Parties,120 the Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties121 was held from 28 November to 1 December in Santiago. Under the overall responsibility of
      Marta Maúras (Chile), the Meeting was informed by the work done by the four committees of the
      Convention,122 as well as the informal intersessional meetings of
      the Convention held on 19 and 20 May in Geneva.123
    


    
      The informal intersessional meetings heard updates on the work of the four committees, including on the following
      issues: article 5124 extension requests submitted by Peru and the
      Niger; the announcement by Ukraine that it would not be able to fulfil its obligations and meet the article 5
      deadline of the Convention; the initiative for mapping challenges and needs on a country-by-country basis as a
      cooperation and assistance tool to support completion of the Convention obligations125 in a more systematic way; the ongoing mine-destruction programmes and the progress made in
      fulfilling the article 4126 obligations of the States parties that
      did not meet their respective stockpile-destruction responsibilities; and the holding of a seminar for victim
      assistance officeholders of relevant mine action treaties.127
      Furthermore, concerns were expressed on the continuous use of anti-personnel mines in several parts of the world,
      including by non-State armed groups.
    


    
      Pursuant to a decision by the Third Review Conference for intersessional meetings to include a thematic
      segment,128 a panel with the theme “Achieving Completion—A
      Mine-Free World by 2025: the Last Stretch” took place. With Canada as the panel moderator, the event featured
      representatives of Afghanistan, Mozambique, New Zealand and the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL).
      The discussions129 focused on how to build political will, both
      nationally and internationally, for the completion of the Convention.
    


    
      Pursuant to the relevant decisions of the Third Review Conference, the four committees of the Convention held
      regular meetings throughout 2016 and submitted reports on their activities and conclusions to the Fifteenth
      Meeting of the States Parties.
    


    
      The Committee on Article 5 Implementation had intensive exchanges of communications and information with the
      States parties that reported a need for extension requests130 in
      2016 and 2017, as well as with the 32 States parties required to report on the implementation of their article 5
      responsibilities. The Committee prepared observations on issues such as clarity regarding remaining challenges,
      progress in implementation, national plans for clearance, application of land release standards, policies and
      methodologies, actions related to commitments in and decisions on extension requests, and efforts to reduce mine
      risk. The Committee presented to the Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties general conclusions, as well as
      country-specific conclusions on article 5 implementation in the 23 States parties that had submitted updated
      information in 2016.131
    


    
      Meanwhile, the Committee on Cooperative Compliance engaged in a cooperative dialogue with the States
      parties132 confronted with allegations of use of anti-personnel
      landmines. It also continued to draft working methods, which consider the decision to take on a case, the
      preferred order of proceedings, the identification of an indicative list of questions for use as openers of new
      cases, the structure of the reports of the Committee, measures to take in case of a conflict of interest, and the
      Committee’s relations with civil society. The Committee will further need to consider the process of reviewing
      and documenting cases, as well as the process for closing cases. The Committee presented its conclusions to the
      Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties.133
    


    
      Based on exchanges of views organized in 2015 and 2016, the Committee on the Enhancement of Cooperation and
      Assistance concluded that, in order to improve the allocation of resources134 for implementation of the Convention, there should be a better understanding of the
      challenges faced by individual States parties. The Committee endeavoured to achieve this goal through the mapping
      of needs and challenges in implementing the obligations under articles 4 and 5 and in relation to victim
      assistance, as well as through exploring how to improve the use of the existing Platform for Partnership and
      other different platforms for dialogue. The Committee presented to the Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties
      its conclusions and recommendations135 for more comprehensive and
      country-specific approaches towards achieving the 2025 objective.
    


    
      The Committee on Victim Assistance organized a series of activities and expert meetings aimed at improving the
      implementation of the victim assistance commitments by the States parties with significant numbers of landmine
      survivors, as well as at facilitating and alleviating victim assistance reporting across all mine action
      conventions and developing the Guidance to Victim Assistance Reporting.136 The Committee held consultations with the victim assistance coordinators of Protocol V to
      the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons and the Convention on Cluster Munitions. The Chair of the
      Committee addressed137 the thirty-first session of the Human Rights
      Council and the Committee met with experts from the International Labour Organization and the Office of the High
      Commissioner on Human Rights, in particular the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. The
      Committee presented to the Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties its conclusions.138
    


    
      The Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties to the Convention was opened by its President, Heraldo Muñoz (Chile).
      The Meeting was chaired on his behalf by Marta Maurás (Chile). The following addressed the Meeting: the President
      of Chile, Verónica Michelle Bachelet Jeria; on behalf of the United Nations Secretary-General, Deputy Executive
      Secretary of the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean, Antonio Prado;139 the Convention’s Special Envoy, Prince Mired Bin Ra’ad Bin Zeid Al Hussein
      of Jordan; the Head of the International Committee of the Red Cross Regional Delegation, Lorenzo Caraffi; the
      representative of the International Campaign to Ban Landmines and landmine survivor, Jesús Martínez; and the
      President of the Council of Foundation of the Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining, Barbara
      Haering.140
    


    
      Two panel discussions, entitled “Comprehensive Mine Action and Peace: Cooperating Towards a Mine-Free World” and
      “Gender and Mine Action”, were held on the margins of the Meeting. The former event featured statements by
      representatives of Chile, Colombia, Norway and the United States, and the latter featured statements by
      representatives of Afghanistan, Australia, the International Campaign to Ban Landmines and the United Nations
      Trust Fund to End Violence against Women. As per the established practice, a number of other events, as well as
      exhibitions, were also held on the margins of the Meeting.141
    


    
      The Meeting considered reports on the work of the Convention’s committees. It welcomed the announcement by Poland
      regarding the completion of its article 4 obligations (stockpiles destruction) in advance of the applicable
      deadline. The Meeting also heard updates provided by States parties that had missed their respective stockpiles
      destruction deadlines, and appealed to those that were non-compliant with their article 4 responsibilities to
      intensify efforts for the completion of their stockpile destruction obligations.
    


    
      The Meeting assessed and granted the extension requests by Ecuador, the Niger and Peru for completing the
      destruction of anti-personnel mines in mined areas pursuant to article 5 of the Convention.142 Additionally, the Meeting welcomed the declaration by Mozambique regarding
      the completion of its article 5 obligations. The Meeting, while recognizing the difficult situation that Ukraine
      had faced since February 2014, expressed serious concern that Ukraine was non-compliant with article 5 and called
      upon it to abide by the procedure established by the States parties for similar cases.
    


    
      Other matters addressed included the unsatisfactory status of and challenges faced by transparency reporting
      under article 7 of the Convention in terms of overall compliance rate and content,143 as well as the use of anti-personnel mines in different parts of the world, including
      alleged use in a few States parties.
    


    
      Additionally, the Meeting considered the financial status of the assessed contributions by States parties and
      States not parties participating in the meetings of the Convention, including arrears and the deficit in funds.
      Concerns were expressed on the impact of the shortfall in funds, which jeopardized the organization of the
      meeting and necessitated the application of cost-saving measures.144
    


    
      The Meeting decided that the Sixteenth Meeting of the States Parties would be held in Vienna from 18 to 22
      December 2017. Thomas Hajnoczi (Austria) was elected by acclamation as President of the Sixteenth Meeting.
    


    
      Export controls
    


    
      Wassenaar Arrangement
    


    
      The twenty-second plenary meeting of the Wassenaar Arrangement, held in Vienna from 6 to 8 December, concluded
      the fifth wide-ranging assessment undertaken by the Arrangement of the overall functioning of the export control
      regime. It also marked the twentieth anniversary of the Arrangement’s coming into operation in 1996.
    


    
      Since the last assessment in 2011, the Arrangement has continued its efforts to promote transparency and greater
      responsibility in the transfer of conventional arms and dual-use goods and technologies. Significant attention
      has been given to keeping pace with international security developments, advances in technology and market
      trends. To this end, the Participating States145 have continuously
      refined the Arrangement’s control lists in order to render them more readily understood and user-friendly for
      licensing authorities and exporters.146
    


    
      In 2016, the Participating States adopted new export controls in a number of areas, including for a new
      hydrogen-free, high-power explosive; materials used in reactive armour; and specific electronic components
      (non-volatile memories or magnetoresistive random access memory (MRAM)) able to withstand extreme environment
      conditions. The Participating States also gave particular attention to proliferation risks related to SALW,
      adopted the updated Best Practices for Effective Legislation on Arms Brokering, and updated the Best Practices
      for Effective Enforcement.
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      Annex IV
    


    
      Composition of the Group of Governmental Experts on the continuing operation of the United Nations
      Register of Conventional Arms and its further development
    


    
      Paul Beijer (Chair), Ambassador, Department for Disarmament and Non-proliferation, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
      Sweden, Stockholm
    


    
      George-Wilhelm Gallhofer (second and third sessions), Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Austria to the United
      Nations, New York
    


    
      Lachezara Stoeva, Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Bulgaria to the United Nations, New York
    


    
      Pablo Castro (first and third sessions), International Security Adviser, Directorate of International and Human
      Security, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile, Santiago
    


    
      Juan Pablo Rosso (second session), International Security Adviser, Directorate of International and Human
      Security, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile, Santiago
    


    
      Liu Wei, Director, Department of Arms Control, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China, Beijing
    


    
      Raul Esteban Sanchez Niño, Disarmament and International Security, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Colombia,
      Bogota
    


    
      Stéphanie Laverny, Chief of Section, Directorate-General for International Relations and Strategy, Ministry of
      Defence of France, Paris
    


    
      Thomas Göbel (first session), Head, Division for Conventional Disarmament and Arms Control, Ministry of Foreign
      Affairs of Germany, Berlin
    


    
      Tarmo Hannes Dix (second and third sessions), Division for Conventional Disarmament and Arms Control, Ministry of
      Foreign Affairs of Germany, Berlin
    


    
      Arnyr Ajzhigitov, Chief of the Directorate of the Centre for Arms Control, Ministry of Defence of Kazakhstan,
      Astana
    


    
      Kim Kyoung Hae (first and third sessions), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission of the Republic of Korea to the
      United Nations Office at Geneva
    


    
      Yoon Seoungmee (second session), Counsellor, Permanent Mission of the Republic of Korea to the United Nations,
      New York
    


    
      Abiodun Richards Adejola (second session), Minister, Permanent Mission of Nigeria to the United Nations, New York
    


    
      Vladislav Antoniuk, Deputy Director, Department for Non-Proliferation and Arms Control, Ministry of Foreign
      Affairs of the Russian Federation, Moscow
    


    
      Foo Khee Loon, Military Adviser, Permanent Mission of Singapore to the United Nations, New York
    


    
      Charlene Roopnarine (second session), First Secretary, Permanent Mission of Trinidad and Tobago to the United
      Nations, New York
    


    
      Guy Pollard, Deputy Permanent Representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to the
      Conference on Disarmament, Geneva
    


    
      William Malzahn, Senior Coordinator for the Arms Trade Treaty, Office of Conventional Arms Threat Reduction,
      Bureau of International Security and Non-proliferation, United States Department of State, Washington, DC
    


    


    
      1Opening remarks to the Sixth Biennial
      Meeting of States to Consider the Implementation of the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the
      Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects, New York, 6 June 2016. Available from https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/wsk-BMS6-2016.pdf (accessed
      26 May 2017).
    


    
      2This environment was defined in part by
      the tense climate that has prevailed in Eastern Europe following the eruption of conflict in Ukraine, increased
      military activities in the South China Sea and protracted conflicts in the Middle East and Africa.
    


    
      3Stockholm International Peace Research
      Institute (SIPRI), “World military spending: increases in the USA and Europe, decreases in oil-exporting
      countries”, 24 April 2017. Available from https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2017/world-military-spending-increases-usa-and-europe
      (accessed 26 May 2017).
    


    
      4SIPRI, “Increase in arms transfers
      driven by demand in the Middle East and Asia, says SIPRI”, 20 February 2017. Available from https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2017/increase-arms-transfers-driven-demand-middle-east-and-asia-says-sipri
      (accessed 26 May 2017).
    


    
      5The treaty text and adherence status
      are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/att (accessed 22 April 2017).
    


    
      6Benin, Cabo Verde, Cyprus, Georgia,
      Greece, Guatemala, Lesotho, Madagascar, Peru, the Republic of Korea and Zambia ratified the Treaty, while Monaco
      acceded to it.
    


    
      7Final report of the Extraordinary
      Meeting of States Parties of the ATT, document ATT/CSP2/2016/EM/6, paras.
      12-15.
    


    
      8Article 22 (b) of the ATT reads as
      follows: “For any State that deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession
      subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, this Treaty shall enter into force for that State ninety days
      following the date of deposit of its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
    


    
      9This rule allows for States that are
      neither parties nor signatories to the Treaty to attend the CSP as observers. See “Rules of Procedure: Arms Trade
      Treaty” (ATT/CSP1/CONF/1).
    


    
      10Extraordinary Meeting of States
      Parties of the ATT, document ATT/CSP2/2016/EM/6, paras. 16-17.
    


    
      11The Secretariat of the ATT is housed
      in the premises of the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces.
    


    
      12ATT/CSP2/2016/EM/6, para. 23.
    


    
      13Final report of the Second Conference
      of States Parties of the ATT, document ATT/CSP2/2016/5, paras. 11-15.
    


    
      14Ibid., paras. 16-17.
    


    
      15Kim Won-soo, United Nations High
      Representative for Disarmament Affairs, statement to the Second Conference of States Parties to the Arms Trade
      Treaty, delivered by Mary Soliman, Acting Chief of the Geneva Branch of the United Nations Office for Disarmament
      Affairs, Geneva, 22 August 2016. Available from https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/HR-Statement-Second-Conference-of-States-Parties-of-the-Arms-Trade-Treaty.pdf
      (accessed 2 June 2017).
    


    
      16Ibid., para. 25.
    


    
      17Security Council resolutions 2274 (2016), 2283 (2016), 2313 (2016) and 2296 (2016).
    


    
      18S/2016/73.
    


    
      19S/2016/466.
    


    
      20S/2016/209.
    


    
      21S/2016/805.
    


    
      22S/2016/1032.
    


    
      23Report of the United Nations
      Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects, New York, 9-20 July 2001
      (A/CONF.192/15), para. 24.
    


    
      24“International Instrument to Enable
      States to Identify and Trace, in a Timely and Reliable Manner, Illicit Small Arms and Light Weapons”. Available
      from http://www.poa-iss.org/RevCon2/Documents/Documents/ITI_English.pdf (accessed 16 January 2017).
    


    
      25See the report of the United Nations
      Conference to Review Progress Made in the Implementation of the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and
      Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects (A/CONF.192/2012/RC/4).
    


    
      26A/71/438-A/CONF.192/BMS/2016/1.
    


    
      27A/CONF.192/BMS/2016/2.
    


    
      28The Third Review Conference, to be
      held from 18 to 29 June 2018 in New York, will be preceded by a Preparatory Committee meeting from 19 to 23 March
      2018. Meanwhile, on the recommendation of the Group of Western European and Other States, Michele Ramis (France)
      was appointed President-designate of the Third Review Conference.
    


    
      29The list of partners is available from
      www.poa-iss.org/CASA/CASA.aspx (accessed 30 May
      2017).
    


    
      30See “Delivering as One Countries”.
      Available from https://undg.org/standard-operating-procedures-for-delivering-as-one/delivering-as-one-countries/(accessed
      30 May 2017).
    


    
      31General Assembly resolution 70/1 of 25 September 2015, para. 46.
    


    
      32“Sustainable Development Goal 16”,
      Targets and Indicators. Available from https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg16 (accessed 30 May 2017).
    


    
      33A/71/187.
    


    
      34See, for example, Human Rights Council
      resolution 32/12 of 1 July 2016 on the impact of arms
      transfers on human rights.
    


    
      35See General Assembly resolution
      52/38 G of 9 December 1997.
    


    
      36A/47/277-S/24111.
    


    
      37A/50/60-S/1995/1.
    


    
      38See General Assembly resolution
      51/45 N of 10 December 1996.
    


    
      39A/CONF.192/BMS/2016/2, paras. 23-26, 40, 53, 76, 99
      and 101.
    


    
      40See General Assembly resolution
      71/64 of 5 December 2016, operative para. 3.
    


    
      41Report of the Secretary-General on
      supporting the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the Addis Ababa Action Agenda of
      the Third International Conference on Financing for Development (A/70/794), para. 46.
    


    
      42Report of the Secretary-General on the
      illicit trade in small arms and light weapons in all its aspects (A/71/438-A/CONF.192/BMS/2016/1).
    


    
      43See United Nations Development
      Programme, Strengthening the Rule of Law in Crisis-Affected and Fragile Situations, Annual Report on the
      Rule of Law 2015 (New York: UNDP, 2016).
    


    
      44Ibid.
    


    
      45See the report of the United Nations
      High Commissioner for Human Rights on human rights and the regulation of civilian acquisition, possession and use
      of firearms (A/HRC/32/21).
    


    
      46S/2016/255, annex.
    


    
      47Meeting Summary: Examining Options
      and Models for Harmonization of End Use/r Control Systems, UNIDIR Resources (Geneva, UNIDIR, 2015).
      Available from http://www.unidir.org/publications
      (accessed 30 May 2017).
    


    
      48Joanne Richards, Matching Needs
      and Resources: Small Arms Control Initiatives in the Greater Sahel, 2015-2016 (Bonn, Bonn International
      Centre for Conversion, 2016). Available from https://www.bicc.de/uploads/tx_bicctools/wp_2_2016.pdf (accessed 30 May 2017).
    


    
      49Small Arms Survey, The Arms Trade
      Treaty: A Practical Guide to National Implementation, Sarah Parker, ed. (Geneva, 2016). Available from
      http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/publications/by-type/handbooks/att-handbook.html (accessed 30 May
      2017).
    


    
      50See Pacific Small Arms Action Group,
      “UNPOA and Arms Trade Treaty modular training toolkits launched”, 29 August 2016. Available from http://psaag.org/?p=1324 (accessed 31 May 2017).
    


    
      51Small Arms Survey, “Unplanned
      Explosions at Munitions Sites”, 13 September 2016. Available from http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/weapons-and-markets/stockpiles/unplanned-explosions-at-munitions-sites.html
      (accessed 31 May 2017).
    


    
      52Ibid.
    


    
      53S/2016/447.
    


    
      54Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/un-saferguard/guide-lines/(accessed 31 May 2017).
    


    
      55A/71/438-A/CONF.192/BMS/2016/1.
    


    
      56The text and adherence status of the
      Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons which may be Deemed to be
      Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/ccwc (accessed
      12 April 2017).
    


    
      57General Assembly resolution 70/35 of 7 December 2015, operative para. 9.
    


    
      58See Geneva International Centre for
      Humanitarian Demining, “International Workshop on the Safe and Secure Management of Ammunition” (Final
      Documents). Available from https://www.gichd.org/register-ssma-workshop (accessed 31 May 2017).
    


    
      59Action on Armed Violence, IED
      Monitor: Improvised Explosive Devices: Global threat, global response (London, November 2016). Available
      from https://cd-geneve.delegfrance.org/(accessed
      31 May 2017).
    


    
      60A/71/187.
    


    
      61For the submissions of Afghanistan,
      Australia, Burkina Faso, Colombia, Cuba, El Salvador, France, Guatemala, India, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
      Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Mexico, Oman, Portugal, Ukraine and the United States, see “Improvised Explosive
      Devices” (General Assembly, Secretary-General’s reports). Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/convarms/ieds/(accessed 1 June 2017).
    


    
      62S/2016/842.
    


    
      63S/2016/919, annex 7.1.
    


    
      64See A/68/140.
    


    
      65“Report on the continuing operation of
      the United Nations: Register of Conventional Arms and its further development” (A/71/259), para. 57.
    


    
      66Ibid., para. 82.
    


    
      67Ibid., annex V
    


    
      68Ibid., annex IV.
    


    
      69A/71/259.
    


    
      70A/71/138 and Add.1.
    


    
      71Available from https://www.unroca.org (accessed 1 June 2017).
    


    
      72Ibid.
    


    
      73It was originally called the
      Standardized Instrument for Reporting Military Expenditures and was renamed in 2011 following a review of the
      instrument by a group of governmental experts.
    


    
      74Available from http://www.un-arm.org/Milex/home.aspx (accessed 1 June
      2017).
    


    
      75General Assembly resolution 70/21 of 7 December 2015.
    


    
      76A/71/115 and Add.1.
    


    
      77Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
      Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom have contributed to UNSCAR.
    


    
      78The list of projects is available from
      https://www.un.org/disarmament/unscar-projects-selected-in-2016/(accessed 1 June 2017).
    


    
      79Message to the Fifth Review Conference
      of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons, delivered by Michael Møller,
      Director-General of the United Nations Office at Geneva, Geneva, 12 December 2016. Available from https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-12-12/secretary-generals-message-fifth-review-conference-high-contracting
      (accessed 1 June 2017).
    


    
      80The Convention on Prohibitions or
      Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons which may be Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to
      Have Indiscriminate Effects entered into force with its first three Protocols on 2 December 1983.
    


    
      81The Convention’s text and adherence
      status are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/ccwc (accessed 12 April 2017).
    


    
      82The Review Conference Chair was the
      first female and representative of the Non-Aligned Movement regional group to preside over a CCW Review
      Conference. The other officeholders of the Review Conference were the following:
    


    
      
        •Main Committee I—Chairperson, Matthew Rowland (United Kingdom); Vice-Chairperson,
        Jānis Kārkliņš (Latvia)
      


      
        •Main Committee II—Chairperson, Tudor Ulianovschi (Republic of Moldova);
        Vice-Chairperson, Alice Guitton (France)
      


      
        •Drafting Committee—Chairperson, Tehmina Janjua (Pakistan); Vice-Chairperson, Julio
        Herraiz (Spain)
      


      
        •Credentials Committee—Chairperson, Maya Yaron (Israel); Vice-Chairperson, Grisselle
        Rodriguez (Panama)
      


      
        •Credentials Committee—Ioannis Michelogiannakis (Greece); Jorune Martinaviciute
        (Lithuania); Raphael Hermoso (Philippines).
      

    


    
      83United Nations Office at Geneva
      (UNOG), Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons, Meetings of the States Parties, “Fifth Review Conference”
      (Statements). Available from http://www.unog.ch/ccw (accessed
      1 June 2017).
    


    
      84See the Final Document of the Review
      Conference (CCW/CONF.V/10).
    


    
      85See the final report of the
      Preparatory Committee to the Fifth CCW Review Conference (CCW/CONF.V/PC/4).
    


    
      86CCW/CONF.V/10.
    


    
      87Ibid., part II, sect. IV, para. 71.
    


    
      88MOTAPM are also known as anti-vehicle
      mines.
    


    
      89CCW/CONF.V/10, sect. I, para. 15.
    


    
      90In 2016, Bahrain and Côte d’Ivoire
      joined the CCW.
    


    
      91In 2016, the highest number of reports
      (57) was submitted, which remains an overall low rate of reporting.
    


    
      92Tehmina Janjua (Pakistan), President
      of the Fifth CCW Review Conference, concluding remarks to the Review Conference, Geneva, 16 December 2016.
      Available from http://www.unog.ch/ccw (accessed 2 June 2017).
    


    
      93Serving as the Friends of the Chair
      were the following: Marta Maurás (Chile), Beatriz Londoño Soto (Colombia), Päivi Kairamo (Finland), Alice Guitton
      (France), Kim Inchul (Republic of Korea), Yvette Stevens (Sierra Leone), Ravinatha Aryasinha (Sri Lanka) and Urs
      Schmid (Switzerland).
    


    
      94See UNOG, The Convention on Certain
      Conventional Weapons, Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems, “2016 Meeting of Experts on LAWS”. Available from
      http://www.unog.ch/ccw (accessed 1 June 2017).
    


    
      95The conduct of legal weapons reviews
      is an obligation of article 36 of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions.
    


    
      96The full text of the recommendations
      is contained in the annex of the report of the 2016 Informal Meeting of Experts on Lethal Autonomous Weapons
      Systems, submitted by the Chairperson (CCW/CONF.V/2).
    


    
      97See the final document of the
      Eighteenth Annual Conference of the High Contracting Parties to Amended Protocol II (CCW/AP.II/CONF.18/6).
    


    
      98David Pusztai (Hungary), Coordinator
      on the Operation and status of the Protocol; Nicolas Coussiere (France), Coordinator on IEDs; and Igor Moldovan
      (Republic of Moldova), Co-Coordinator on IEDs.
    


    
      99Fu Cong (China), Beatriz Londoño Soto
      (Colombia) and Alice Guitton (France).
    


    
      100See the report submitted by the
      Coordinators on IEDs (CCW/AP.II/CONF.18/2). The
      five main areas were the following: (a) the compilation of existing guidelines and best practices aiming at
      addressing the diversion or illicit use of materials that can be used for IEDs; (b) information exchange on
      national measures and best practices on preventing the diversion of explosives for use in IED and on detection
      and counter-measure techniques; (c) developing best practices, with a special focus on databases; (d)
      questionnaire on national counter-IED frameworks to enhance international cooperation and assistance and
      strengthen national capacities of the States parties; and (e) the way forward on IEDs in preparation for the CCW
      Fifth Review Conference.
    


    
      101See CCW/AP.II/CONF.18/3.
    


    
      102The Coordinator outlined that,
      between 1999 and 2016, the majority of States did not provide information in Form F. For example, in 2016 a total
      of 11 States parties submitted information under Form F out of the 30 States parties that submitted reports that
      year.
    


    
      103CCW/AP.II/CONF.18/6, annex V.
    


    
      104A/71/187.
    


    
      105CCW/CONF.V/7.
    


    
      106The Convention’s text and adherence
      status are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/cluster_munitions (accessed 13 April 2017).
    


    
      107Norway, Zambia, Costa Rica and
      Croatia.
    


    
      108CCM/MSP/2016/9.
    


    
      109Ibid., paras. 13-16.
    


    
      110Ibid., para. 17. See also CCM/MSP/2016/3.
    


    
      111Available from https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-09-05/secretary-generals-message-sixth-meeting-states-parties-convention
      (accessed 13 April 2017).
    


    
      112For the statements, see Convention on
      Cluster Munitions, “Sixth Meeting of States Parties” (Opening of the Meeting), Geneva, 5 September 2016.
      Available from http://www.clusterconvention.org/meetings/msp/6msp/(accessed 2 June 2017).
    


    
      113CCM/MSP/2016/9, annex I.
    


    
      114CCM/CONF/2015/7, annex III.
    


    
      115CCM/MSP/2016/8.
    


    
      116The Meeting commended the work
      undertaken by the Czech Republic and Switzerland, as Coordinators for the General Status and Operation of the
      Convention, in assisting the President with the compilation of the final report.
    


    
      117Working group on the general status
      and operation of the Convention: Bosnia and Herzegovina (until the end of the Eighth Meeting of States Parties)
      working with Switzerland
    


    
      Working group on universalization: France (until the end of the Eighth Meeting of States Parties) working with
      Zambia
    


    
      Working group on victim assistance: Italy (until the end of the Eighth Meeting of States Parties) working with
      Chile
    


    
      Working group on clearance and risk reduction: the Netherlands (until the end of the Eighth Meeting of States
      Parties) working with Norway Working group on stockpile destruction and retention: Croatia (until the end of the
      Eighth Meeting of States Parties) working with Mexico Working group on cooperation and assistance: Australia
      (until the end of the Eighth Meeting of States Parties) working with Iraq
    


    
      Reporting: Costa Rica
    


    
      National Implementation Measures: New Zealand
    


    
      118The Convention on the Prohibition of
      the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction entered into force
      on 1 March 1999. Its text and adherence status are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/mine_ban
      (accessed 1 June 2017).
    


    
      119Held in Maputo from 23 to 27 June
      2014.
    


    
      120Held in Geneva from 30 November to 3
      December 2015.
    


    
      121See final report of the Fifteenth
      Meeting of the States Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and
      Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction (APLC/MSP.15/2016/10).
    


    
      122Committee on Article 5
      Implementation; Committee on Cooperative Compliance; Committee on Victim Assistance; and Committee on the
      Enhancement of Cooperation and Assistance.
    


    
      123In addition, the Coordinating
      Committee of the Convention held regular meetings throughout the year to coordinate the work related to formal
      and informal events of the States parties, as well as to implement its responsibilities related to the
      accountability of the Implementation Support Unit. Pursuant to the relevant decision of the Fourteenth Meeting of
      the States Parties, the first high-level International Pledging Conference was held on 2 March 2016 in Geneva in
      an effort to strengthen the Convention’s architecture and its Implementation Support Unit.
    


    
      124Under article 5, each State party
      undertakes to destroy or ensure the destruction of all antipersonnel mines in mined areas under its jurisdiction
      or control no later than 10 years after the entry into force of the Convention for that State party. In addition,
      each State party commits to make every effort to identify and exclude civilian access to all areas under its
      jurisdiction or control in which anti-personnel mines are known or suspected to be emplaced.
    


    
      125The States parties agreed to complete
      the implementation of the core obligations under the Convention by 2025.
    


    
      126Under article 4, each State party
      undertakes to destroy or ensure the destruction of all stockpiled anti-personnel mines it owns or possesses, or
      that are under its jurisdiction or control, not later than four years after the entry into force of the
      Convention for that State party.
    


    
      127Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention,
      CCW, Convention on Cluster Munitions and Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.
    


    
      128The Third Review Conference decided
      that intersessional meetings should include a preparatory segment and a thematic segment that would provide an
      interactive discussion on current issues and challenges.
    


    
      129Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention,
      “Summary and Statements”. Available from http://www.apminebanconvention.org/intersessional-work-programme/may-2016/summary-and-statements/statements/(accessed
      2 June 2017).
    


    
      130The Niger, Peru and Ukraine indicated
      such requests in 2016.
    


    
      131APLC/MSP.15/2016/6, Add.1 and Add.3.
    


    
      132South Sudan, Sudan, Ukraine and
      Yemen.
    


    
      133APLC/MSP.15/2016/5.
    


    
      134The Committee stated that such
      resources were to include financial support, as well as expertise, provision of equipment, exchange of
      experience, technical know-how and best practices sharing.
    


    
      135APLC/MSP.15/2016/3.
    


    
      136Available from https://www.apminebanconvention.org/fileadmin/APMBC/Guidance-on-Victim-Assistance-Reporting.pdf
      (accessed 26 May 2017).
    


    
      137Thani Thongphakdi (Thailand), Chair
      of the CCW Committee on Victim Assistance, statement at the thirty-first session of the Human Rights Council,
      Geneva, 4 March 2016. Available from https://www.apminebanconvention.org/fileadmin/APMBC/press-releases/PressRelease-Thailand-Human-Rights-Council-4Mar2016.pdf
      (accessed 2 June 2017).
    


    
      138APLC/MSP.15/2016/7.
    


    
      139Available from https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-11-28/secretary-generals-message-fifteenth-meeting-states-parties-anti
      (accessed 2 June 2017).
    


    
      140See Anti-Personnel Mine Ban
      Convention, “Summary and Statements”, May 2016. Available from http://www.apminebanconvention.org/intersessional-work-programme/may-2016/summary-and-statements/(accessed
      1 June 2017).
    


    
      141See Anti-Personnel Mine Ban
      Convention, Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties, “Side Events”, 18 November 2016. Available from https://www.apminebanconvention.org/fileadmin/APMBC/MSP/15MSP/15MSP_Side_events-en-2016Nov11.pdf
      (accessed 2 June 2017).
    


    
      142This took place in accordance with
      the agreed process for the preparation, submission and consideration of requests for extensions to article 5
      deadlines, which was established at the Seventh Meeting of the States Parties.
    


    
      143In particular, the Meeting encouraged
      the States to use the Guide to Reporting (APLC/MSP.14/2015/WP.2), adopted by the Fourteenth Meeting of the States Parties.
    


    
      144The Meeting decided to explore
      measures that could reduce costs and improve efficiency; to request the States participating in the meetings to
      proceed with the payment of their share of the estimated costs as soon as the assessment invoices have been
      received; to call upon the States to address issues arising from outstanding dues and from recently implemented
      United Nations financial accounting practices; and to include the issue as an item in the agenda of the annual
      meetings of the States parties.
    


    
      145The Participating States of the
      Wassenaar Arrangement are the following: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech
      Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania,
      Luxembourg, Malta, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania,
      Russian Federation, Slovenia, Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom
      and United States.
    


    
      146See Hannu Kyröläinen, 2016 Plenary
      Chair of the Wassenaar Arrangement, “Statement issued by the Plenary Chair on 2016 outcomes of the Wassenaar
      Arrangement on export controls for conventional arms and dual-use goods and technologies”, Vienna, 8 December
      2016. Available from http://www.wassenaar.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/WA-Plenary-2016-Chairs-Statement.pdf (accessed 13
      April 2017).
    

  


  
    [image: Image]


    






    
       
    


    
       
    


    
       
    


    
      Honourable Mention, United Nations Poster for Peace Contest 2016
      

      Who is the Bird Now?
      

      Nadia Anthouli (Greece)
    


    






    
       
    


    
      CHAPTER IV
    


    
      Regional disarmament
    


    
      
        Regional and subregional arrangements, as envisaged by the United Nations Charter, strengthen the United
        Nations' ability to tackle global problems— including international peace and security.
      


      
        KIM WON-SOO, UNITED NATIONS HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR
        DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      IN 2016, REGIONAL DISARMAMENT ACTIVITIES continued to
      address conventional arms, in particular small arms and light weapons (SALW), as well as nuclear weapons and
      other weapons of mass destruction. Recognition of the role of women in disarmament continued to grow, and gender
      mainstreaming received further support from the United Nations system and regional organizations. To meet
      challenges in these areas, the United Nations endeavoured to enhance coordination with regional and
      intergovernmental organizations, as well as with civil society.
    


    
      A number of regional organizations took an increasingly comprehensive approach to combating the illicit flow of
      SALW, a contributor to conflicts around the world. In particular, at the 584th meeting of the Peace and Security
      Council of the African Union, member States were called upon to implement measures to more effectively manage,
      monitor and secure their stockpiles of SALW.2 Similarly, the North
      Atlantic Treaty Organization implemented a programme to improve the stockpile management of State-owned SALW for
      its member States.3 In the Americas, the Union of South American
      Nations worked on creating an Agenda of South American Cities, which will focus in part on the nexus between
      illicit SALW, drugs and underdevelopment in urban areas.4
    


    
      The major disarmament development in the Latin American and Caribbean region was the signing of the peace accord
      between Colombia and the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia—Ejército del Pueblo,5 which contained a “laying down of arms component” among its provisions for
      bringing an end to over 50 years of internal conflict in Colombia. Other developments in the area of conventional
      arms included the Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties to the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention,6 hosted by Chile, and the twelfth Conference of Defence Ministers of the
      Americas, hosted by Trinidad and Tobago.
    


    
      States, as well as regional and intergovernmental organizations, took a number of coordinated steps in 2016 on
      the advancement of regional nuclear-weapon-free zones. At the seventh P5 Conference held on 14 and 15 September,
      the five nuclear-weapon States underscored the need for renewed engagement among Governments in the Middle East
      to convene an initial conference on a Middle East zone free of all weapons of mass destruction and their means of
      delivery. They also indicated their readiness to sign the Protocol to the Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear
      Weapon-Free Zone, the only remaining treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone without legally binding
      negative security assurances in force. However, no tangible progress was achieved towards this end in 2016. At a
      summit held one week before the P5 Conference,7 the
      Secretary-General and the Heads of State and Government of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
      countries formally resolved to support the ongoing efforts of the States parties to the Treaty and nuclear-weapon
      States to resolve all outstanding issues. Furthermore, they called for increased cooperation to support efforts
      by ASEAN to preserve South-East Asia as a zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction,
      including through concrete activities to implement the Treaty and its 2013-2017 action plan.
    


    
      Meanwhile, regional stakeholders held various conferences and workshops to increase cooperation and information
      exchange related to implementing international instruments that address the non-proliferation of weapons of mass
      destruction to non-State actors, as laid out in Security Council resolution 1540 (2004). In particular, the African Union, ASEAN and
      the European Union (EU) hosted conferences and workshops on implementing the resolution. On 6 and 7 April, the
      African Union hosted the Review and Assistance Conference on the Implementation of Security Council Resolution
      1540 (2004) in Africa, offering a platform for
      member States to discuss domestic implementation, increase regional
      cooperation and promote the ratification of the African Nuclear Weapon-Free-Zone Treaty (Pelindaba
      Treaty).8 At the eleventh East Asia Summit held on 8 September,
      ASEAN member States reiterated their commitment to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in
      the region in line with resolution 1540
      (2004).9
    


    
      In 2016, the EU put forward its Strategic Plan for 2016-2020,10
      stating that disarmament, non-proliferation and arms export control activities are of fundamental importance to
      European and global security. The Strategic Plan includes strategies for the non-proliferation of weapons of mass
      destruction and for combating the illicit trafficking of SALW and other conventional weapons.
    


    
      Nuclear-weapon-free zones
    


    
      Treaties that establish nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs) represent a regional approach to strengthening global
      nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament norms while promoting international and regional peace and security.
      They have served as regional complements to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
      (NPT),11 which contains an affirmation of their importance in
      article VII.12
    


    
      There were five such zones in 2016, established under (a) the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
      Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco); (b) the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Rarotonga
      Treaty); (c) the Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (Bangkok Treaty); (d) the African
      Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (Pelindaba Treaty); and (e) the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central
      Asia (CANWFZ Treaty).13 As at the end of the year, the five NWFZ
      treaties had a total of 111 signatories and 100 States parties. In addition, the United Nations has recognized
      Mongolia as a self-declared, single-State NWFZ by adopting the biennial General Assembly resolution entitled
      “Mongolia’s international security and nuclear-weapon status” (71/43 of 5 December 2016).
    


    
      The Treaty of Tlatelolco, which created the first NWFZ in a densely populated area, was opened for signature on
      14 February 1967 and entered into force on 25 April 1969. As the Treaty approached its fiftieth anniversary in
      2017, it had proven to be an innovative and successful regional approach to nuclear disarmament, as well as a
      model for the creation of other regional NWFZs. The Treaty was also the first legal instrument to define the term
      “nuclear weapon” and to require legally binding negative security assurances from nuclear-weapon States.
    


    
      The subsequent entry into force of NWFZ treaties for the South Pacific (1986), South-East Asia (1997) and Africa
      (2009) established NWFZs covering nearly the entire southern hemisphere. The General Assembly has recognized this
      accomplishment by adopting the annual resolution entitled “Nuclear-weapon-free southern hemisphere and adjacent
      areas”. In 2016, resolution 71/51 of 5 December
      welcomed the continued contribution that the Antarctic Treaty14 and
      the treaties of Tlatelolco, Rarotonga, Bangkok and Pelindaba were making towards freeing the southern hemisphere
      and adjacent areas covered by those treaties from nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Nuclear-weapon States have taken varying actions with respect to adherence. Each of the five NWFZ treaties
      contains a protocol, under which those States would commit themselves to respect the nuclear-weapon-free status
      of the respective specified area in those treaties, as well as undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear
      weapons against States parties. All five nuclear-weapon States of the NPT have adhered to Additional Protocol II
      to the Treaty of Tlatelolco. Meanwhile, four of the States have ratified Protocols 1, 2 and 3 to the Treaty of
      Rarotonga; Protocols I and II to the Pelindaba Treaty;15 and the
      Protocol to the CANWFZ Treaty. The United States has signed all these protocols but not yet ratified them. None
      of the five nuclear-weapon States have signed the Protocol to the Bangkok Treaty. See the table below for the
      status of adherence to the protocols of the five NWFZ treaties, which provide negative security assurances.
    


    
      Status of ratification of the protocols to the treaties establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones
    


    
      
        As at 31 December 2016
      


      [image: Image]


      
        aThe Protocol was submitted on 2 May 2011 to the United
        States Senate for its consent to ratification (United States, Message from the President of the United
        States transmitting Protocols 1, 2, and 3 to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, signed on behalf of
        the United States at Suva on March 25, 1996 (Washington, DC, United States Government Printing Office,
        2011), available from https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CDOC-112tdoc2/pdf/CDOC-112tdoc2.pdf (accessed 25 May 2017)).
      


      
        bThe Protocol was submitted on 2 May 2011 to the United
        States Senate for its consent to ratification (United States, Message from the President of the United
        States transmitting Protocols I and II to the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty, signed on behalf of the
        United States at Cairo, Egypt, on April 11, 1996, including a Third Protocol Related to the Treaty
        (Washington, DC, United States Government Printing Office, 2011), available from https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CDOC-112tdoc3/pdf/CDOC-112tdoc3.pdf (accessed 25 May 2017)).
      


      
        cThe Protocol was submitted on 27 April 2015 to the
        United States Senate for its consent to ratification (United States, Message from the President of the
        United States Transmitting the Protocol to the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia, signed at
        New York on May 6, 2014 (Washington, DC, United States Government Printing Office, 2015), available from
        https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CDOC-114tdoc2/pdf/CDOC-114tdoc2.pdf (accessed 25 May 2015)).
      

    


    
      The five nuclear-weapon States issued a joint statement16 at the
      seventh P5 Conference in Washington, DC, held on 14 and 15 September, in which they reaffirmed the protocols to
      existing NWFZ treaties as an important mechanism for providing legally binding negative security assurances;
      recalled their signature of the Protocol to the CANWFZ Treaty in 2014; and recalled their readiness to sign the
      protocol to the Bangkok Treaty at the soonest possible time. The five nuclear-weapon States also reiterated the
      importance of the 1995 NPT resolution on the Middle East and underlined their readiness to undertake efforts,
      including with States in the region, aimed at its implementation. Furthermore, they underscored the need for
      renewed engagement among the States in the region to convene an initial conference on a Middle East zone free of
      all weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.
    


    
      Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of
      Tlatelolco)
    


    
      On 5 February, the Council of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the
      Caribbean (OPANAL) held a special session where it welcomed the Director General of the International Atomic
      Energy Agency (IAEA), Yukiya Amano. During this special session, the Secretary-General of OPANAL, Luiz Felipe de
      Macedo Soarez, highlighted the intrinsic relationship between the IAEA and OPANAL, noting that the relationship
      originated with the verification and compliance mechanisms contained in the Treaty of Tlatelolco.17
    


    
      As in previous years, the OPANAL member States issued a declaration18 on the occasion of the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons on 26
      September. In the 2016 declaration, the member States firmly demanded that nuclear weapons not be used again,
      under any circumstances, by any actor, which could be assured only by the prohibition and transparent, verifiable
      and irreversible elimination of all nuclear weapons. They also deemed it necessary to progress towards a world
      without nuclear weapons, undertake decisive efforts to overcome the nuclear disarmament stalemate and advance
      towards a convention prohibiting nuclear weapons and establishing provisions for their destruction. In this
      regard, they welcomed the conclusions and recommendations of the report19 of the Open-ended Working Group taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament
      negotiations, established through General Assembly resolution 70/33 of 7 December 2015.
    


    
      During the twenty-fourth special session of the OPANAL General Conference, held on 10 November in Mexico City,
      member States adopted resolutions on subjects such as the reform of General Conference and Council regulations,
      States parties to Additional Protocols I and II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco and outreach activities of OPANAL.
    


    
      The OPANAL Secretary-General addressed the United Nations First Committee during its general debate segment on 11
      October.20 He also made a statement21 during the exchange with the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs and other
      high-level officials on 13 October, which represented the first participation by a senior official of a regional
      organization in this thematic meeting. On 5 December, the General Assembly adopted the triennial resolution
      entitled “Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of
      Tlatelolco)” (71/27).
    


    
      Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (Bangkok Treaty)
    


    
      The Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone, also known as the Bangkok Treaty, is the only
      remaining NWFZ treaty without legally binding negative security assurances in force. Although the five
      nuclear-weapon States of the NPT expressed their readiness to sign its Protocol in their joint
      statement22 issued at the seventh P5 Conference, held on 14 and 15
      September in Washington, DC, there was no tangible progress made towards this end in 2016.23
    


    
      The ASEAN member States reiterated at various meetings their commitment to uphold the Treaty. At the forty-ninth
      ASEAN Foreign Ministers’ meeting, held in Vientiane on 24 July, they issued a joint communiqué24 in which they reaffirmed their commitment to continuously engage with the
      nuclear-weapon States and intensify the ongoing efforts to resolve all outstanding issues pertaining to the
      signature and ratification of the Treaty’s Protocol. The joint communiqué further underlined the importance of
      full and effective implementation of the Treaty and its 2013-2017 action plan,25 adopted on 30 June 2013 at the forty-sixth ASEAN Foreign Ministers’ Meeting held in Brunei.
      The Bangkok Treaty was also addressed at the eleventh East Asia Summit in Vientiane, where the Chair noted in a
      statement26 that the States parties would continue their engagement
      with nuclear-weapon States to resolve all outstanding issues in accordance with the objectives and principles of
      the Treaty.
    


    
      On 23 July, the Commission for the Treaty met in Vientiane to review progress in carrying out the 2013-2017
      action plan to strengthen the implementation of the Treaty, in part through building the capacities of ASEAN
      member States in the areas of disarmament, non-proliferation and peaceful uses of nuclear energy. At the meeting,
      the Commission agreed to task the Treaty’s Executive Committee and its Working Group to continue discussions with
      nuclear-weapon States to resolve all outstanding issues pertaining to signing and ratifying the Protocol to the
      Treaty.27
    


    
      At the eighth ASEAN–United Nations Summit, held on 7 September in Vientiane, the Secretary-General and the Heads
      of State and Government of ASEAN countries adopted the Plan of Action to Implement the Joint Declaration on the
      Comprehensive Partnership between ASEAN and the United Nations for the period from 2016 to 2020.28 Taking into account the ASEAN Community Vision 2025 and the 2030 Agenda for
      Sustainable Development, the Plan of Action identified priority areas of cooperation that included two actions
      relating directly to the Treaty. Firstly, ASEAN and the United Nations planned to cooperate to support efforts by
      ASEAN to preserve South-East Asia as a zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction,
      including through concrete activities to implement the Treaty and its 2013-2017 action plan. Secondly, ASEAN and
      the United Nations endeavoured to support the ongoing efforts of the Treaty’s States parties and the
      nuclear-weapon States to resolve all outstanding issues, in accordance with the objectives and principles of the
      Treaty. In this context, the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs provided substantive support to the
      States parties in their efforts to promote the signature and ratification of the Protocol. This support took
      place, in part, through the participation of the Director of the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and
      Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific in the meeting of the Working Group on the Treaty, held in Vientiane on 14
      July.
    


    
      African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (Pelindaba Treaty)
    


    
      The year 2016 marked the twentieth anniversary of the signing of the Pelindaba Treaty. Speaking at a ceremony on
      6 September in Addis Ababa to commemorate the anniversary, Smaïl Chergui, the African Union Commissioner for
      Peace and Security, noted that “through the Treaty, the continent collectively and unequivocally rejected
      nuclear-weapons”. He further underlined that “the African Union remains concerned that a critical international
      instrument against nuclear testing, the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, has not yet entered into force.
      While we commend states that have unilaterally imposed moratoria against nuclear testing, this cannot be a
      substitute for a universally, legally binding, transparent and verifiable regime.”29
    


    
      Establishment of a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass
      destruction
    


    
      After the 2015 NPT Review Conference proved unable to agree on a substantive outcome, States parties continued in
      2016 to focus on the concept of convening a conference on the establishment of a Middle East zone free of nuclear
      weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction, to be attended by all States of the region. The
      co-sponsors30 of the 1995 NPT resolution on the Middle East, the
      States of the region and the United Nations pursued activities variously aimed at developing new ideas on
      resuming progress towards establishing the zone and at facilitating direct and inclusive regional dialogue needed
      to finalize arrangements and modalities for a conference.
    


    
      The League of Arab States also pursued the development of new ideas to move beyond the outcome of the 2015 NPT
      Review Conference. On 11 March, the foreign ministers of the League of Arab States decided to establish a
      Committee of Wise Men on disarmament and non-proliferation to further study the development of a strategy by the
      Arab States on the establishment of a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass
      destruction in the context of their position on nuclear non-proliferation. The eight-member Committee was
      established towards the end of 2016 under the chairmanship of Prince Turki bin Faisal Al Saud of Saudi Arabia.
    


    
      On 23 May, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation and the Center for Energy and Security
      Studies organized a high-level workshop in Moscow entitled “Conference on Establishing a Middle East WMD-Free
      Zone: Devising the Next Steps”. Attended by representatives of Governments and civil society, the workshop marked
      the first meeting since June 2014 of senior officials from States across the region to discuss how to resume
      progress towards establishing the zone. The discussions confirmed considerable support for the concept of
      convening a conference in accordance with the practical steps31
      endorsed by the 2010 NPT Review Conference, which would establish a political process leading to the
      establishment of the zone. There was also recognition of the necessity of a preparatory process for the
      conference. States of the region maintained divergent views, however, on issues such as the agenda for the
      conference and the role of the United Nations.
    


    
      At both the IAEA General Conference and the session of the First Committee of the United Nations General
      Assembly, States took steps to maintain a positive political atmosphere in support of the concept of convening a
      conference on the zone. The Arab States declined to introduce to the IAEA General Conference the resolution on
      Israeli nuclear capabilities that they had tabled on an annual basis since 2013, although they did request the
      item to be included on the agenda. Israel welcomed the decision as a positive step and expressed hope that it
      would mark the path forward for a meaningful future regional dialogue. At the First Committee session, the Arab
      States ultimately decided to retain a reference to the convening of the conference in their annual resolution
      “The risk of nuclear proliferation in the Middle East” (71/83 of 5 December 2016).
    


    
      Also at the First Committee session, the Russian Federation delivered a joint statement32 on behalf of the co-sponsors of the 1995 NPT resolution on the Middle East.
      In the statement, the three States, inter alia, welcomed the decision of the League of Arab States to form a
      high-level expert committee to study the issue of the zone, expressed their conviction that convening an initial
      conference on the establishment of the zone remained an achievable and worthwhile goal, affirmed the necessity of
      direct and inclusive dialogue involving the States of the region towards that end, and encouraged those States to
      study the factors that prevented the convening of the conference as mandated by the 2010 NPT Review Conference.
    


    
      United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs regional centres
    


    
      United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa (UNREC) continued its support for
      disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation efforts throughout the region, with a particular focus on
      combating the illicit trafficking and on preventing the diversion of SALW, assisting in the implementation of the
      Arms Trade Treaty (ATT),33 and supporting activities to address
      weapons of mass destruction, including the implementation of Security Council resolution 1540 (2004).
    


    
      In the Sahel region, the Centre worked with Member States on preventing the diversion of SALW. In particular,
      UNREC and Wilton Park co-organized a conference in Lomé in March to start the implementation of the activities
      related to physical security and stockpile management (PSSM) to reduce the risk of illicit trade in SALW and
      their ammunition in the Sahel region. The conference brought PSSM and disarmament experts together with
      representatives from beneficiary countries (Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania, Niger and Nigeria) and explored
      the threat posed both by the proliferation of SALW and by poorly secured and managed weapons stockpiles.
    


    
      UNREC subsequently organized a series of national consultations on PSSM, primarily to engage with stakeholders at
      the national level in reviews of the legislative and administrative framework of beneficiary countries regarding
      SALW legislation, control and management. UNREC experts carried out comprehensive desk reviews of SALW
      legislation in Burkina Faso, Chad, the Niger and Nigeria, resulting in reports on national legislation in each of
      the countries.
    


    
      In addition, UNREC organized a regional consultative conference on PSSM procedures in Lomé from 15 to 17
      November, bringing together experts from the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs, the United Nations
      Office on Drugs and Crime, and the Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Great Lakes Region, the
      Horn of Africa and Bordering States. The conference also included participants from the G5 Sahel,34 the Economic Community of Central African States and the European Union
      (EU), as well as senior government representatives from the ministries of justice, security, interior and defence
      of beneficiary countries. Additionally, delegates from the respective national SALW commissions of relevant
      countries took part. The conference reviewed the findings of the national consultations and the legislative
      review exercises and considered relevant recommendations that were proposed.
    


    
      In Mali, UNREC has supported the National Commission on the Fight against the Proliferation of Small
      Arms35 in the development of a comprehensive law on the management
      of SALW. In this regard, UNREC jointly organized a workshop with the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime in
      September in Bamako to help the Commission validate the final draft law for presentation to the authorities of
      the country for consideration.
    


    
      Also in 2016, UNREC began implementing a project to support the Lake Chad Basin countries in addressing SALW
      issues. This initiative of the United Nations Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force, which is intended to
      implement Security Council resolution 2178
      (2014), includes national capacity-building programmes to assist countries affected by the group Boko Haram
      in preventing the diversion of SALW to non-State armed groups, particularly foreign terrorist fighters.
    


    
      In collaboration with the Economic Community of West African States and with the support of Switzerland, UNREC
      organized an expert meeting in Abuja on improving cross-border judicial and military cooperation in the context
      of regional instruments to counter the trafficking of SALW. The meeting brought together over 30 representatives
      from Cameroon, Chad, the Niger and Nigeria, offering a platform for stakeholders to identify gaps in existing
      legislative and judicial systems relating to international cooperation. In the framework of the same project,
      UNREC drafted a guide for trainers and an inter-institutional training course manual in 2016 to assist African
      countries in developing standard materials for training in SALW control. The core group of course trainers will
      comprise graduates of a workshop for trainers that UNREC will hold in Yaoundé in January 2017. In collaboration
      with experts of the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1540 (2004) (1540 Committee), UNREC provided technical
      assistance to African Member States on the implementation of the resolution. On 27 and 28 July, UNREC held a
      national workshop for the Niger on export control lists and procedures. Representatives from the G5 Sahel States
      also took part in the event to highlight the need for implementation of the resolution by countries in the
      region.
    


    
      UNREC also continued to provide substantive support in 2016 to the United Nations Standing Advisory Committee on
      Security Questions in Central Africa, taking part in the forty-second and forty-third meetings of the Committee.
    


    
      With funding from the International Organisation of la Francophonie, UNREC developed a French-language practical
      guide on disarmament with a focus on Africa, to help reinforce the capacity of francophone countries in Africa.
    


    
      Ministerial meetings of the United Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security Questions in
      Central Africa
    


    
      The United Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security Questions in Central Africa (UNSAC) held two
      ministerial meetings in 2016, organized by the United Nations Regional Office for Central Africa in its capacity
      as secretariat of the Committee. During the reporting period, UNSAC continued to serve as a forum for developing
      a shared understanding of the peace and security challenges in Central Africa and of collective approaches for
      addressing them. In particular, the Committee examined developments within each country while also reviewing the
      principal cross-border security challenges across the subregion. UNSAC also reviewed the peace process, the
      elections and the political transition in the Central African Republic, as well as electoral processes and the
      humanitarian and human rights situation in the subregion.
    


    
      At its forty-second meeting held from 6 to 10 June in Bangui, UNSAC recommended further synergies between
      subregional and regional organizations, the United Nations Regional Office for Central Africa, and the Regional
      Coordinator for the implementation of the Regional Strategy on Counter-Terrorism and Non-Proliferation of SALW in
      Central Africa. The Committee also welcomed steps taken to operationalize the Multinational Joint Task Force
      established to combat Boko Haram and welcomed the solidarity of Central African States in the fight against the
      terrorist group. In this context and in order to further strengthen interregional cooperation in the fight
      against Boko Haram, UNSAC recommended that the Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS) redouble its
      efforts to organize a joint summit with the Economic Community of West African States.
    


    
      In addition, UNSAC received briefings from ECCAS, the Interregional Coordination Centre for Maritime Safety and
      Security in the Gulf of Guinea, and the Regional Coordination Centre for Maritime Security in Central Africa on
      the operationalization of the latter two institutions. The Committee also discussed progress made in implementing
      the recommendations of the Summit of Heads of State and Government on Maritime Safety and Security in the Gulf of
      Guinea, held in Yaoundé on 24 and 25 June 2013.36
    


    
      UNREC and the ECCAS secretariat also briefed the Committee on the status of implementation of existing legal
      instruments for disarmament and non-proliferation. They stressed the importance of ratifying the Kinshasa
      Convention37 and the ATT and of submitting Member States’ reports
      regarding the implementation of the United Nations Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the
      Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects.
    


    
      During the forty-third session of UNSAC, held from 28 November to 1 December in Sao Tome, the ECCAS secretariat
      provided an update on poaching, which had increased notably in areas where poachers had obtained arms from war
      zones. In addition, the secretariat informed the Committee of its plans to convene a meeting of the navy chiefs
      of staff in Central Africa to advance the operationalization of the Regional Coordination Centre for Maritime
      Security in Central Africa. Separately, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime addressed the UNSAC meeting,
      discussing the fight against drug trafficking and transnational organized crime and emphasizing that countries of
      the subregion had become transit areas for drugs, as well as human trafficking. The Coordinator of the
      Interregional Coordination Centre for Maritime Safety and Security in the Gulf of Guinea announced progress in
      the operationalization of the Centre, which included its imminent completion of recruitment for managerial posts.
    


    
      At the end of the forty-third ministerial meeting, the Committee recommended the following: (a) the development
      of a working document for its next session to review the implementation of the Regional Strategy on
      Counter-Terrorism and Non-Proliferation of SALW in Central Africa and its plan of action; (b) the inclusion in
      the Committee agenda briefings from the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the
      Central African Republic and the United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of
      the Congo on the security situation in their respective areas of operation; and (c) the inclusion in the agenda
      of the next UNSAC session a review of the report of the Secretary-General on the activities of the Centre for
      Human Rights and Democracy in Central Africa. In addition, the Committee adopted a ministerial
      declaration38 encouraging the inclusion of more women in the
      delegations of UNSAC member States in all statutory meetings. The Committee also agreed to commission an
      evaluation of UNSAC, to be conducted before its forty-fourth meeting, scheduled to take place in mid-2017 in
      Yaoundé.
    


    
      United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the
      Caribbean
    


    
      Throughout 2016, the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and
      the Caribbean (UNLIREC) supported Member States in their implementation of disarmament and non-proliferation
      instruments and adherence to international standards and norms. UNLIREC continued to fulfil requests by Member
      States for the expansion of technical assistance on matters that included small arms and ammunition tracing,
      evidence management, and enhancement of physical security and safety measures. The Centre also continued to
      support States in their efforts to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction through the delivery
      of legal assistance and specialized capacity-building workshops. Similarly, UNLIREC assisted States in
      strengthening national import and export control frameworks for conventional weapons and dual-use goods.
    


    
      With a view to supporting State implementation of the United Nations Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light
      Weapons and the International Tracing Instrument, UNLIREC provided technical assistance to States in Central and
      South America in destroying about 10,000 confiscated weapons and in marking over 1,400 small arms. In addition,
      it engaged with over 250 personnel from armed private security companies through capacity-building programmes to
      strengthen their internal small arms control and oversight mechanisms. Lastly, the Centre promoted the
      incorporation of standardized procedures into national practices in the field of firearms forensic ballistics in
      collaboration with close to 120 firearms examiners and laboratory specialists from the region.
    


    
      With a view to strengthening the implementation of Security Council resolution 1540 (2004), UNLIREC provided legislative and policy
      support to almost 200 national authorities. This technical assistance focused on a number of topics, including
      preventing proliferation financing, adopting control regimes, strengthening trade in strategic goods and
      deterring weapons of mass destruction proliferation in port and maritime contexts.
    


    
      In alignment with the priorities and requests for assistance of Latin American and Caribbean States, UNLIREC
      strengthened the capacity of over 80 national authorities from Central and South American States to implement the
      ATT. In addition to the coordination of two training courses, the support of the Centre included a series of
      workshops to help create national arms transfers control systems, standardized national control lists and
      practical measures to regulate transfers. UNLIREC also served as the main expert implementing partner to the
      German Federal Office for Economic Affairs and Export Control in the activities under the EU ATT Outreach Project
      in the region.
    


    
      UNLIREC implemented more than 75 activities in 2016 in response to official requests from Member States for
      assistance. It also provided advice and leadership on a number of initiatives to address public security
      challenges posed by illicit arms trafficking. These initiatives included the following: law enforcement
      capacity-building; technical assistance in stockpile management and border security; and legal and policy support
      to increase conventional arms control and to prevent proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
    


    
      UNLIREC enjoyed continuing partnerships with Canada, Germany, Spain and the United States through financial and
      in-kind support of the Centre’s programmes at the national and subregional levels. These projects aimed to
      address conventional arms issues, including SALW, and the implementation of Security Council resolution 1540 (2004) and General Assembly resolution 65/69 of 8 December 2010, on women, disarmament,
      non-proliferation and arms control. UNLIREC also benefited from ongoing voluntary contributions from Guyana,
      Mexico, Panama and Peru.
    


    
      United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific
    


    
      The United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific (UNRCPD) continued its
      promotion of disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control programmes for countries of the region, consistent
      with other regional centres of the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs. The Centre organized a number
      of conferences focusing on key issues, such as strengthening national legislation relating to the United Nations
      Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons and the ATT, as well as addressing issues of
      non-proliferation related to Security Council resolution 1540 (2004).
    


    
      UNRCPD organized national workshops in Cambodia, Myanmar and Thailand to strengthen national capacities to
      implement the United Nations Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons. The three events brought
      together government officials and international experts to discuss international tools and guidelines related to
      small arms control, such as the International Small Arms Control Standards and the International Ammunition
      Technical Guidelines. Topics of the discussions included weapons marking, record-keeping, physical security and
      stockpile management. Officials and experts also discussed the content and relevance of legislation, national
      action plans and national coordination mechanisms on SALW.
    


    
      The Centre also organized two capacity-building workshops on the ATT, in April for States in South-East Asia and
      in September for States in the Pacific. The workshops fostered dialogue on preparations for the implementation of
      the ATT, allowing government representatives to exchange views, share experiences and receive insights from
      international experts, particularly on national control systems for conventional arms transfers and on related
      reporting. In addition, the workshop for States in South-East Asia included an event held on its margins
      regarding the implementation of Security Council resolution 1540 (2004), while the Pacific workshop included a side event on the Convention on Cluster
      Munitions,39 national reporting under the United Nations Programme
      of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons, the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms and the United
      Nations Report on Military Expenditures.
    


    
      UNRCPD, in cooperation with the Republic of Korea, organized the Fifteenth United Nations–Republic of Korea Joint
      Conference on Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Issues on Jeju Island in November. The Conference addressed
      regional security dialogue and confidence-building. In particular, it addressed nuclear issues concerning the
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and the implementation of the relevant Security Council sanctions regime.
      Participants also discussed the nexus between chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear security and
      cybersecurity, as well as export control regimes.
    


    
      In December, UNRCPD co-organized with Japan the twenty-sixth Conference on Disarmament Issues, held in Nagasaki
      as part of a wider series of events, entitled “International Conference in Nagasaki: Towards a World Free of
      Nuclear Weapons”. Over 50 participants discussed current approaches to nuclear disarmament; regional security
      issues, including the roles of nuclear-weapon-free zones; the role of civil society; and the priorities and
      challenges of the 2020 review cycle of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. In addition, the
      Conference hosted an exhibition, organized by UNRCPD, of the winning artwork of the United Nations Poster for
      Peace Contest.
    


    
      In cooperation with the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), UNRCPD launched a joint
      project for Central Asian Member States and Mongolia in support of regional implementation of Security Council
      resolution 1540 (2004). The Centre organized
      several events under this initiative.
    


    
      In August, a peer-review meeting of representatives from Belarus, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan was held in Belarus.
      The participating experts discussed and shared national approaches and export-control legislation with a focus on
      biological and chemical security. The meeting included two site visits related to the detection of chemical,
      biological, radiological and nuclear materials and controlled goods. In September, a national round table took
      place in Kyrgyzstan to review and discuss Kyrgyzstan’s progress in implementing its national action plan for
      Security Council resolution 1540 (2004). In
      December, a national round table was organized in Uzbekistan to review progress in the implementation of the
      national action plan for the resolution and to discuss activities for further development of the plan, including
      potential adoption of legislative measures relating to the Biological Weapons Convention40 and the Chemical Weapons Convention.41 In addition, the Centre, the OSCE and the 1540 Committee Group of Experts organized a
      training session for national points of contact on resolution 1540 (2004) from the OSCE region. Held in the Russian Federation, the event focused on building
      knowledge and capacities related to the enforcement aspect of non-proliferation regimes and export control;
      improving efficiency of the national point of contact network; and providing practical knowledge and skills in
      the identification of nuclear or radiological materials. The Centre also organized a high-level round-table
      meeting on the implementation of resolution 1540
      (2004) in Nepal. Participants discussed the 2016 comprehensive review on the status of implementation of the
      resolution, the role of regional cooperation and synergies between the resolution and other instruments
      addressing weapons of mass destruction.
    


    
      Disarmament and arms regulation at the regional level
    


    
      Africa
    


    
      African Union
    


    
      Activities addressing weapons of mass destruction, including the implementation of Security Council
      resolution 1540 (2004)
    


    
      The Review and Assistance Conference on the Implementation of Security Council Resolution 1540 (2004) in Africa42 was held on 6 and 7 April in Addis Ababa, allowing Member States and international partners
      to initiate dialogue on the delivery of assistance.
    


    
      The African Commission on Nuclear Energy held its seventh ordinary session from 21 to 23 June in Addis Ababa.
    


    
      In collaboration with the Implementation Support Unit of the Biological Weapons Convention, the Africa Regional
      Workshop43 was held on 12 and 13 September in Addis Ababa in
      preparation for the Eighth Review Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention.
    


    
      In collaboration with the Institute for Security Studies, the African Union (AU) Commission convened, on 9
      December in Addis Ababa, a seminar on assistance and capacity-building in the context of Security Council
      resolution 1540 (2004).
    


    
      Activities addressing conventional arms, in particular the implementation of the Arms Trade Treaty
    


    
      The AU Commission, in collaboration with the European Union (EU) and the Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light
      Weapons in the Great Lakes Region, the Horn of Africa and Bordering States, continued to implement the project
      “Fight Against the Illicit Accumulation and Trafficking of Firearms in Africa”.
    


    
      The AU Commission, in partnership with Germany, continued to implement the project on enhanced SALW control and
      physical security and stockpile management in the Sahel region.
    


    
      On 25 August, the AU Commission, in collaboration with New Zealand, the Small Arms Survey and Control Arms,
      organized an event on the margins of the Second Conference of States Parties to the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) with
      the theme “The African perspective: Challenges and opportunities to implementing the ATT”.
    


    
      The seventh meeting of the AU–Regions Steering Committee on Small Arms and Light Weapons and Disarmament,
      Demobilization and Reintegration was held in Djibouti on 19 and 20 October to review progress on the continent
      and identify priorities for 2017.
    


    
      In collaboration with the Institute for Security Studies headquartered in Pretoria, the AU Commission convened a
      seminar on the implementation of arms embargoes imposed by the United Nations in Africa, held on 8 December in
      Addis Ababa.
    


    
      The AU Peace and Security Council held its 584th meeting on 29 March to consider the report44 of the Chairperson of the Commission on Arms Control, Disarmament and
      Non-Proliferation, and adopted a communiqué.45
    


    
      Activities related to general security and disarmament
    


    
      On 17 and 18 August, the Central African Republic convened an awareness-building and training workshop on
      disarmament, demobilization and reintegration and security sector reform with assistance from the AU Commission.
    


    
      Also focusing on those topics, the Commission and Guinea-Bissau jointly convened, from 22 to 24 November in
      Bissau, a planning workshop to discuss ongoing national processes.
    


    
      The AU Peace and Security Council convened its 430th meeting under the theme “Silencing the guns: prerequisites
      for realising a conflict-free Africa by the year 2020” and called for the preparation of a road map to underpin
      actions necessary for the attainment of the goal of a conflict-free Africa by 2020.46
    


    
      Economic Community of Central African States: Disarmament and arms control in Central
      Africa
    


    
      The Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS) took a number of steps in 2016 to prepare for the entry
      into force on 8 March 2017 of the Kinshasa Convention, which member States adopted in 2010 with a view to
      strengthening control of and combating illicit trade in SALW in Central Africa.47 ECCAS actions in this area included collaboration with some member States to establish
      national committees for monitoring SALW. Additionally, ECCAS provided technical assistance to Cameroon and Gabon,
      and shared information and practical advice with experts, legislators and civil society actors in those
      countries.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the ECCAS secretariat engaged in activities during 2016 to encourage States to ratify the ATT, given
      its potential for improving security in the subregion. Although the Treaty has been in force since 24 December
      2014, only two States members of ECCAS (Central African Republic and Chad) had ratified it as at the end of 2016.
    


    
      Economic Community of West African States
    


    
      Activities addressing weapons of mass destruction
    


    
      The partnership between the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) Commission and the Organisation
      for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons yielded significant results in the past two years. With dedicated support
      to member States from the Organisation, ECOWAS expanded its activities under a programme to provide assistance
      and protection against the use or threat of use of chemical weapons.
    


    
      In November, the ECOWAS Commission participated in a training exercise for chemical emergency response for first
      responders, as well as a table-top exercise for emergency planners and senior decision makers. These activities
      provided a basic introduction to chemical-warfare agents and training on individual protective measures,
      detection and decontamination. The Commission has a strong commitment to support its member States in the
      implementation of chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear non-proliferation regimes.
    


    
      Implementation of conventional arms instruments
    


    
      The ECOWAS Commission, whose member States accounted for the majority of the 18 ratifications of the ATT in
      Africa, continued to take the lead in implementing the ATT on the continent. At the Second ATT Conference of
      States Parties held in Geneva from 22 to 27 August, representatives of the Commission held informal discussions
      on cooperation and resource mobilization with member States, as well as with relevant Governments and entities.
      As at the end of the year, 11 of the 15 ECOWAS member States had ratified the Treaty.
    


    
      Participation at the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States
    


    
      On the margins of the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States to Consider the Implementation of the Programme of Action
      on Small Arms and Light Weapons, held in June, the ECOWAS Commission organized an event on its pilot activities
      under the ECOWAS-EU Small Arms Project in the Mano River and the Sahel regions. The activity reinforced
      partnerships between the Commission, the United Nations Development Programme, the United Nations Regional Centre
      for Peace and Disarmament in Africa and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. Furthermore, these
      efforts enhanced collaboration on the International Small Arms Control Standards and delivery of
      capacity-building training on the Standards.
    


    
      Community weapons-collection project in the Mano River and the Sahel regions
    


    
      The ECOWAS and the EU launched the Small Arms Project in 2014, brought it to full operation in 2015 and achieved
      particularly notable concrete milestones in all the project’s selected pilot countries in 2016. In part, owing to
      awareness-building campaigns conducted through the project, ECOWAS noted an improved attitude and behavioural
      change of community members and the voluntary surrender of weapons and ammunition in Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea,
      Liberia, the Niger and Sierra Leone.
    


    
      In total, 290 sophisticated war armaments, 9,939 rounds of ammunition, 10 grenades, 5 rockets and 16 locally
      manufactured guns were collected during the first phase of voluntary weapons surrender between January and
      December. In return for the surrender of weapons, border communities in the five participating countries will
      receive support for certain micro-level projects based on their needs. These will include such incentives as the
      provision of boreholes for potable water; chairs, tables and tents; sewing machines; and rehabilitation services
      for schools and health centres.
    


    
      Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Great Lakes Region, the Horn of Africa and
      Bordering States
    


    
      In 2016, the Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Great Lakes Region, the Horn of Africa and
      Bordering States (RECSA) continued to execute its mandate with support from member States and development
      partners—the European Commission, the United States and the African Development Bank. A grant from the United
      States Department of State Office of Weapons Removal and Abatement supported physical security and stockpile
      management (PSSM) activities in Rwanda, Uganda and Kenya, which included training; destruction of obsolete arms,
      ammunition and explosives; and provision of secure arms storage boxes. Furthermore, 55 tons of unexploded
      ordnance were destroyed in Rwanda; 20 tons of unexploded ordnance and 5,250 firearms were destroyed in Kenya; and
      120 tons of unexploded ordnance and 6,438 firearms were destroyed in Uganda. In addition, relevant training was
      provided to 28 personnel in Rwanda, 27 personnel in Kenya and 26 personnel in Uganda. Moreover, Kenya received
      195 steel boxes for firearms storage, and Uganda received 100 of the containers.
    


    
      Under the AU-EU project on the fight against the illicit accumulation and trafficking of firearms in Africa,
      RECSA carried out PSSM activities in Guinea, Liberia, Zambia and Malawi that included conducting training,
      installing electronic arms records software and providing servers and computers. Zambia, Malawi and Somalia
      received weapons marking machines and their accessories (air compressors and generators), as well as training for
      officers in operating the machines. Furthermore, the Centre supplied three walk-through metal detectors and 30
      handheld metal detectors to Liberia for enhancement of cross-border security.
    


    
      The Centre also provided support to the Central African Republic National Commission on SALW, which is in the
      process of drafting a comprehensive national action plan on SALW.
    


    
      The activities of RECSA also included the following:
    


    
      •Awareness-building workshops on the ATT, which the Centre conducted in Cameroon and
      Côte d’Ivoire for civil society organizations;
    


    
      •A partnership with the Bonn International Centre for Conversion to conduct PSSM
      activities in member States, including a training session undertaken in Djibouti;
    


    
      •Support for Kenya and Uganda in drafting SALW legislation in line with international
      and regional legal obligations;
    


    
      •Assistance to the United Republic of Tanzania in carrying out an awareness-building
      workshop for stakeholders on a new law, the Firearms and Ammunition Control Act;48 and
    


    
      •A research study on fragility, poaching, cattle rustling and armed crimes, conducted
      with support from the African Development Bank (the research findings, which were disseminated to stakeholders,
      were expected to contribute to policy formulation and reform and to guide SALW control interventions, hence
      contributing to improved peace and stability in the region).
    


    
      Americas
    


    
      Caribbean Community Implementation Agency for Crime and Security
    


    
      The Caribbean Community (CARICOM) Implementation Agency for Crime and Security (IMPACS) has continued to pursue a
      number of projects aimed at curbing the proliferation of SALW. These initiatives focus on two main areas:
    


    
      (a) Development of model legislation to support CARICOM member States in the implementation of their obligations
      under the ATT and the United Nations Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons; and
    


    
      (b) Development of the capacities of national points of contact in accordance with international SALW
      instruments.
    


    
      In 2016, IMPACS established the CARICOM Model Law on the ATT and the United Nations Programme of Action on Small
      Arms and Light Weapons. The Model Law is intended to be a tool to strengthen the ability of CARICOM member States
      to ratify and implement the agreements, fulfilling their national obligations through the enactment of
      appropriate legislation.
    


    
      On 21 and 22 September, IMPACS acted in partnership with the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research to
      hold a consultative meeting on examining common subregional understanding to strengthen end-use and end-user
      control systems to prevent arms diversion. The aims of the meeting were to support CARICOM member States in
      strengthening SALW end-use and end-user controls, as well as to identify possible approaches to enhancing
      cooperation in efforts to reduce the diversion of firearms.
    


    
      IMPACS also hosted two training workshops for national points of contact on the ATT and the Programme of Action
      on Small Arms and Light Weapons. The workshops, organized with financial support from the United Nations Trust
      Facility Supporting Cooperation on Arms Regulation, were held in Trinidad and Tobago from 23 to 27 January and in
      Antigua and Barbuda from 30 January to 3 February. This capacity-building effort assisted in developing the
      proficiency and competencies of regional firearms national points of contact, strengthening their capacity to
      implement effective firearms control measures in their respective countries and to reduce armed violence in the
      region. The training also aimed to increase the submission of national arms control reports.
    


    
      Additionally, the Caribbean Regional Encounter on Forensic Ballistics was held on 5 and 6 December in Trinidad
      and Tobago. The three goals of the event were to highlight the importance of quality management systems in
      laboratories; to advance and support the Regional Integrated Ballistic Information Network; and to develop formal
      relationships among Caribbean States at the policy and technical levels. IMPACS organized the meeting in
      partnership with Trinidad and Tobago and the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and
      Development in Latin America and the Caribbean.
    


    
      Organization of American States
    


    
      Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition,
      Explosives and Other Related Materials
    


    
      In 1997, States in the western hemisphere adopted the Inter-American Convention on Firearms,49 a regional instrument for the control of the illicit manufacturing of and
      trafficking in firearms. The Secretariat for Multidimensional Security of the Organization of American States
      (OAS), which is the technical secretariat of the Convention, reported that 31 of the 35 OAS member
      States50 were States parties to the Convention as at 2016.
    


    
      On 2 May, States parties to the Convention held the seventeenth regular session of the Consultative Committee in
      Washington, DC, and adopted the document entitled “OAS Firearms Standards: Marking and Recordkeeping”51 as a non-binding reference guide for States. The Consultative Committee
      also initiated preparations for the Fourth Conference of the States Parties, scheduled for 2017.
    


    
      Humanitarian demining
    


    
      In 2016, the OAS programme “Comprehensive Action against Antipersonnel Mines” provided technical cooperation and
      assistance to Colombia in order to reduce and eventually eliminate the impact of landmines. Achievements under
      the programme included the evaluation and accreditation of 489 deminers from civilian organizations and another
      1,995 deminers from the Colombian military. With the support of OAS, nearly 1 million square metres of land were
      cleared of contamination by improvised mines and unexploded ordnance. In addition, some 5,800 people living in
      affected communities received risk education and 134 landmine victims obtained assistance in accessing physical
      and psychological rehabilitation and socioeconomic reinsertion services. In addition, three Colombian
      municipalities were declared free of the impact of these deadly artefacts.
    


    
      Support for the implementation of Security Council resolution 1540 (2004)
    


    
      In 2016, the Executive Secretariat of the OAS Inter-American Committee against Terrorism offered legislative
      assistance to 10 member States for adapting their legislation to obligations contained in Security Council
      resolution 1540 (2004) and for drafting or
      modifying relevant national action plans. The Committee secretariat participated in three open Security Council
      debates regarding the resolution and in the resolution’s review process, which culminated in the approval of
      resolution 2325 (2016). Furthermore, the
      Committee helped to organize a high-level event, held on the margins of the seventy-first session of the General
      Assembly, on the implementation of resolution 1540
      (2004).
    


    
      Union of South American Nations
    


    
      In 2016, the Union of South American Nations continued activities pursuant to its goals of countering trafficking
      in SALW, terrorism and transnational organized crime, including drug trafficking and corruption. It carried out
      many of its relevant efforts through the South American Council on Citizen Security, Justice and Coordination of
      Actions against Transnational Organized Crime, which its 12 member States52 established in 2012 with the aim of strengthening regional cooperation on citizen security.
      The Council’s plan of action includes specific activities to promote a culture of non-violence in the region, as
      well as public campaigns against the use of lethal weapons. In particular, the Council began a debate in 2016 on
      establishing a South American Disarmament Day.
    


    
      Asia
    


    
      Association of Southeast Asian Nations
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) agreed to take various
      measures with respect to peace and security. The Plan of Action to Implement the Joint Declaration on the
      Comprehensive Partnership between ASEAN and the United Nations for the period from 2016 to 2020,53 adopted on 7 September at the eighth ASEAN-United Nations Summit in
      Vientiane, called, in part, for the following:
    


    
      (a) enhancing cooperation in matters related to arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation, including
      through regional consultations and symposiums, as well as other activities to promote the effective
      implementation of global and regional treaties and other instruments; and (b) enhancing dialogue to support
      global efforts at promoting nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation and peaceful use of nuclear energy. The
      Plan of Action also contained two items concerning the Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone
      (Bangkok Treaty). (For more information on these actions, see the section on nuclear-weapon-free zones on page
      125.)
    


    
      After the Bangkok Treaty was signed in 1995 by 10 States54 in
      South-East Asia and entered into force in 1997, the States parties have made steady progress in its
      implementation, including through an action plan55 for the period
      from 2013 to 2017. In September, the Chair of the twenty-eighth and twenty-ninth ASEAN Summits reaffirmed the
      importance of the full and effective implementation of the Treaty.56
    


    
      Other developments in 2016 included the entry into force in May of the Amendment of 2005 to the Convention on the
      Physical Protection of Nuclear Material in Viet Nam, as well as the accession to the Convention and the
      ratification of the Amendment by Myanmar in December. In addition, Myanmar acceded to the Convention on Nuclear
      Safety in December.
    


    
      ASEAN leaders also welcomed the progress of the ASEAN Network of Regulatory Bodies on Atomic Energy in promoting
      high standards of nuclear safety, security and safeguards in the region. In 2016, the Network convened two
      activities: a regional workshop on nuclear forensics and biodosimetry in February and a regional workshop on the
      environment radiation monitoring and measurement in March.
    


    
      In response to the fourth nuclear test by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea on 6 January, ASEAN foreign
      ministers issued a statement57 on 8 January that reaffirmed the
      importance of peace and security on the Korean Peninsula and reiterated the full support of ASEAN for the
      denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in a peaceful manner. The eighth Inter-Sessional Meeting on
      Non-Proliferation and Disarmament of the ASEAN Regional Forum, held in Putrajaya in April, discussed the test and
      the subsequent missile launch by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in February, as well as the expansion
      of the sanctions regime against the country by Security Council resolution 2270 (2016).
    


    
      Under the auspices of the ASEAN Senior Officials Meeting on Transnational Crime, a workshop on an ASEAN
      instrument on SALW was held in March, in which participants discussed relevant provisions of the Arms Trade
      Treaty and other international instruments on SALW control.
    


    
      Europe
    


    
      European Union
    


    
      The actions of the European Union (EU) in 2016 on disarmament and non-proliferation continued to be guided by the
      EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (2003) and the EU Strategy to Combat Illicit
      Accumulation and Trafficking of SALW and Their Ammunition (2005). In June, the new EU Global Strategy58 for foreign and security policy was unveiled, which recognized the growing
      threat from proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems, as well as reaffirmed the
      strong commitment of the EU to the universality, full implementation and enforcement of multilateral disarmament,
      non-proliferation and arms control treaties and regimes.
    


    
      Activities addressing weapons of mass destruction, including the implementation of Security Council
      resolution 11540 (2004)
    


    
      The EU continued to support all three pillars of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT),
      which it regarded as the cornerstone of the global nuclear non-proliferation regime, the essential foundation for
      the pursuit of nuclear disarmament in accordance with article VI and an important element in the further
      development of nuclear energy applications for peaceful purposes.
    


    
      In 2016, the EU continued supporting the activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The EU
      actively supported the IAEA safeguards system in part through the European Commission Nuclear Safeguards Support
      Programme, as well as through the support programmes of some of its member States. In addition, the European
      Council adopted two new decisions in support of the IAEA:
    


    
      (a) On 15 November, the Council adopted a decision59 providing for
      an EU contribution for the establishment and the secure management of a low-enriched uranium bank under the
      control of the IAEA. The €4.3 million contribution will help the IAEA to guarantee the security and safety of
      low-enriched uranium during transport from procurement to supply and during storage at the site of the
      low-enriched uranium bank.
    


    
      (b) In its decision of 21 December,60 the Council addressed support
      for IAEA activities in the area of nuclear security, committing €9.3 million over a three-year period for these
      efforts. The EU pursued the following objectives with this contribution: (i) providing focused and continuing
      support for the implementation and universal adherence to the Amendment to the Convention on the Physical
      Protection of Nuclear Material; (ii) strengthening the institutional infrastructure and capabilities of States to
      deal with nuclear and radioactive materials; and (iii) enhancing education and training capacities in the field
      of nuclear security.
    


    
      The EU supported the IAEA by additional means: the European Commission Joint Research Centre continued supporting
      the IAEA Illicit Trafficking Database and, in January, the EU and the IAEA held their annual Senior Officials
      Meeting in Vienna, where they reviewed and planned their broad-range cooperation.
    


    
      Separately, the early entry into force and universality of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty61 are important objectives of the EU Strategy against Proliferation of
      Weapons of Mass Destruction. All EU member States have demonstrated their commitment to the Treaty by ratifying
      it and by provisionally applying its basic obligations. On the twentieth anniversary of the opening for signature
      of the Treaty, the EU adopted and implemented an EU action plan in support of the Treaty and the Preparatory
      Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization, promoting the benefits and added value of
      the Treaty to peace, security and non-proliferation, including through its civil applications.
    


    
      With regard to the Implementation Day in January of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) between the
      EU/E3 +362 and the Islamic Republic of Iran,63 the EU and its member States repeatedly expressed their resolute commitment
      to the full and effective implementation of the JCPOA. As such, the EU planned to closely monitor developments
      and engage all JCPOA countries to ensure that commitments are respected by all sides.64 Furthermore, the EU intended to continue its close work with the IAEA, which is tasked with
      monitoring and verifying the Islamic Republic of Iran’s implementation of the JCPOA.
    


    
      In 2016, the EU also continued to pursue the universalization and full national implementation of the Biological
      Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention. Actions in this area included a European Council
      decision65 extending the comprehensive financial support of the EU
      for core activities of the Biological Weapons Convention for the next three-year period (2016-2019). The Council
      decision provided funding amounting to more than €2.3 million to promote national implementation and
      universalization, as well as regional and national awareness on the impact of science and technology on biosafety
      and biosecurity. The EU also continued contributing to core activities of the Organisation for the Prohibition of
      Chemical Weapons through Council decisions adopted in 2015.
    


    
      Activities addressing conventional weapons
    


    
      The EU continued its political and financial support for the efforts to combat the illicit trade and excessive
      accumulation of SALW and their ammunition. In this regard, the Union carried out the following:
    


    
      (a) The adoption of a new Council decision66 aimed at supporting
      the South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons (the new EU
      funding scheme is worth €6.5 million and will extend over a three-year period);
    


    
      (b) In Africa, the continuation of its support for physical security and stockpile management activities in the
      Sahel, as well as the work of the Regional Centre on Small Arms and Light Weapons Proliferation in the Great
      Lakes Region, the Horn of Africa and Bordering States, located in Nairobi; and
    


    
      (c) The continued support of iTrace,67 a global reporting mechanism
      on illicit SALW and other illicit conventional weapons and ammunition, implemented by the non-governmental
      organization Conflict Armament Research. The EU also continued to provide financial assistance to the
      International Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL) for the development and rollout of iARMS,68 a database for tracking and tracing lost, stolen, trafficked and smuggled
      firearms.
    


    
      Acting in line with its long-standing support to the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT), the EU in 2016 continued diplomatic
      efforts to promote the universalization and effective implementation of the ATT following its entry into force in
      December 2014. In addition, the EU-funded ATT implementation support programme provided technical assistance to
      15 countries69 in strengthening their national systems in line with
      the requirements of the Treaty.
    


    
      In addition, the EU continued its tradition of supporting implementation of the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban
      Convention and mine action. For more than two decades, EU institutions and member States have been supporting
      mine clearance, stockpile destruction, assistance to victims, awareness-raising, advocacy, and research and
      development for detection and clearance of mines for humanitarian and development purposes. In 2016, the EU
      signed new contracts to support mine action in Chad, Colombia, Croatia, Iraq, the Lao People’s Democratic
      Republic, Lebanon, Libya, Myanmar, the Syrian Arab Republic and Ukraine, amounting to a committed total of more
      than €55 million.
    


    
      Other relevant activities or institutional developments
    


    
      The EU continued to implement its policy regarding the inclusion of articles on non-proliferation and arms
      control in cooperation agreements with third States. In 2016, the EU concluded several negotiations—notably with
      Cuba, Canada, Malaysia and Armenia—that contained joint commitments in these areas.
    


    
      In addition, the EU extended further support in 2016 to the EU Non-Proliferation Consortium, a European network
      of think tanks, within the framework of the Council decision70
      covering the period from 2014 to 2017. The fifth EU Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Conference was held in
      Brussels on 3 and 4 November.
    


    
      North Atlantic Treaty Organization
    


    
      At the Warsaw Summit of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) held from 7 to 9 July, Heads of State and
      Government of NATO Allies71 reaffirmed the importance of arms
      control and reiterated the need to preserve, strengthen and modernize conventional arms control in Europe based
      on key principles and commitments, including reciprocity, transparency and host nation consent.72 NATO continued to attach great value to arms control, as well as to
      confidence-and security-building measures, as means to increase transparency and predictability. In 2016, NATO
      Allies continued to support efforts within the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe to
      reinvigorate the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and to modernize the Vienna Document 2011 on
      Confidence-and Security-Building Measures.
    


    
      The Alliance remained focused in 2016 on fostering discussion about combating weapons of mass destruction threats
      and on defending against chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN) threats:
    


    
      •On 9 and 10 May, NATO convened its twelfth Annual Conference on Weapons of Mass
      Destruction Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-Proliferation in Slovenia, bringing together 48 countries and
      international organizations;
    


    
      •NATO attended the Eighth Review Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention and
      the twenty-first session of the Conference of the States Parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention;
    


    
      •Allies approved the NATO Framework Nations Concept on CBRN protection for Alliance
      operations and missions; and
    


    
      •NATO continued to develop its capabilities through the NATO Defence Planning Process,
      the Joint CBRN Defence Centre of Excellence, the Science for Peace and Security Programme, the Weapons of Mass
      Destruction Non-Proliferation Centre and the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre.
    


    
      NATO remained committed to supporting the United Nations Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons, as
      well as the ATT. Furthermore, NATO was developing guidelines to better integrate gender perspectives into arms
      control, SALW and mine action activities.
    


    
      As at 2016, NATO had contributed to the destruction of 4.8 million anti-personnel landmines, 41,600 tons of
      various munitions, 2 million hand grenades, 15.8 million cluster submunitions, 1,470 man-portable air defence
      systems, 626,000 SALW and 164 million rounds of SALW ammunition, 642,000 pieces of unexploded ordnance, 94,000
      surface-to-air missiles and rockets, and 3,250 tons of chemicals, including rocket fuel oxidizers (“melange”).
      Additionally, NATO had cleared more than 3,800 hectares of land and trained thousands of
      explosive-ordnance-disposal experts. Furthermore, in 2016, NATO conducted nine training courses on SALW, arms
      control and non-proliferation, as well as over 20 courses on CBRN defence and non-proliferation.
    


    
      Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
    


    
      Activities on arms control and disarmament
    


    
      In 2016, the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) continued to assist interested
      participating States in the implementation of Security Council resolution 1540 (2004). The OSCE strengthened its cooperation with
      the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) by further extending their memorandum of understanding
      until 2017, as well as by concluding a cost-sharing agreement with the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace
      and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific on joint activities in Central Asia. Additionally, the first training for
      the OSCE points of contact for implementation of the resolution was organized jointly with UNODA and the Security
      Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1540 (2004), and hosted by the Russian Federation in Kaliningrad.
    


    
      Small arms and light weapons and stockpiles of conventional ammunitions
    


    
      The OSCE Conflict Prevention Centre and UNODA implemented a joint project to synchronize and enable voluntary
      online simultaneous submission of SALW reports to both organizations. The OSCE also produced a study on national
      deactivation practices of SALW in the organization’s area. In addition, the OSCE provided support in reviewing
      export control legislation for conventional weapons in Bosnia and Herzegovina and, jointly with INTERPOL,
      capacity-building and training in tracing illicit firearms in Central Asia.
    


    
      The OSCE provided support to its participating States to fulfil their commitments under the OSCE Documents on
      Small Arms and Light Weapons and on Stockpiles of Conventional Ammunition by developing holistic projects,
      mobilizing financial resources and delivering targeted assistance. In 2016, technical assistance projects were
      launched or continued in 10 OSCE States, resulting in reduced surplus weapons and ammunition, increased physical
      security and improved stockpile management. Furthermore, the organization continued to help civilian authorities
      in Ukraine to address existing challenges in clearing contaminated territories of explosive remnants of war and
      in developing and implementing a project to increase the capacity and efficiency of the State Emergency Service
      of Ukraine.
    


    
      In 2016, participating States destroyed 313,708 pieces of SALW. Of these, 59,787 were deemed to be a surplus,
      while 253,921 were seized from illegal possession and trafficking.
    


    
      Activities related to general security and disarmament
    


    
      At its Meeting of the Ministerial Council in December, the OSCE adopted a declaration entitled “From Lisbon to
      Hamburg: Declaration on the Twentieth Anniversary of the OSCE Framework for Arms Control”.73 The participating States, inter alia, recognized the interrelation between
      confidence-and security-building measures and conventional arms control, and the wider political-military
      context. In this regard, the Declaration welcomed the launch of “a structured dialogue on the current and future
      challenges and risks to security in the OSCE area to foster a greater understanding on these issues that could
      serve as a common solid basis for a way forward”.
    


    
      In 2016, participating States also agreed on additional confidence-building measures to reduce the risks of
      conflicts stemming from the use of information and communications technologies, and foreign ministers pledged at
      the Meeting of the Ministerial Council to further strengthen the OSCE work in this field. The implementation rate
      of the confidence-building measures rose to almost 90 per cent from 70 per cent in 2015.
    


    
      Regional Arms Control Verification and Implementation Assistance Centre-Centre for Security
      Cooperation
    


    
      The Regional Arms Control Verification and Implementation Assistance Centre-Centre for Security Cooperation is
      the only organization in South-Eastern Europe that addresses arms control topics. Through its activities under
      the “Cooperative Security Environment with focus on Arms Control Pillar” (CSE Pillar), it aims to build regional
      consensus on security threats through confidence-and security-building measures.74
    


    
      In 2016, more than 330 experts and participants took part in CSE Pillar activities that addressed arms control
      and weapons of mass destruction with a focus on confidence-and security-building measures.75 The activities, which were held throughout the region, benefited nearly all
      participating regional States and included the following:
    


    
      •A workshop of the Counter–Weapons of Mass Destruction (C-WMD) Network76 entitled “The National Strategy Template”;
    


    
      •A seminar on the Chemical Weapons Convention, held in cooperation with the
      Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons;
    


    
      •An orientation course on the Agreement on Sub-Regional Arms Control (Dayton Agreement
      Article IV);
    


    
      •A C-WMD workshop entitled “Proliferation Security Initiative Table-Top Exercise”;
    


    
      •A seminar on physical security and stockpile management;
    


    
      •A workshop entitled “Nuclear Security Detection Architecture Awareness”, held in
      cooperation with the IAEA;
    


    
      •A course on the Vienna Document 2011 entitled “Efforts to Revitalize Confidence and
      Security Building-Compliance and Verification”;
    


    
      •A C-WMD workshop on inter-agency cooperation entitled “C-WMD National
      Strategies–Border Security: Emerging Threats and Challenges”;
    


    
      •An arms control symposium; and
    


    
      •A workshop on the implementation of the Convention on Cluster Munitions.
    


    
      The CSE Pillar supports the viability of arms control and confidence-building actions through such activities,
      which bring together experts (politicians, diplomats and military and academic personnel) to discuss arms control
      topics pertaining to current security and political developments. Furthermore, they strengthen the theoretical
      and practical knowledge of officers or experts while informing the views of political decision makers and
      national think tanks.
    


    
      South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light
      Weapons
    


    
      The South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons (SEESAC) works
      to strengthen the capacities of national and regional stakeholders to control and reduce the proliferation of
      SALW, thus contributing to the stability, security and development of South-East Europe. In 2016, the EU
      continued to support SEESAC through a project77 on disarmament and
      arms control activities in South-East Europe, with the following main achievements:
    


    
      •Security upgrades of SALW stockpile storage locations in Albania, Bosnia and
      Herzegovina, the Republic of Moldova, Serbia and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia;78
    


    
      •Organization of regional and national courses on physical security and stockpile
      management for armed forces and police services personnel;
    


    
      •Reduction of stockpiles through the destruction of 3,127 SALW and 214 parts and
      components;
    


    
      •Establishment of an electronic firearms registration platform in the former Yugoslav
      Republic of Macedonia;
    


    
      •Facilitation of three regional meetings of the South East Europe Firearms Experts
      Network;
    


    
      •Support of regional cooperation, information-sharing and knowledge transfer through
      regional meetings of SALW commissions and bilateral exchange visits, as well as by finalizing the South Eastern
      Europe Regional Arms Law Compendium;
    


    
      •Development and publication of a regional study79 on SALW and gender, as well as a practical tool80 for integrating the gender perspective in SALW legislative and policy frameworks; and
    


    
      •Support of national campaigns in Montenegro, Albania, Serbia and the Republic of
      Moldova to collect weapons and conduct relevant awarenessraising activities.81
    


    
      Additionally, SEESAC conducted a social media awareness campaign82
      about victims of gun violence in partnership with the Victimology Society of Serbia as part of the Global Week of
      Action against Gun Violence. Furthermore, SEESAC supported the publication of national annual reports on arms
      exports by Serbia and Montenegro.83
    


    
      Middle East League of Arab States
    


    
      The League of Arab States (LAS), with its 22 member States,84 is
      responsible for coordinating and elaborating both regionally and internationally a common Arab position regarding
      arms control and disarmament issues.
    


    
      Activities addressing weapons of mass destruction
    


    
      The LAS held three meetings of the Arab Senior Officials Committee in Charge of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons
      of Mass Destruction Issues in 2016. Based on recommendations from the Committee, the LAS Ministerial Council
      adopted resolution 8017 of 11 March and resolution 8071 of 8 September, which addressed the establishment of a
      Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction; Arab coordination during the
      sixtieth General Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency; and Arab preparations for the first
      session of the Preparatory Committee for the 2020 NPT Review Conference.
    


    
      Related activities of the LAS included its second joint conference with the Arab Nuclear Forum on the theme
      “Regional Security Implications of Iran’s Nuclear Agreement with the P5+1”, held at its headquarters, in Cairo,
      on 28 and 29 February under the auspices of the League’s Secretary-General. In addition, the LAS established the
      Committee of Wise Men on disarmament and non-proliferation with the purpose of evaluating, developing and
      proposing new Arab policies in these issues.
    


    
      Activities addressing conventional arms
    


    
      The LAS Regional Focal Point on SALW held four meetings of Arab national focal points regarding the United
      Nations Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons at its headquarters.
    


    
      In cooperation with the Permanent Peace Movement, the LAS held an international symposium with the theme
      “Combating Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Arab Region: Developments, Challenges and Best
      Practices” at its headquarters on 29 and 30 May.
    


    
      Other relevant activities or institutional development
    


    
      The LAS and the United Nations agreed to sign a memorandum of understanding on the development of partnership on
      peace and disarmament initiatives, which will set the scope and modalities for strengthening cooperation and
      creating synergy in their respective activities.
    


    
      United Nations Development Programme
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) made significant contributions towards strengthening the
      capacities of States in West Africa to control SALW, reduce armed violence and bolster community
      security.85 Implementing the SALW project of the Economic Community
      of West African States and the European Union, UNDP undertook the following targeted community outreach and
      advocacy activities in Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Liberia, Mali, the Niger, Nigeria and Sierra Leone to prepare for
      voluntary weapons collection:
    


    
      (a) Ten awareness-raising campaigns reached over 4,100 people (1,355 women and 2,771 men), resulting in the
      voluntary relinquishment of weapons in Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Liberia and the Niger.
    


    
      (b) In October, the first certification training in West Africa on the International Small Arms Control Standards
      (ISACS) and the ISACS Assessment Tool was conducted in Monrovia for the chairs of the SALW national commissions
      and for project coordinators.
    


    
      (c) Relevant stakeholders received operational and technical support through training sessions that UNDP
      facilitated for civil society organizations and local authorities (traditional leaders). The workshops focused on
      monitoring and evaluating, preventing sexual and gender-based violence, mobilizing resources, awareness-raising
      and partnership-building. In all, 170 persons, including 40 women and youth, benefited from the training.
    


    
      (d) Specialized training programmes on stockpile management, border security and record-keeping were held with
      over 250 participants, including at least 75 women. In the Niger, 17 members of the security forces received
      training on the use of cutting machines to destroy SALW.
    


    
      These activities laid the groundwork for the voluntary collection of arms and ammunition in four project
      countries: Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Liberia86 and the Niger. In
      total, 226 locally manufactured small arms, 127 factory-produced small arms, 10,561 rounds of ammunition, 49
      grenades and 7 rockets were collected in project countries during the voluntary weapons collection exercise,
      which took place between January and December. In addition, 46 weapons storage sites across the pilot countries
      were identified, 12 containers were procured and 23 SALW stockpile managers were trained in accordance with ISACS
      in Côte d’Ivoire, Liberia and Sierra Leone.
    


    
      To consolidate the gains of the weapons collection exercise, project coordinators conducted community needs
      assessments and drafted action plans for target communities in collaboration with community leaders and village
      chiefs in Côte d’Ivoire and the Niger.87 In Sierra Leone, local
      focus group discussions88 led to the completion of 12 community
      action plans. These discussions involved 600 participants, 220 of whom were women.
    


    
      With support from Japan, UNDP assisted Côte d’Ivoire in defining and coordinating national policy on combating
      the proliferation of SALW and preventing armed violence, including through capacity-building activities for
      national security institutions. This initiative included the following activities:
    


    
      (a) Four hundred and forty-one actors in local security governance89 received technical training to enable their fuller participation in awarenessraising
      campaigns in support of the voluntary surrender of unlawfully held arms and ammunition.
    


    
      (b) The operational capacities of the SALW national commission of Côte d’Ivoire90 were reinforced through the provision of equipment, including computers and motorbikes, to
      five decentralized commission offices.
    


    
      (c) UNDP supported the revitalization of the Observatory on Armed Violence of the national commission through the
      organization of a workshop that identified priority actions and deadlines for implementation.
    


    
      (d) UNDP supported Côte d’Ivoire in organizing the voluntary surrender of weapons and ammunition through a
      comprehensive approach to strengthening community security and social cohesion. Specifically, organizers aimed to
      empower civil society organizations to engage in community mobilization and dialogue to encourage the voluntary
      surrender of SALW and the creation of a non-violent climate. Options for such engagement included a national
      awareness and mobilization campaign to involve security institutions and community and political leaders in
      advocating for “elections without armed violence”.91
    


    
      (e) UNDP supported the collection in Côte d’Ivoire of 1,012 weapons, 9,270 rounds of ammunition, 38 grenades and
      1 rocket in 2016.92 The collection project, administered through
      the non-governmental organizations Service For Peace and the West African Action Network on Small Arms, also
      initiated and implemented 57 projects providing incentives for 833 beneficiaries in the northern, central,
      north-central and western regions of Côte d’Ivoire.
    


    
      Furthermore, UNDP sought in 2016 to reduce the risk of loss, theft and diversion of weapons acquired, held and
      used by national security institutions, and worked towards this aim through the following means:
    


    
      (a) Assistance in marking 655 new national police weapons in police prefectures in Côte d’Ivoire—82 weapons in
      San Pédro, 69 in Yamoussoukro, 63 in Gagnoa, 197 in Bouaké, 226 in Korhogo and 18 in Abidjan—as well as 469
      weapons of the water and forestry services;
    


    
      (b) Supporting the destruction of 1,707 obsolete and non-functional weapons in accordance with the Economic
      Community of West African States Convention on Small Arms and Light Weapons, Their Ammunition and Other Related
      Materials;
    


    
      (c) Training 31 database managers of the National Police on the use of software to generate electronic records of
      SALW held in the national stockpile; and
    


    
      (d) Reconnecting 11 police prefectures in the interior of Côte d’Ivoire93 with the Directorate General of the National Police, which began facilitating the transfer
      and exchange of data between the offices using new computer equipment and Internet capabilities.
    


    
      United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) continued through its Global Firearms Programme to
      support Member States in their efforts to fight illicit manufacturing and trafficking of firearms, and of their
      parts, components and ammunition. UNODC provided Member States with specialized assistance in key areas,
      including intergovernmental processes related to firearms; awareness-raising, legislative assistance and tools
      development for the ratification and implementation of the Protocol against the Illicit Manufacturing and
      Trafficking in Firearms, Their Parts and Components and Ammunition, supplementing the United Nations Convention
      against Transnational Organized Crime (Firearms Protocol); technical support for the implementation of preventive
      control measures; training and capacitybuilding to strengthen criminal justice responses and international
      cooperation for enhanced investigations and prosecutions of firearms-related criminality; and data collection and
      analysis on illicit firearms flows.
    


    
      UNODC continued to assist and advise Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali and the Niger in revising and amending their
      national firearms legislation by convening legal drafting workshops and facilitating the preparation of draft
      bills on firearms. In addition, the Office provided advice to Afghanistan, Bahrain, Oman, Qatar and the United
      Arab Emirates on the legal requirements to implement the Protocol.
    


    
      To support the implementation of preventive measures envisaged by the Firearms Protocol and other relevant
      instruments, UNODC continued to provide training on the marking and registration of firearms. The activities of
      the Office to this end benefited over 100 practitioners and technicians from eight countries in West Africa. As a
      result of these efforts, during 2015 and 2016, Burkina Faso and Mali marked and registered more than 13,000
      firearms. In March 2016, in cooperation with the Economic Community of West African States, UNODC convened a
      regional conference in Mali to evaluate the implementation and progress of national firearms marking and
      registration exercises in the subregion. In Senegal, the Office began the refurbishment of a stockpiling site for
      seized firearms and ammunition.
    


    
      In addition, UNODC supported activities to strengthen the criminal justice response of Member States to the
      proliferation of SALW and related materials. It promoted international cooperation and information exchange on
      firearms trafficking by organizing a series of training sessions on the investigation and prosecution of illicit
      firearms trafficking and related offences in Chad, Mali, Mauritania and the Niger, as well as a training of
      trainers in Vienna. These training programmes benefited more than 100 practitioners in these States.
    


    
      UNODC also engaged in several activities in 2016 to raise knowledge and awareness of the Firearms Protocol and
      other related issues. These initiatives were aimed, in part, at addressing issues linked to firearms trafficking
      that were raised during the fourth session of the Working Group on Firearms in May and during the eighth session
      of the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime in
      October. In its resolution 8/3, the Conference requested UNODC to continue to collect and analyse, on a regular
      basis, quantitative and qualitative information on trafficking in firearms, their parts and components and
      ammunition, taking into account Target 16.4 of the Sustainable Development Goals, as well as to continue to share
      its findings. Furthermore, the Office organized an informal expert group meeting in September to begin revising
      its questionnaire for data collection on illicit trafficking in firearms.
    


    
      In addition, UNODC developed several tools and publications aimed at providing practical guidance and support to
      States. To a similar end, the Office began adapting its comprehensive firearms training curriculum to its
      eLearning platform.
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      78See SEESAC, “Security of the armament
      and ammunition storage in Albania significantly improved with infrastructure works”, 16 December 2016; “MoD BiH
      Receives Equipment Worth USD 468,180 donated from European Union”, 20 December 2016; “The Security of Storage
      Facility of the National Army of the Republic of Moldova Strengthened with EU Support”, 21 December 2016; “Major
      Upgrades Enhance Security of SALW and Ammunition Storage in Serbia”, 9 December 2016; and “Security of SALW and
      Ammunition Storage Site ‘Erebino’ Increased with EUR 255,000 Worth of Upgrades”, 23 December 2016. Available from
      http://www.seesac.org/News-SALW/(accessed 30 June
      2017).
    


    
      79Dragan Bozanic, Gender and SALW in
      South East Europe (Belgrade, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)/SEESAC, 2016). Available from
      http://www.seesac.org/f/docs/Armed-Violence/Gender_and_SALW_publication_eng-web.pdf (accessed 3 July
      2017).
    


    
      80Dragan Bozanic, A Practical Tool
      for Integrating the Gender Perspective in SALW Legislative and Policy Frameworks (Belgrade, UNDP/SEESAC,
      2016). Available from http://www.seesac.org/f/docs/Gender-and-Security/Gender_and_SALW_Toolkit_eng.pdf (accessed 3
      July 2017).
    


    
      81See SEESAC, “‘Don’t Shoot but Love’ Stop illicit use of firearms
      before it is too late”, 15 November 2016; “‘Before it is too late’ -Report Weapons, Stop Violence”, 16 November 2016; “‘Let’s Make Moldova Safer’ Public Awareness
      Campaign on Voluntary Surrender of Firearms”, 2 November 2016. Available from http://www.seesac.org (accessed 3 July 2017).
    


    
      82See SEESAC, “Hear out the Voice of the
      Victims #StopGunViolence”. Available from http://www.seesac.org/Hear-out-the-Voices-of-the-Victims/(accessed 3 July 2017).
    


    
      83Republic of Serbia, 2014 Report
      on Performed Activities of Export and Import of Arms, Military Equipment and Dual-Use Goods, Arms Brokering and
      Technical Assistance (Belgrade, UNDP/SEESAC, 2016); Montenegro, 2015 Annual Report on Foreign Trade in Controlled Goods (Podgorica, UNDP/SEESAC, 2016).
      Available from http://www.seesac.org/publication/ (accessed 3 July 2017).
    


    
      84Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti,
      Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, State of
      Palestine, the Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and Yemen.
    


    
      85UNDP carried out this work within the
      framework of the Sustainable Development Goals— in particular Goal 16, on the promotion of peaceful, just and
      inclusive societies—and Output 3.5 of the UNDP Strategic Plan, which aims to empower communities and enable
      security sector institutions to increase citizen safety and reduce levels of armed violence.
    


    
      86In Liberia, in collaboration with the
      National Commission on Small Arms, the President of Liberia proclaimed a temporary legal amnesty for people in
      the Grand Gedeh, Maryland and River Gee counties to encourage them to surrender illicit SALW under the framework
      of the collection programme.
    


    
      87In Côte d’Ivoire, the needs-assessment
      participants were located in Touba, Odienné, Man and Guiglo. In the Niger, they were located in Abala,
      Banibangou, Inates, Gorouol, Tillia, and Tchintabaraden.
    


    
      88These focus group discussions were
      held in Lei, Soa and Mafindor in Kono District; Kissi-Teng, Kissi Tongi, Luawa and Malema in Kailahun District;
      Neya, Mongo and Sulima in Koinadugu District; and Tunkia and Nomo in Kemena District.
    


    
      89These beneficiaries included 148
      prefectural authorities, 70 members of the defence and security forces, 131 members of civil society
      organizations, 28 members of the Chamber of Kings and Traditional Chiefs, 23 local elected officials, 9 religious
      guides and 32 community members.
    


    
      90La Commission nationale de lutte
      contre la prolifération et la circulation illicite des armes légeres et de petit calibre.
    


    
      91One element of this project was the
      use of mass outreach campaigns, conducted by the nongovernmental organizations Service For Peace and the West
      African Action Network on Small Arms to communicate relevant messages to 7,748 people in central, north-central
      and western Côte d’Ivoire.
    


    
      92These quantities for 2016 brought the
      totals collected during the course of the second phase of the UNDP project, which began in July 2015, to 1,744
      weapons, 14,830 rounds of ammunition, 64 grenades, 1 rocket and 1 artillery shell.
    


    
      93Aboisso, Abengourou, Bondoukou,
      Bouaké, Daloa, Gagnoa, Korhogo, Man, Odienné, San Pédro and Yamoussoukro.
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      CHAPTER V
    


    
      Emerging, cross-cutting and other issues
    


    
      
        The plan of action adopted by the General Assembly on the Sustainable Development Goals recognizes that the
        [Goals] cannot be realized without peace and security; and peace and security will be at risk without
        sustainable development. These twin objectives are mutually reinforcing and inextricably linked.
      


      
        KIM WON-SOO, HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR
        DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      MEMBER STATES CONSIDERED a diverse array of emerging
      and cross-cutting disarmament issues in 2016. Much of this consideration built upon work initiated in earlier
      years.
    


    
      On the issue of lethal autonomous weapons systems, the High Contracting Parties to the Convention on Certain
      Conventional Weapons (CCW)2 decided, following a third informal
      meeting of experts on the topic, to formalize discussions through the creation of a group of governmental
      experts. At the third informal meeting, States and civil society continued their discussion on the degree of
      human control necessary over targeting decisions and actions, while also continuing to explore questions of
      definition and of ethical, legal and security concerns related to lethal autonomous weapons systems.
    


    
      Meanwhile, concrete steps were taken in 2016 to improve transparency with respect to armed unmanned aerial
      vehicles. The General Assembly endorsed the recommendation of the Group of Governmental Experts on the United
      Nations Register of Conventional Arms to include unmanned combat aerial vehicles as a subcategory in the
      Register. Additionally, a number of governmental and non-governmental experts attended a workshop of the United
      Nations Institute for Disarmament Research on increasing transparency, oversight and accountability related to
      the use of armed unmanned aerial vehicles.
    


    
      By its resolution 70/237 of 23 December 2015, the
      General Assembly established a group of governmental experts to continue to study in 2016 and 2017 developments
      in the field of information and communications in the context of international security. The Group will submit a
      report on the results of its study at the seventy-second session of the General Assembly.
    


    
      With respect to outer space security, progress on transparency and confidence-building measures also continued.
      The United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) and the United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs
      cooperated to facilitate efforts by Member States to implement recommendations of the Group of Governmental
      Experts on Transparency and Confidence-Building Measures in Outer Space Activities, including through a special
      report of the United Nations Inter-Agency Meeting on Outer Space Activities. At its seventy-first session, the
      General Assembly encouraged the United Nations Disarmament Commission to hold informal discussions on outer space
      in 2017, in line with a proposal from China, the Russian Federation and the United States.
    


    
      The issue of explosive weapons in populated areas attracted increasing attention in 2016, and it assumed
      prominence at the World Humanitarian Summit held in Istanbul in May. The Secretary-General repeated in several
      reports to the Security Council and General Assembly his call for States to refrain from using explosive weapons
      in populated areas, and Member States raised their own concerns about such use in statements to those bodies on a
      number of occasions. Separately, the CCW High Contracting Parties took up the issue and decided to add it to the
      agenda of their 2017 annual meeting.
    


    
      Gender perspectives pervaded disarmament and non-proliferation discussions throughout the year, including at the
      Conference on Disarmament, the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the Programme of Action on Small Arms and
      Light Weapons, the General Assembly First Committee and the CCW Protocol V Meeting of Experts. In these forums,
      Member States highlighted the importance of the Security Council framework on women, peace and security; the
      Sustainable Development Goals, which include goals on gender equality and peace; the meaningful participation of
      women in disarmament and decision-making processes; and funding for policies and programmes that take into
      account the differing impacts of illicit small arms and light weapons on women, men, girls and boys.
    


    
      In 2016, States also continued to explore the development-security linkage articulated in the Sustainable
      Development Goals, which recognize that only peaceful societies will achieve desired levels of sustainable
      development. In addition, the mutually reinforcing nature of arms control and development in the reduction of
      armed violence was underscored at the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the Programme of Action on Small Arms
      and Light Weapons.
    


    
      Emerging issues
    


    
      Armed unmanned aerial vehicles
    


    
      The United Nations and its Member States took some new steps to increase transparency, accountability and
      oversight relating especially to the transfer and use of armed unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs). These steps
      reflected years of growing concern over the use of armed UAVs outside areas of active hostilities and the
      implications posed by their increasing proliferation. International efforts addressing those concerns continued
      to be aimed at seeking multilateral dialogue in an appropriate international forum.
    


    
      In its report3 issued on 29 July, the Group of Governmental Experts
      (GGE) on the continuing operation and further development of the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms
      recommended that unmanned combat aerial vehicles be included as a subcategory in Category IV (combat aircraft) of
      the Register and proposed the following definition for such vehicles: “unmanned fixed-wing or variable-geometry
      wing aircraft, designed, equipped or modified to engage targets by employing guided missiles, unguided rockets,
      bombs, guns, cannons or other weapons of destruction”. The GGE further recommended that consideration be given to
      amending the heading and definition for Category V (attack helicopters) to take into account the development and
      transfer of rotary-wing unmanned combat aerial vehicles. In resolution 71/44 of 5 December 2016, the General Assembly endorsed the report of the GGE, including the
      recommendations contained therein, and decided to adapt the scope of the Register accordingly.
    


    
      On 5 October, the United States Department of State issued the Joint Declaration for the Export and Subsequent
      Use of Armed or Strike-Enabled Unmanned Aerial Vehicles4 on behalf
      of 45 States.5 In the declaration, the Governments noted the
      proliferation of military UAVs and recognized that their misuse could fuel conflict and facilitate terrorism and
      organized crime. Furthermore, they called upon the international community to take appropriate transparency
      measures to ensure the responsible export and use of these systems. In that context, the subscribing States
      recognized the applicability of international law to the use of armed UAVs; the importance of armed UAV exports
      conforming with existing international arms control and disarmament norms, as well as with multilateral export
      control and non-proliferation regimes; the need for voluntary transparency measures on the export of armed UAVs;
      and the benefit of setting international standards for the export and use of armed UAVs.
    


    
      Building on the 2015 study on armed UAVs prepared by UNODA, the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
      commenced a project aimed at facilitating multilateral dialogue on armed UAVs. On 15 and 16 November, the
      Institute held a workshop in Geneva entitled “Increasing UAV Transparency, Oversight and Accountability: Mapping
      Developments, Capabilities and Responses”. In the workshop, governmental and non-governmental experts examined
      trends in technical capabilities, proliferation, security implications, the role of arms control, international
      export control mechanisms and national regulatory experiences in relation to armed UAVs.
    


    
      Lethal autonomous weapons
    


    
      The growing role of autonomous technology in society has included a growing interest in developing autonomous
      machines for military purposes. Lethal autonomous weapons systems (LAWS) are generally considered to be weapons
      that would identify and attack a target without human intervention. The CCW High Contracting Parties have been
      discussing the issue of LAWS since 2014 in informal meetings of experts,6 examining a wide range of related technical, military, legal, ethical and security issues.
      The subject has spawned numerous events and discussions outside of the CCW in scientific, military, academic,
      legal and public forums. As at 2016, the deliberations reflected a degree of understanding that it was very
      important to preserve human control over such weapon systems.
    


    
      Views are more diverse with respect to other dimensions of the issue. Experts argued, on one hand, that the
      potential use of LAWS may exponentially increase the effectiveness and accuracy of armed interventions, decrease
      the threat posed to civilians and lower the number of military casualties. On the other hand, the discussions
      regarding their potential use were framed by controversial ethical and legal questions, such as the moral
      acceptability of delegating life-and-death decisions to a machine and how to ensure accountability for breaches
      of international law. These concerns illustrated the multidimensional aspect of LAWS that necessitated a
      cross-disciplinary approach, highlighting the importance of multilateral discussions to address the issues
      concerned.
    


    
      The CCW Review Conference in 2016, decided7 to establish an
      open-ended GGE related to emerging technologies in the area of LAWS, which was to submit a report to the 2017
      Meeting of High Contracting Parties to the CCW. Moving forward, the GGE will need to consider not only how to
      define LAWS, but also what type and degree of human control over such weapons would comply with international
      humanitarian law and ensure acceptability under the principles of humanity and the dictates of public
      conscience.8
    


    
      Explosive weapons in populated areas
    


    
      States and civil society continued to advance efforts to raise awareness and establish new political commitments
      in relation to the use in populated areas of explosive weapons with wide-area effects. The issue was subject to
      contentious discussions at the World Humanitarian Summit held in Istanbul on 23 and 24 May. Ultimately, there was
      agreement to include it under the second core responsibility of the World Humanitarian Summit framework: to
      uphold the norms that safeguard humanity.9
    


    
      In a joint commitment10 led by Austria and joined by Costa Rica,
      Ireland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Mexico, Mozambique, Spain and Zambia, subscribing States pledged to continue
      to support the collection of data on the harm to civilians caused by the use of explosive weapons in populated
      areas, as well as data on good practices and lessons learned in minimizing impacts on civilians when using such
      weapons in populated areas. They further pledged to continue to look for effective measures to strengthen respect
      for international humanitarian law in this context, including through an international political declaration.
      Additional commitments were made by Ireland, Luxembourg, New Zealand (joined by Austria) and Switzerland, as well
      as the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation, the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights,
      the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict, the United Nations
      Children’s Fund, the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees and several non-governmental
      and academic organizations.11
    


    
      Austria continued to lead efforts to conclude a political declaration on the use of explosive weapons in
      populated areas. On 4 October, Austria and the Open Society Foundations convened an expert meeting in New York on
      carrying forward a political commitment on the use of explosive weapons in populated areas. The meeting, which
      was co-organized by Chile, Costa Rica, Mexico and Mozambique, built upon previous meetings held in Vienna in
      2015, Oslo in 2014 and London in 2013. Participants considered an outline prepared by Austria for an
      international political declaration on improving the protection of civilians and enhancing respect for existing
      international humanitarian law in this context.
    


    
      On multiple occasions in 2016, the Secretary-General repeated a previous call upon parties to conflict to refrain
      from using explosive weapons with wide-area effects in populated areas, and also called for them to consider
      making a commitment to this effect, including by constructively engaging in the Austrian-led process. These calls
      were included in the reports12 of the Secretary-General to the
      General Assembly and Security Council on the promotion and protection of the rights of children, to the General
      Assembly and the Economic and Social Council on strengthening the coordination of emergency humanitarian
      assistance of the United Nations, and to the Security Council on the protection of civilians in armed conflict.
    


    
      Echoing the Secretary-General on the matter, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and
      Armed Conflict appealed in her 25 July report13 to the General
      Assembly for parties to conflict to refrain from using explosive weapons with wide-area impact in populated areas
      and to consider making a commitment to this effect.
    


    
      Several States raised concerns about the use of explosive weapons in populated areas at the open debates of the
      Security Council on the protection of civilians in armed conflict on 19 January and 10 June. Their appeals
      included calls for stronger norms for the protection of civilians, including by participation in the process for
      formulating a political statement.
    


    
      Furthermore, many States expressed concern at the seventy-first session of the First Committee of the General
      Assembly over the use of explosive weapons in populated areas. These statements included calls for this issue to
      be a greater focus of the work of the First Committee and for more States to participate in the Austrian-led
      process. The disproportionate effect of the use of explosive weapons in populated areas on women was also noted
      in the discussion.
    


    
      Building on a proposal submitted by Germany, CCW High Contracting Parties decided at their Fifth Review
      Conference, held from 12 to 16 December, to invite the Chairperson-elect to conduct consultations with a view to
      including in the agenda of the 2017 annual meeting the item “Strengthening the respect for international
      humanitarian law and addressing, in the context and objectives of the Convention and its annexed Protocols, the
      challenges presented by the use of conventional weapons in armed conflicts and their impact on civilians,
      particularly in areas where there are concentrations of civilians”.14
    


    
      Outer space
    


    
      With respect to the issue of outer space security, the implementation of transparency and confidence-building
      measures continued to progress in 2016. Entities within the United Nations system, especially UNODA and the
      United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs (UNOOSA), deepened their cooperation in facilitating efforts by
      Member States to implement the conclusions and recommendations in the 2013 report15 of the GGE on Transparency and Confidence-Building Measures in Outer Space Activities.
    


    
      In 2016, UNODA became a full member of the United Nations Inter-Agency Meeting on Outer Space Activities
      (UN-Space), a formal mechanism to enhance the coordination of space-related activities of agencies within the
      United Nations system. UNODA coordinated with UNOOSA in hosting the thirty-sixth session16 of UN-Space, held on 3 March. The participants focused on considering a
      draft outline of a UN-Space special report on the implementation, as pertaining to the United Nations system, of
      the 2013 GGE report. As mandated in General Assembly resolution 70/82 of 9 December 2015, UNOOSA submitted the special report17 to the fifty-ninth session18 of the Committee
      on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, held from 8 to 17 June 2016. UNOOSA prepared the special report in close
      collaboration with UNODA, with contributions from the United Nations Department of Field Support, the
      International Atomic Energy Agency, the International Telecommunication Union, the United Nations Institute for
      Disarmament Research and the World Meteorological Organization. The special report addressed the role of United
      Nations entities in supporting Member States in the implementation of transparency and confidence-building
      measures in outer space activities, providing an overview of the work of relevant United Nations entities in
      relation to the main recommendations contained in the 2013 GGE report.
    


    
      UNODA delivered a presentation regarding increasing transparency in major military outer space expenditures on 11
      November at the first session of the GGE to review the operation and further development of the United Nations
      Report on Military Expenditures, established by General Assembly resolution 68/23 of 5 December 2013. During the presentation, the Office
      provided an overview of the relevant recommendation of the 2013 GGE report and noted that Member States had yet
      to provide information on military and national security space expenditure through the Report on Military
      Expenditures.
    


    
      At the 2016 session of the Disarmament Commission, China, the Russian Federation and the United States proposed
      inclusion of a third substantive agenda item on outer space for the remainder of the current three-year cycle of
      the United Nations Disarmament Commission (2015-2017). As specified in their joint working paper,19 the item would provide for the preparation of recommendations to promote
      the practical implementation of transparency and confidence-building measures in outer space activities with the
      goal of preventing an arms race in outer space. Such preparation would be in accordance with the recommendations
      contained in the 2013 GGE report.
    


    
      Because of some delegations’ unresolved concerns that a third item would impact the time allocated to the two
      existing items, Member States could not reach agreement on the proposal during the 2016 session. The Chair of the
      Disarmament Commission, Odo Tevi (Vanuatu), designated Lachezara Stoeva (Bulgaria) as an informal facilitator to
      pursue consultations during the intersessional period with a view to finding consensus on the matter. The
      consultations among the concerned parties eventually produced an agreement, reached during the annual session of
      the First Committee. Accordingly, in resolution 71/82
      of 5 December 2016, the General Assembly took note of the consultations on the joint working paper during its
      intersessional period and encouraged the Commission to hold informal discussions on the subject of the paper
      during the substantive session of the Commission in 2017, without prejudice to the deliberations on the existing
      agenda items.
    


    
      Developments in the field of information and telecommunications in the context of international
      security
    


    
      On 23 December 2015, the General Assembly adopted resolution 70/237, entitled “Developments in the field of information and telecommunications in the context of
      international security”. In operative paragraph 4 of the resolution, the Assembly invited all Member States,
      taking into account the assessments and recommendations contained in the report20 of the 2015 GGE, to continue to inform the Secretary-General of their views and assessments
      on the following questions: (a) general appreciation of the issues of information security; (b) efforts taken at
      the national level to strengthen information security and to promote international cooperation in that field; (c)
      the content of the relevant international concepts aimed at strengthening the security of global information and
      telecommunications systems; and (d) possible measures that could be taken by the international community to
      strengthen information security at the global level.
    


    
      Replies received from 19 Governments were included in the Secretary-General’s report on the subject published in
      2016.21
    


    
      Group of Governmental Experts
    


    
      By resolution 70/237, the General Assembly also
      requested the Secretary-General to establish a GGE that would submit a report to the Assembly at its
      seventy-second session. The Group was mandated, taking into account the assessments and recommendations contained
      in the previous GGE report, to continue to study the following issues: existing and potential threats in the
      sphere of information security and possible cooperative measures to address them; how international law applies
      to the use of information and communications technologies by States; norms, rules and principles of responsible
      behaviour of States; confidence-building measures; capacity-building; and the concepts aimed at strengthening the
      security of global information and telecommunications systems.
    


    
      The GGE is composed of 25 experts, with Karsten Diethelm Geier (Germany) as the Chair. The Group held its first
      two sessions in New York and Geneva, respectively, and its remaining two sessions will be held in 2017.
    


    
      Cross-cutting issues
    


    
      Gender and disarmament
    


    
      Gender perspectives continued to form a core element of Member States’ discourse on disarmament, arms control and
      non-proliferation issues in 2016. As a cross-cutting issue, gender considerations were raised in a number of
      disarmament bodies and in a variety of contexts.
    


    
      During the 2016 CCW Protocol V Meeting of Experts, held on 6 and 7 April, the non-governmental organization
      Gender and Mine Action Programme delivered a presentation on gender considerations in victim assistance. Several
      States parties also highlighted the importance of gender sensitivity in the context of victim assistance.
    


    
      On 19 May, the Conference on Disarmament held its second informal plenary meeting on women and disarmament on the
      initiative of the President of the Conference, Tehmina Janjua (Pakistan). Member States highlighted the
      importance of Security Council resolution 1325
      (2000) and subsequent resolutions on women, peace and security, including their full implementation. It was
      also noted that the Sustainable Development Goals, which established targets for gender equality and peace,
      afforded a framework for further promoting the relationship between gender and disarmament. Furthermore, States
      underlined the need to include women in decision-making processes and leadership positions not only for the
      empowerment of women but also to enhance the effectiveness of disarmament efforts. States took note of the
      different impacts of armed conflict, including the use of nuclear weapons, on women and men. The positive effect
      of the incorporation of a gender perspective into mine clearance, mine-risk education and victim assistance
      programmes was noted. Additionally, some States remarked that the Arms Trade Treaty22 represented a model of a legally binding instrument that included gender considerations.
    


    
      On 5 December, the General Assembly adopted by consensus resolution 71/56 on women, disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control. A vote was taken on the tenth
      preambular paragraph, in which the General Assembly recalled the entry into force of the Arms Trade Treaty and
      encouraged States parties to fully implement all the provisions of the Treaty, including the provisions on
      serious acts of gender-based violence and on violence against children. That paragraph was retained by 151 votes
      to none, with 25 abstentions. Tabled by Trinidad and Tobago, the resolution was similar to its
      predecessors.23 In the resolution, the General Assembly, inter
      alia, reaffirmed that the equal, full and effective participation of both women and men was one of the essential
      factors for the promotion and attainment of sustainable peace and security; recognized the valuable contribution
      of women to practical disarmament measures; and recognized that the role of women in disarmament,
      non-proliferation and arms control should be further developed. The resolution also included updates to reflect
      the 2015 review of the implementation of Security Council resolution 1325 (2000) on women, peace and security, as well as
      the 2015 adoption of the Sustainable Development Goals. Furthermore, the Assembly included new encouragement for
      States to seriously consider increasing funding for policies and programmes that take account of the differing
      impacts of illicit small arms and light weapons (SALW) on women, men, girls and boys.
    


    
      Gender and nuclear weapons
    


    
      The Permanent Mission of Ireland, in conjunction with the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
      (UNIDIR), held an event on the margins of the First Committee on 18 October regarding gender and nuclear weapons.
      The joint UNIDIR–International Law and Policy Institute study Gender, Development and Nuclear Weapons: Shared
      Goals, Shared Concerns24 informed the discussions. In the
      study, the authors argued that a gender perspective was useful in understanding the impact of, the discourse on
      and the actors dealing with nuclear weapons. They found that nuclear-weapon detonations affected women and men
      differently, including biologically; that applying a gender lens to nuclear-weapon discourse challenged the
      established pattern of power relations; and that women continued to be underrepresented in multilateral
      disarmament forums.
    


    
      On 5 December, the General Assembly again adopted a resolution on the ethical imperatives of a
      nuclear-weapon-free world (71/55), the first one having
      been adopted in 2015.25 In the resolution, the Assembly again
      declared that greater attention must be given to the impact of nuclear-weapon detonations on women and the
      importance of the participation of women in discussions, decisions and actions on nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Gender and conventional weapons
    


    
      In the outcome document26 of the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States
      to Consider the Implementation of the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in
      Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects, held from 6 to 10 June, States undertook to account for the
      differing impacts of illicit SALW weapons on women, men, girls and boys in policies and programmes designed to
      combat the illicit trade in SALW; promote the meaningful participation and representation of women in
      policymaking, planning and implementation processes related to the Programme of Action; encourage the collection
      of disaggregated data on gender and the illicit trade in SALW; and seriously consider increasing funding for
      policies and programmes that take account of the differing impacts of illicit SALW on women, men, girls and boys.
    


    
      In his 2016 report27 to the Security Council on women, peace and
      security issued on 29 September, the Secretary-General welcomed the increased commitment to addressing the
      destabilizing impact of the illicit transfer, accumulation and misuse of SALW, including its negative impact on
      women and girls. In his 2016 report28 to the General Assembly on
      the illicit trade in SALW in all its aspects issued on 4 October, the Secretary-General noted, in the context of
      a recommendation on the mitigation of armed violence and crime, that women’s groups can be powerful actors in
      monitoring peace agreements if given the access and support to do so.
    


    
      During the First Committee’s thematic debate on other disarmament measures and international security, several
      States emphasized the need to make greater progress on mainstreaming gender perspectives in disarmament, arms
      control and non-proliferation policies and programmes to ensure the participation of women in decision-making
      processes. Gender considerations were also raised during the debate on conventional weapons. Several Member
      States expressed their support for the active participation of women in disarmament and arms control discussions,
      including on the prevention of the illicit trade in SALW.
    


    
      UNODA regional centres
    


    
      The United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the Caribbean
      continued to implement the United Nations General Assembly resolution 65/69 of 8 December 2010 on women, disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control, mainly
      through the consistent promotion of involvement by women in its disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation
      initiatives. Owing to such efforts, the average female participation in its 2016 activities increased to 31 per
      cent. In 2016, the Regional Centre also sustained its efforts to include gender issues as a theme in the design
      and implementation of its projects.
    


    
      As part of the Global Week of Action against Gun Violence from 1 to 8 May, the Centre launched its second
      study29 on reported cases of violence from stray bullets in Latin
      America and the Caribbean in 2014 and 2015. The study, which relied on local media reports, included an analysis
      of the disproportionate impact that such violence has had on women and children. Separately, as part of its
      contribution to the multi-agency United Nations joint programme entitled “Strengthening Human Security and
      Community Resilience by Fostering Peaceful Coexistence in Peru”, the Regional Centre implemented a series of
      community-based activities related to armed violence reduction and policies on small arms and ammunition control.
      These activities, which reached more than 1,400 people, addressed how gender considerations must be taken into
      account to ensure effective public policies.
    


    
      The United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa continued mainstreaming gender in the
      formulation and implementation of projects and activities, including throughout the implementation of the project
      entitled “Physical Security and Stockpile Management Activities to Reduce the Risk of Illicit Trade in SALW and
      their Ammunition in the Sahel Region”. The project covered six countries—Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania,
      the Niger and Nigeria—and aimed to support peace and stability in the region by enhancing the capacities of
      States to secure and control government-held stockpiles.
    


    
      In traditional Sahel communities, men have traditionally been cast in the role of protectors with responsibility
      for the security of their communities. In modern times, this custom has been evident in the State security
      architecture, with the result that practically every State security agency, including the military and police, is
      dominated by men. However, growing numbers of women, girls and boys have become directly or indirectly involved
      in an increasingly complex web of regional security challenges, either as actors in the diversion of arms into
      the illicit market or as perpetrators or victims of violence. The lack of involvement by women in formal State or
      community security management structures has therefore posed a significant gap in the effective operation of the
      systems.
    


    
      Recognizing this challenge, the Sahel project on physical security and stockpile management adopted a strategy
      with gender considerations at its core, ensuring that the rights of women, girls and boys were respected,
      protected and taken into account in every step of implementation. In practical terms, this mainstreaming effort
      translated into systematically analysing the different impacts of project activities on men and women for the
      purpose of taking proactive steps to mitigate any negative consequences; ensuring that activities benefiting
      countries included both women and men as beneficiaries of training, assistance, capacity-building, advice or
      other project outputs; systematically ensuring the equitable participation of women in project activities, such
      as national and regional consultations; promoting the participation of civil society groups in project activities
      at the national level; ensuring that project staffing was sensitive to gender diversity; ensuring that
      implementing partners integrated gender mainstreaming into their programming; and integrating gender
      mainstreaming into project monitoring and evaluation.
    


    
      In addition, the Regional Centre encouraged African Governments and civil society organizations, including
      through training and outreach, to increase female representation at all decision-making levels in support of the
      disarmament agenda. In 2016, the Centre trained, mobilized or sponsored around 100 women participants in
      activities relating to arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation.
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific organized and
      conducted three national and two subregional events to assist States in building capacity to better control SALW
      and implement the Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons and the Arms Trade Treaty. As part of these
      five events, the Regional Centre invited experts who emphasized that stronger control of SALW would contribute to
      reducing illicit flows of arms, and thus, inter alia, alleviate its negative impact on women and children,
      particularly by reducing the level of gun violence against them. In addition, the Centre also promoted a gender
      perspective in all its activities by ensuring the highest possible female participation at its events and by
      selecting female experts whenever possible.
    


    
      UNODA Vienna Office
    


    
      In 2016, the UNODA Vienna Office continued to promote disarmament and non-proliferation education, partnering
      with 28 institutions to address the current gender imbalance in these fields and in the related fields of peace
      and development. Their activities included the implementation of the Women Scholarship for Peace programme, which
      provided scholarships for 170 early-career female professionals from the Global South (Africa, Asia and the
      Pacific, the Middle East and Latin America and the Caribbean). Women Scholarship for Peace grants aimed to boost
      knowledge among women concerning the aforementioned fields and to give them access, through a job fair, to
      information on relevant career opportunities worldwide.
    


    
      Gender and peacekeeping
    


    
      Mine action
    


    
      The United Nations Mine Action Service ensured that the United Nations Gender Guidelines for Mine Action
      Programmes were implemented throughout its activities, encouraging affected States to collect data disaggregated
      by sex and age while also facilitating gender mainstreaming in activities and processes related to mine action.
      According to the monitoring and evaluation mechanism for the Strategy of the United Nations on Mine Action
      2013-2018,30 field programmes reported that integration of
      gender-sensitive approaches when conducting assessments rose from 72 per cent in 2015 to 77 per cent in 2016; in
      particular, the proportion of programmes that consistently ensured gender balance among interviewers conducting
      surveys and data collection activities increased from 27 per cent to 47 per cent.31
    


    
      In addition, the Mine Action Service continued to train and employ over 400 women globally as deminers, explosive
      ordnance disposal experts or mine-risk education officers. In Libya, it held three awareness-raising workshops on
      the dangers of SALW to 12 Libyan women as part of a gender-based project on SALW awareness and control for
      community resilience. The women received training to educate their local communities on SALW risk awareness and
      risk reduction, including with strategies to recognize and respond to threats from illicit weapons. By
      participating in mine action activities, women were becoming active agents of peace in their countries and
      directly contributing to the protection of civilians and peacebuilding.
    


    
      Disarmament, demobilization and reintegration
    


    
      In 2016, women represented from 2 to 10 per cent of demobilized combatants.32 Up to 55 per cent of the direct beneficiaries of community violence reduction programmes
      were women.33 Increased female participation was achieved by, for
      example, establishing a 30 per cent minimum gender quota for all project proposals on community violence
      reduction in the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti and by promoting 50 per cent female participation
      in most community stabilization projects in the African Union-United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur. In
      addition, an average of 13 per cent of disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) programmatic funding
      was allocated to activities targeting women and girls. In the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated
      Stabilization Mission in Mali, 7 of 44 projects on community violence reduction targeted women exclusively,
      contributing to empowerment through income-generating activities, such as farming, animal husbandry and grinding
      mills. Such an approach mobilized support of women for the implementation of the DDR process. Efforts to target
      women were also applied before the start of such processes. The United Nations Multidimensional Integrated
      Stabilization Mission in the Central African Republic, in partnership with the United Nations Entity for Gender
      Equality and the Empowerment of Women (UN-Women), launched a gender and DDR assessment to inform the
      implementation of the new national DDR programme.
    


    
      UN-Women
    


    
      In 2016, UN-Women was an active member of the Inter-Agency Working Group on Disarmament, Demobilization and
      Reintegration and contributed to the mapping exercise of gaps in existing guidance on DDR, including the
      Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards.
    


    
      Although the Standards contain specific guidance on gender-responsive DDR, many DDR programmes still fall short
      in gender-responsive planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation, and they fail to fully ensure
      participation by women or adequately address their rights, needs, capacities and perspectives in disarmament
      processes. UN-Women continued to address such gaps and, in 2016, committed to undertake in 2017 a review of
      guidance provided by the Standards and analysis of gender-responsive reintegration in changing contexts.
    


    
      In 2016, UN-Women advocated for a strong gender lens to be systematically applied in mission planning for
      disarmament, with dedicated funding, gender expertise and regular reporting on gender-responsive disarmament in
      mission reports and briefings to the Security Council. It also advocated for the strong participation of women in
      disarmament negotiations and decision-making bodies.
    


    
      Terrorism and disarmament
    


    
      On 5 December, the General Assembly adopted without a vote resolution 71/38 on measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction. The
      resolution was similar to its predecessors, with updates to reflect recent developments such as the fourth
      Nuclear Security Summit and the entry into force of amendments to the Convention on the Physical Protection of
      Nuclear Material. The General Assembly also adopted without a vote resolution 71/66 on preventing the acquisition by terrorists of
      radioactive sources, following a resolution on the topic adopted by the sixty-fifth General Assembly in 2010. A
      number of elements were added to the new resolution, including encouragement for Member States to undertake the
      following: to work with the International Atomic Energy Agency to enhance the non-legally binding international
      framework for radioactive sources, especially on the safe and secure management of disused sources; to
      participate in the Agency’s Incident and Trafficking Database programme on a voluntary basis; and to provide
      support for scientific research to develop appropriate technologies to further improve the security of
      radioactive materials or sources. Furthermore, the General Assembly noted in the resolution that Security Council
      resolutions 1540 (2004)34 and 1977
      (2011) constituted contributions to the protection against terrorism using such materials.
    


    
      In 2016, UNODA continued to maintain the roster of experts and laboratories provided by Member States under the
      Secretary-General’s Mechanism for Investigation of Alleged Use of Chemical and Biological Weapons. Under the
      Mechanism, the Secretary-General can call upon the experts to carry out fact-finding activities to investigate
      reports of the alleged use of chemical and biological weapons, including by non-State actors. (For more
      information on the Secretary-General’s Mechanism, see chapter II).
    


    
      The link between conventional arms and terrorist acts remained another source of concern for the international
      community throughout 2016. At the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the United Nations Programme of Action on
      SALW in June, States addressed a range of terrorism-related matters in the context of the illicit trade in SALW.
      In this regard, States recognized the importance of preventing, combating and eradicating the illicit use of SALW
      for terrorism and transnational organized crime.35 States also
      acknowledged the importance of addressing the root causes of such crimes in combating the illicit trade in SALW
      and called for enhanced international cooperation in combating the illicit trade of such weapons linked to
      transnational organized crime and terrorism, including through the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and
      the counter-terrorism mechanisms of the United Nations. (For more information on SALW, see chapter III.)
    


    
      The increased use of improvised explosive devices by terrorist groups also continued to garner attention from the
      international community. On 5 December, the General Assembly adopted by consensus a second resolution (71/72) dedicated to countering the threat posed by such
      weapons. Recognizing that the devices have become a weapon of choice for use in terrorist activities, the General
      Assembly emphasized the importance of preventing violent extremism as and when conducive to terrorism, in
      particular at the local and community levels. (For more information on improvised explosive devices, see chapter
      III.)
    


    
      Work of the Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force
    


    
      In the context of heightened concerns about the threat of use of weapons of mass destruction by non-State actors
      for terrorism purposes, coupled with recent chemical weapons use and major natural disease outbreaks, the Working
      Group on Preventing and Responding to Weapons of Mass Destruction Attacks of the United Nations Counter-Terrorism
      Implementation Task Force continued its work to improve the coordination and cooperation capabilities of the
      international community to assist States in responding to an attack with chemical or biological weapons.
    


    
      An ongoing project of the Task Force, entitled “Ensuring Effective Inter-Agency Interoperability and Coordinated
      Communication in Case of Chemical and/or Biological Attacks”, directly addresses a call by the General Assembly,
      through the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy,36 to
      improve coordination in planning a response to a terrorist attack using nuclear, chemical, biological and
      radiological weapons or materials. In particular, the Assembly called for reviewing and improving the
      effectiveness of the existing inter-agency coordination mechanisms for assistance delivery, relief operations and
      victim support, so that all States could receive adequate assistance. Eighteen United Nations agencies and
      offices,37 as well as other international organizations with
      relevant mandates, have been participating in the project, which has been co-chaired by the International Atomic
      Energy Agency and the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW).
    


    
      In 2016, the first phase of the project was completed with funds from the United Nations Counter-Terrorism
      Centre. This phase included the development of a comprehensive analysis of challenges and opportunities in
      inter-agency coordination on chemical or biological emergencies, as well as some operational tools and
      recommendations. The second phase of the project commenced in 2016, with preparations for an inter-agency
      table-top exercise to be held in early 2017 at the headquarters of the OPCW. The aim of the exercise was to
      simulate inter-agency coordination of response activities and communication in helping a State to respond to an
      emergency scenario of a terrorist attack with chemical and biological weapons.
    


    
      Contribution of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons to global counter-terrorism
      efforts
    


    
      The full and effective implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention38 remained central to the efforts of the OPCW to support global counter-terrorism efforts.
    


    
      Throughout 2016, the OPCW Open-Ended Working Group on Terrorism and its Sub-Working Group on non-State actors,
      which is more technically oriented, highlighted a number of areas in which the OPCW could work productively to
      advance its contribution to global counter-terrorism efforts. States parties and their experts, as well as the
      chemical industry and international and regional organizations, all remained actively engaged in these forums.
    


    
      The Working Group and the Sub-Working Group focused much of their attention on the topic of the legal
      accountability of non-State actors under the purview of the Convention. The adoption of national legislation by
      States parties, as required by article VII, has always been an important aspect of the Convention, and it is
      clear that such legislation has a vital role in addressing the threat from non-State actors, including
      terrorists. Specifically, criminalizing the conduct of activities prohibited by the Convention, such as
      stockpiling, developing or acquiring a chemical weapon, is necessary in precluding the potential use of such
      weapons. Given the transnational nature of the terrorist threat, it is important that such legislation is in
      place and effective in all 192 States parties. To support States parties to this end, the OPCW Technical
      Secretariat continued helping them to develop, draft and improve their respective national legislation. The
      efforts of the OPCW in this regard were wide-ranging and included increasing awareness of the need for such
      legislation, sharing practices and lessons learned by States parties and providing direct assistance in
      developing capacity for legal drafting and reviewing draft legislation upon request.
    


    
      The Groups also addressed the contribution of the OPCW to enhancing global chemical security in all stages of the
      chemical life cycle, including research and development, manufacture, transport in the supply chain, and storage
      and disposal of toxic chemical waste. Without adequate security measures, toxic industrial chemicals are easier
      to acquire than “traditional” chemical warfare agents. In addition, chemical facilities or chemicals in transit
      could become targets for attacks designed to cause the release of toxic material. The OPCW Chemical Safety and
      Security Programme, established in 2009 within the Technical Secretariat, continued to support States parties in
      this regard. Meanwhile, new discussions turned to the potential for the Technical Secretariat to enhance its role
      in promoting global chemical security. In addition, the OPCW continued to conduct specific training for customs
      authorities in partnership with the World Customs Organization, in light of the importance of customs officials
      in monitoring chemical trade and preventing illicit transfers.
    


    
      Enhancing the ability to respond to the hostile use of a toxic chemical was also a priority for the OPCW in 2016.
      Underscoring its role in the area of response, the OPCW continued its fact-finding activities regarding
      allegations of the use of toxic chemicals as weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic, including those reported
      incidents attributed to non-State actors. Furthermore, its technical assistance visits undertaken in Iraq
      confirmed the use of sulfur mustard by a non-State actor. Drawing from this experience and in order to improve
      its ability to provide emergency assistance, the OPCW Technical Secretariat established a Rapid Response and
      Assistance Mission (RRAM). To assist States parties dealing with the use of toxic chemicals by non-State actors,
      including terrorists, the RRAM can deploy on short notice. The Technical Secretariat also continued to support
      States parties by conducting various capacity-building activities aimed at enhancing assistance and protection
      capabilities against the use or threat of use of chemical weapons, including national and regional courses in
      emergency response. Building on the long-standing cooperation between the OPCW and the Security Council Committee
      established pursuant to resolution 1540 (2004),
      the OPCW supported a comprehensive review by the Committee that took place throughout 2016. As the Chemical
      Weapons Convention and Security Council resolution 1540 (2004) have a number of areas of common focus, such as national legislation, chemical security
      and customs and border control, the Technical Secretariat and the Committee’s Group of Experts continued to
      attend each other’s events to strengthen awareness among States of their relevant obligations and to offer
      practical assistance.
    


    
      Observance of environmental norms in the drafting and implementation of agreements on disarmament and
      arms control
    


    
      Emphasizing the importance of the observance of environmental norms in the preparation and implementation of
      disarmament and arms limitation agreements and mindful of the detrimental environmental effects of the use of
      nuclear weapons, the General Assembly adopted without a vote resolution 71/60 of 5 December 2016, entitled “Observance of environmental norms in the drafting and
      implementation of agreements on disarmament and arms control”.
    


    
      In the resolution, the General Assembly called upon States to pursue unilateral, bilateral and multilateral
      measures to ensure the application of scientific and technological progress in international security,
      disarmament and other related spheres without detriment to the environment or to attaining sustainable
      development. The Assembly also invited Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General the measures they
      had adopted to promote objectives envisaged in its language, and requested that he submit a report containing
      that information to the General Assembly at its seventy-second session. For the seventy-first session, replies
      from eight Governments were contained in the Secretary-General’s report submitted pursuant to resolution 70/30 of 7 December 2015.39
    


    
      Relationship between disarmament and development
    


    
      The annual General Assembly resolution on the relationship between disarmament and development (71/62), tabled by Indonesia on behalf of the members of the
      Non-Aligned Movement and adopted by consensus on 5 December, repeated the call of the previous resolutions for
      Member States to make greater efforts to integrate disarmament, humanitarian and development activities. It also
      urged the international community to devote part of the resources made available by the implementation of
      disarmament and arms limitation agreements to economic and social development, and invited Member States to
      provide the Secretary-General with information regarding measures and efforts being undertaken to this effect.
      Accordingly, UNODA sent a note verbale in February to all Member States calling for the submission of information
      by 29 April. The relevant report of the Secretary-General and its addendum included information submitted by the
      European Union and nine States.40
    


    
      Effects of the use of armaments and ammunitions containing depleted uranium
    


    
      At its seventy-first session, the General Assembly adopted, for the sixth time, a resolution entitled “Effects of
      the use of armaments and ammunitions containing depleted uranium” (71/70). The Assembly first addressed the matter of armaments and ammunitions containing
      depleted uranium through resolution 62/30 of 5 December
      2007, and it has taken up the issue since 2008 on a biennial basis. Member States of the Non-Aligned Movement
      have traditionally sponsored the resulting resolutions. At its seventy-first session, the General Assembly
      encouraged Member States to provide assistance to countries affected by the use of such arms, in particular by
      identifying and managing contaminated sites and material, reaffirming language that had been adopted in a
      previous iteration of the resolution (69/57 of 2
      December 2014).
    


    
      In July 2016, the Secretary-General issued the latest version of a report41 reflecting information submitted by Member States and relevant international organizations,
      which the General Assembly has traditionally requested through the biennial resolution on arms and ammunition
      containing depleted uranium. The new report included information provided by the World Health Organization, the
      United Nations Environment Programme and the International Atomic Energy Agency, as well as inputs from nine
      Governments.42 Notably, the United Nations Environment Programme
      referenced the ongoing work of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation in
      conducting a comprehensive review of the latest information in the scientific literature on the effects on humans
      of internal exposure due to inhalation or ingestion of uranium. At its sixty-third session from 27 June to 1
      July, the Committee noted in its final report43 the concern
      expressed over exposures of military personnel and members of the public to depleted uranium. The report also
      stated that the Committee had considered studies on the health effects of depleted uranium used in munitions for
      military applications, and that no clinically significant pathologies related to exposure from depleted uranium
      were found in military personnel or members of the public.
    


    
      Promotion of multilateralism in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation
    


    
      As in previous years, the General Assembly called upon all Member States to renew and fulfil their individual and
      collective commitments to multilateral cooperation as an important means of pursuing and achieving their common
      objectives in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation.
    


    
      In resolution 71/61 of 5 December 2016, the General
      Assembly requested the Secretary-General to seek the views of Member States on the issue of the promotion of
      multilateralism in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation and to submit a report on the matter to the
      Assembly at its seventy-second session. Pursuant to resolution 70/31 of 7 December 2015, the Secretary-General submitted the most recent such report to the
      seventy-first session with replies from nine Governments.44
    


    
      Preventing and combating illicit brokering activities
    


    
      Recognizing the need for Member States to prevent and combat illicit brokering activities—covering not only
      conventional arms but also materials, equipment and technology that could contribute to the proliferation of
      weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery—the General Assembly passed resolution 71/36 on 5 December and encouraged those States to fully
      implement relevant international treaties, instruments and resolutions to prevent and combat such activities.
    


    
      Role of science and technology in the context of international security and disarmament
    


    
      By its decision 71/514 of 5 December, the General
      Assembly decided without a vote to include in the provisional agenda of its seventy-second session the item
      entitled “Role of science and technology in the context of international security and disarmament”.
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      CHAPTER VI
    


    
      Disarmament machinery
    


    
      
        [Past disarmament achievements] were made possible because of the collective commitment of all States to
        the cause of complete and irreversible disarmament. I hope the same spirit will guide us through the
        deliberations of this year's First Committee.
      


      
        KIM WON-SOO, UNITED NATIONS HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR
        DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      MEMBER STATES RENEWED THEIR EFFORTS to revitalize the
      multilateral disarmament machinery in 2016, even as the international security environment deteriorated markedly
      with growing tensions between the largest nuclear-weapon States, further ballistic-missile and nuclear tests by
      the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, use of chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic and continuing
      threats of terrorism. Although the stalemate of the Conference on Disarmament continued through 2016, a number of
      participants offered new proposals for a programme of work with a view to commencing substantive work. Meanwhile,
      the First Committee of the General Assembly decided to convene in 2017 a United Nations conference to negotiate a
      legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards their total elimination. The Disarmament
      Commission explored the possibility of adding transparency and confidence-building in outer space activities as a
      third agenda item during the three-year cycle ending in 2017, although there was no consensus on the proposal.
    


    
      In 2016, participation of Member States in the work of the First Committee increased. During the main part of its
      seventy-first session, the Committee held 26 formal meetings to consider the 20 agenda items allocated to it. A
      total of 118 delegations made statements during the general debate segment, six more than in 2015; participants
      delivered 302 statements during the thematic discussion segment, 29 more than during the prior year; and the
      Committee adopted 69 draft resolutions and decisions during the action phase, 12 more than in its previous
      session. The body adopted 34 of its draft resolutions and decisions in 2016 by a recorded vote, with 29 separate
      votes requested for the retention of specific paragraphs.
    


    
      While Member States engaged more actively in the work of the First Committee in 2016, tensions between a number
      of States rose to the surface during the proceedings. Sources of the friction included discrepancies over the
      suspension of bilateral arrangements for fissile-material stewardship, difficult international security
      conditions and various geopolitical disputes. In addition, deep divisions over the negotiation of a treaty to
      prohibit nuclear weapons became strikingly palpable in the course of deliberations on nuclear issues,
      particularly during the action phase, when the Committee decided, in a discordant vote, to convene in 2017 a
      United Nations conference to negotiate such a treaty.
    


    
      Nonetheless, the First Committee approved a number of new measures. In addition to the negotiations to prohibit
      nuclear weapons, the Committee established a high-level expert preparatory group on a fissile material cut-off
      treaty and a group of governmental experts to consider the role of verification in advancing nuclear disarmament.
      There was also considerable support for a gender-sensitive approach to peace and security and, more specifically,
      to disarmament.
    


    
      The Conference on Disarmament did not agree on a programme of work in 2016 and was thus unable to start
      negotiations on a multilateral disarmament treaty. However, participants increased their activity aimed at
      commencing negotiations in the Conference by holding extensive consultations and in-depth discussions on five
      proposals for a programme of work, three of which were issued as formal documents of the Conference. Although
      none of the proposals were adopted, each represented a serious attempt to resume substantive work in the
      Conference. Notably, some of the proposals addressed single issues—such as a fissile material treaty, nuclear
      disarmament or a convention for the suppression of acts of chemical terrorism—rather than equally addressing four
      core issues: nuclear disarmament, a fissile material cut-off treaty, negative security assurances and the
      prevention of an arms race in outer space.
    


    
      Separately, the United Nations Disarmament Commission was not expected to agree on recommendations to the General
      Assembly at the end of its annual substantive session, as 2016 was the second year of its three-year cycle.
      However, the Chairs of its two working groups drafted for ongoing consideration a number of pertinent texts that
      were considered a solid basis for further deliberations. During its 2016 substantive session, the Commission also
      discussed the proposal to address a third agenda item: transparency and confidence-building measures in outer
      space activities. Subsequently, the Chair of the Commission held intersessional consultations on the proposal,
      which led the General Assembly to encourage the Commission to hold an informal discussion on the subject during
      its substantive session in 2017.2
    


    
      Furthermore, a number of significant activities mandated by the General Assembly at its 2015 session contributed
      to efforts by the First Committee to advance the disarmament agenda. In Geneva, the Open-ended Working Group
      taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations, which the General Assembly established by
      resolution 70/33 of 7 December 2015, held structured
      and substantive discussions in 2016 to address concrete legal measures and provisions and norms to attain and
      maintain a world without nuclear weapons. In its report,3 the
      Working Group recommended, inter alia, that the General Assembly convene a conference in 2017 to negotiate a
      legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards their total elimination. Subsequently,
      the General Assembly welcomed the report and decided to convene the recommended conference.
    


    
      In New York, the Open-ended Working Group on the fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to
      disarmament held its first and second substantive sessions from 28 March to 1 April and from 11 to 15 July,
      respectively, which created a positive atmosphere for the 2016 session of the Disarmament Commission and the work
      of the Open-ended Working Group taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations. On 31 August, the
      President of the General Assembly, Mogens Lykketoft (Denmark), conducted an informal meeting of the Assembly in
      New York to observe the International Day against Nuclear Tests.4
      In addition, pursuant to its resolution 70/34 of 7
      December 2015, the General Assembly convened a high-level plenary meeting on 26 September 2016 to commemorate and
      promote the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons.5
    


    
      The Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters held its sixty-fifth session in Geneva from 27 to
      29 January and its sixty-sixth session in New York from 29 June to 1 July. The Board addressed three issues:
    


    
      (a) the challenges facing the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its review process, with a
      particular focus on the Middle East;
    


    
      (b) the relationship between sustainable development, security and arms control; and (c) the emerging nexus
      between chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear threats, cybersecurity and terrorism. The Board
      recommended that the Secretary-General take the initiative in facilitating ratification of the Comprehensive
      Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty6 with a view to accelerating its entry into
      force and suggested that he highlight the issue of the potential threat of terrorists using cyber-related means.
      The Board also continued its oversight of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, which continued
      to fulfil its mandate by providing fact-based analysis and fresh perspectives and by addressing emerging issues
      with a view to facilitating advances in multilateral disarmament. In particular, the Institute organized three
      expert workshops in Geneva on international cybersecurity in cooperation with the Center for Strategic and
      International Studies in Washington, DC.
    


    
      First Committee of the General Assembly
    


    
      The First Committee held its seventy-first session from 3 October to 2 November, engaging in a range of issues in
      the field of disarmament and international security. In particular, the Committee focused on making progress in
      nuclear disarmament and on the need for action on emerging threats, such as those in the areas of cybersecurity
      and lethal autonomous weapons systems.
    


    
      The Committee heard statements7 from 118 delegations during its
      general debate and 302 interventions8 during its thematic
      discussions. Under its Chair, Sabri Boukadoum (Algeria), the Committee devoted 8 meetings for a general debate,
      12 for thematic discussions and 6 for action on draft resolutions and decisions.9 In general, there was widespread condemnation of the fifth nuclear-weapon test by the
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in September and of the confirmed use of chemical weapons in the Syrian
      Arab Republic. A key development during the session was the decision of the General Assembly to convene in 2017 a
      United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards
      their total elimination.10 The decision to begin negotiations on
      such an instrument was built on the work of the Geneva-based Open-ended Working Group taking forward multilateral
      nuclear disarmament negotiations, which was established at the seventieth session of the General Assembly by
      adoption of resolution 70/33. (For more information on
      the Working Group, see chapter I.)
    


    
      Other highlights of the session included a number of divergent views on the annual resolution devoted to the
      Chemical Weapons Convention11 (71/69) in light of the confirmed use of chemical weapons in the
      Syrian Arab Republic. Several States drew attention to the conclusions drawn by the Organisation for the
      Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)-United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism, which the Security Council
      established in 2015 to attribute responsibility for confirmed use of chemical weapons. Opposing perspectives were
      expressed regarding the conclusions of the Mechanism, including on the issue of how such conclusions should be
      reflected in the relevant resolution. (For more information on the Mechanism, see chapter II.)
    


    
      In addition, the Assembly requested the Secretary-General to establish a high-level expert preparatory group made
      up of representatives of 25 States, which would meet in 2017 and 2018 to make recommendations on substantial
      elements of a future fissile material cut-off treaty.
    


    
      As in previous years, the thematic debate addressed the following seven clusters: nuclear weapons, other weapons
      of mass destruction, outer space (disarmament aspects), conventional weapons, other disarmament measures and
      international security, regional disarmament and security, and disarmament machinery. Also in line with past
      practice, the Committee held a panel discussion with the United Nations High Representative for Disarmament
      Affairs, Kim Won-soo, and other high-level officials in the field of arms control and disarmament, including
      those of the International Atomic Energy Agency, the OPCW, the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive
      Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization and the Conference on Disarmament. Among other highlights, several of the
      panellists underscored the importance of increasing efforts in the area of nuclear security to enhance terrorism
      preparedness. They also expressed concern over the continued paralysis in the Conference on Disarmament in the
      face of growing international security threats.
    


    
      As in previous sessions, representatives of civil society made presentations in an informal session of the
      Committee. Delegates from various organizations, international networks and coalitions offered commentary on
      specific weapon systems that included nuclear, depleted-uranium and explosive weapons, as well as armed drones
      and incendiary weapons. Thematic statements were also made on gender and disarmament, disarmament education and
      the relationship between disarmament and the Sustainable Development Goals.
    


    
      The Committee held its traditional exchanges with the directors of the three regional centres of the United
      Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs: the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa,
      the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the Caribbean, and
      the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific. On the occasion of the
      thirtieth anniversary of the establishment of the three regional centres, States expressed appreciation for their
      work, in particular their contribution to capacity-building in their respective regions and subregions.
    


    
      During its thematic debate on disarmament machinery, the Committee convened a panel discussion with the President
      of the final part of the 2016 session of the Conference on Disarmament, the Chair of the United Nations
      Disarmament Commission, the Chair of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters and the Director of the United
      Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. The Director of the Institute underscored the more stable
      institutional and administrative footing his organization had obtained following actions taken by the Assembly at
      the seventieth session,12 including the establishment of its
      Stability Fund. Separately, the Chair of the Open-ended Working Group on a fourth special session of the General
      Assembly devoted to disarmament briefed the Committee on the discussions during the group’s first two substantive
      sessions, held in April and July (for more information, see the separate section on the Working Group in this
      chapter).
    


    
      On 5 December, the General Assembly adopted 67 draft resolutions and decisions received from the First Committee,
      excluding two draft resolutions that needed to be reviewed for budget implications. The resolutions entitled
      “Taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations” (71/258) and “Treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
      explosive devices” (71/259) were adopted on 23
      December, following a budgetary review by the Fifth Committee (see also below). The following sections provide
      overviews of the key substantive discussions during the First Committee session. For the summaries of Member
      States’ general statements and explanations of vote on the resolutions and decisions put forward by the First
      Committee, see appendix III.13
    


    
      Nuclear weapons
    


    
      Against the backdrop of the unsuccessful 2015 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
      Weapons,14 the ongoing paralysis in the United Nations disarmament
      machinery and a deepening sense of division between nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States, nuclear
      disarmament continued to be a primary focus of the First Committee in 2016. The most critical development in the
      area of nuclear disarmament was the adoption on 23 December of resolution 71/258, by which the General Assembly decided to convene in
      2017 a United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading
      towards their total elimination. The Assembly decided that the conference would meet for two sessions in 2017 in
      New York to negotiate the instrument. Previously, the First Committee had adopted the draft15 of the resolution by a recorded vote of 123 to 38, with 16 abstentions.
      France, the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom and the United States strongly opposed the resolution, calling
      it harmful to an inclusive and step-by-step approach to nuclear disarmament. They also expressed concern that the
      negotiations would not be subject to strict consensus decision-making, but instead would operate according to the
      rules of procedure of the General Assembly. Other States possessing nuclear weapons—China, India and
      Pakistan—abstained, while the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea voted in favour. Nuclear-aligned States
      generally voted against the resolution, with the exception of the Netherlands.
    


    
      Other noteworthy resolutions in the area of nuclear weapons included resolution 71/259 of 23 December, entitled “Treaty banning the production
      of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices”, in which the General Assembly
      requested the Secretary-General to establish a high-level expert preparatory group to meet in 2017 and 2018 to
      recommend elements of a future treaty. Casting a negative vote against the resolution, Pakistan reaffirmed its
      opposition to a fissile material cut-off treaty and to the report of the previous Group of Governmental Experts
      contained in A/70/81. In addition, at the initiative of
      Norway, the Assembly adopted a new resolution entitled “Nuclear disarmament verification” (71/67), requesting the Secretary-General to seek the views of
      Member States on the development and strengthening of practical and effective nuclear disarmament verification
      measures and on the importance of such measures in achieving and maintaining a world without nuclear weapons, as
      well as to establish a group of governmental experts of up to 25 participants to consider the role of
      verification in advancing nuclear disarmament. The group will meet in Geneva in 2018 and 2019.
    


    
      The United States and the Russian Federation expressed contrasting views during the First Committee amid the news
      of the Russian Federation’s decision to suspend implementation of the Plutonium Management and Disposition
      Agreement of 2000.16 Explaining its rationale for suspending the
      nuclear agreement, the Russian Federation cited a “drastic change in circumstances” among other reasons for its
      decision. The United States rejected the reasoning and stated that the Russian Federation had refused to engage
      in consultations on the matter.
    


    
      Other weapons of mass destruction
    


    
      As was the case during the seventieth First Committee session, discussions during the cluster on other weapons of
      mass destruction focused on ongoing allegations of use and instances of confirmed use of chemical weapons in the
      Syrian Arab Republic. Many States welcomed the work of the OPCW-United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism and
      underscored the conclusions contained in its third report17 that
      the Syrian Armed Forces were responsible for the use of modified industrial chlorine in two cases. Several
      delegations also drew attention to the conclusion that the Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant was responsible
      for the use of sulfur mustard and called for the Security Council to take appropriate measures to hold the
      perpetrators accountable. In various rights of reply, the Syrian delegation argued that the report of the
      Mechanism failed to provide credible proof, such as certified medical records, in drawing its conclusions.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the annual resolution dedicated to implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention was once again
      subject to a vote owing to the ongoing divergence of views on how to reflect the situation in the Syrian Arab
      Republic in the text. Poland, the traditional sponsor of the resolution, underscored that the draft under
      consideration had been negotiated in an open and transparent manner, despite the ongoing challenges related to
      building a common understanding of the usage of chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic. A number of States,
      nonetheless, expressed concern over the “politicization” of the resolution and objected to the inclusion of the
      findings of the Mechanism.
    


    
      On the issue of biological weapons, the General Assembly adopted its traditional resolution on the implementation
      of the Biological Weapons Convention18 (71/87), in which it noted with appreciation the two meetings of
      the Preparatory Committee for the Eighth Review Conference held in April and August.19 Some States also expressed support for the negotiation of a legally binding verification
      protocol.
    


    
      Conventional weapons
    


    
      The First Committee adopted its traditional resolutions on small arms and light weapons as well as resolutions
      related to conventional weapons-related treaties and instruments, such as the Convention on Certain Conventional
      Weapons (71/84) and the Convention on Cluster Munitions
      (71/45). Financial issues were raised with regard to
      the upcoming Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties to the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention,20 later held from 28 November to 1 December in Santiago. In particular,
      several States noted the potential impact of the financial situation on achieving the goal of a mine-free world
      by 2025. With respect to the relevant resolution on the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention (71/34), Libya once again voted in favour of the resolution
      after having voted in favour for the first time in 2013. The resolution was adopted in the First Committee by 161
      votes to none, with 16 abstentions.
    


    
      In the context of debate on conventional weapons issues, many States emphasized the importance of the Sustainable
      Development Goals and welcomed the recognition therein of the inextricable link between peace and development.
      Specific support was expressed for Target 16.4, which calls for significant reductions in illicit arms flows by
      2030. In resolution 71/48, entitled “The illicit trade
      in small arms and light weapons in all its aspects”, the General Assembly welcomed the adoption of the 2030
      Agenda for Sustainable Development. Several States, in their respective interventions, welcomed the various
      references made to the Sustainable Development Goals in the outcome document21 of the Sixth Biennial Meeting of States on the Programme of Action on the illicit trade in
      small arms and light weapons. (For more information on the Biennial Meeting of States, see chapter III.)
    


    
      Several States continued to object to references to the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT)22 in conventional weapons-related resolutions, citing the “subjectivity” of the Treaty and its
      adoption by vote rather than consensus. In the annual resolution dedicated to the ATT (71/50), the General Assembly welcomed the administrative
      decisions taken by the Second Conference of States Parties in August, noting the establishment of ad hoc working
      groups on the issues of transparency and reporting and universalization. While welcoming the administrative
      progress made by the Conference of States Parties, several States called for a shift in focus from procedural to
      substantive matters.
    


    
      In addition, the Assembly adopted a resolution entitled “Countering the threat posed by improvised explosive
      devices” (71/72) for a second consecutive year. States
      generally welcomed the initiative of Afghanistan to address improvised explosive devices in a comprehensive
      manner through a General Assembly resolution approaching the issue from an international security perspective.
      Resolution 71/72 included several actionable elements
      from the report23 of the Secretary-General on improvised explosive
      devices, including support for States to hold open, informal consultations in 2017 in preparation for the
      subsequent session of the First Committee. In the resolution, the Assembly also called upon the United Nations
      Office for Disarmament Affairs to establish an information hub providing impartial, authoritative information
      relevant to addressing the issue of improvised explosive devices in a comprehensive manner, thus facilitating
      access to existing initiatives, policies and tools presenting good practices inside and outside the United
      Nations system, filling gaps where needed but avoiding duplication.
    


    
      Emerging technologies and other issues
    


    
      Regarding emerging technologies, several States continued to call for further action to address lethal autonomous
      weapons systems. In this regard, through resolution 71/84, the General Assembly noted with satisfaction the decision of the 2015 Meeting of the High
      Contracting Parties to the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons24 to convene in 2016 a five-day informal meeting of experts to discuss the questions related
      to emerging technologies in the area of lethal autonomous weapons systems, as well as its agreement by consensus
      on recommendations for further work to be considered by the Fifth Review Conference. (For more information on the
      Review Conference, see chapter III.) The Assembly also welcomed the informal discussions held from 11 to 15 April
      on the issue. On the matter of armed unmanned aerial vehicles, States called for greater transparency in the use
      and export of such systems and expressed support for the recommendation of the Group of Governmental Experts on
      the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms to revise category IV of the Register to explicitly include
      armed unmanned aerial vehicles.25
    


    
      Further to the ongoing work of the Group of Governmental Experts on Developments in the Field of Information and
      Telecommunications in the Context of International Security,26
      States expressed broad support for further work on establishing international norms on the use of cyberspace. The
      relevant resolution, “Developments in the field of information and telecommunications in the context of
      international security” (71/28), was subject to a vote
      rather than its usual consensus adoption due to one abstention. In the resolution, the General Assembly welcomed
      the work of the Group of Governmental Experts and requested that it continue to study, with a view to promoting
      common understandings, existing and potential threats in the sphere of information security and possible
      cooperative measures to address them. It also requested the group to consider how international law applies to
      the use of information and communications technologies by States.
    


    
      Several States noted the gender-related impact of nuclear weapons and called for the full participation of women
      in all disarmament discussions. In general, there was considerable support for a gender-sensitive approach to
      peace and security and, more specifically, to disarmament.27 In the
      context of the broader agenda of women, peace and security, there were also expressions of support for
      safeguarding the role of women in practical disarmament measures. Against this backdrop, several States noted
      Goal 5 of the Sustainable Development Goals, which is devoted to gender equality. In addition, Trinidad and
      Tobago submitted an updated version of the resolution “Women, disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control”
      (71/56), which was adopted in the First Committee by
      146 votes to none, with 24 abstentions. In the resolution, the General Assembly welcomed the adoption of the 2030
      Agenda for Sustainable Development, including the goals relevant to the promotion of women, disarmament,
      non-proliferation and arms control. Separate votes were required on paragraphs that referred to the
      implementation of the ATT and its provision relating to serious acts of gender-based violence.
    


    
      Conference on Disarmament
    


    
      At the opening of the 2016 session of the Conference on Disarmament, United Nations High Representative for
      Disarmament Affairs Kim Won-soo delivered a message28 on behalf of
      the Secretary-General, emphasizing the importance of reinvigorating disarmament and non-proliferation efforts. He
      said, “While this Conference has not been able to break its deadlock, States have made use of other forums to
      negotiate important new legal instruments.” The Secretary-General warned that without concrete action, the
      Conference on Disarmament risked becoming completely marginalized.
    


    
      The 2016 session,29 which began with the presidency of Peters Emuze
      (Nigeria) from 25 January to 21 February, was characterized by heightened activity on developing a programme of
      work that would allow the Conference to resume negotiations. Five proposals30 for a programme of work were submitted to the Conference for its consideration. Although the
      six Presidents of the session (Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Poland and Republic of Korea) worked tirelessly
      and held intensive consultations throughout the session to find commonly agreeable language for a programme of
      work, none of the proposals gained consensus.
    


    
      During the presidency of Steffen Kongstad (Norway) from 22 February to 20 March, the United Kingdom introduced a
      proposal31 at the 1376th plenary meeting for a programme of work
      for the 2016 session. The proposal suggested the creation of a working group and an associated programme of work
      for the duration of the session to identify, elaborate and recommend effective measures on nuclear disarmament,
      including legal provisions and other arrangements that contribute to and are required for the achievement and
      maintenance of a world without nuclear weapons. The plan indicated that such legal provisions could be
      established through various approaches, including a stand-alone instrument or a framework agreement. Despite the
      efforts of the President and intense discussions among the member States of the conference, the Conference could
      not agree to start substantive work on the basis of the proposal.
    


    
      The high-level segment was held from 29 February to 2 March, during which 16 ministers of foreign affairs and
      senior diplomats addressed the Conference on Disarmament.32 During
      his speech on 1 March, Sergey Lavrov, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, proposed the
      negotiation in the Conference of an international convention for the suppression of acts of chemical terrorism.
      The relevant proposal33 was formally submitted to the
      Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament on 3 March. Under the proposal, the Conference on Disarmament
      would have established a working group under agenda item 6, “comprehensive programme of disarmament”, and an
      associated schedule of work for the duration of the 2016 session to conduct negotiations with a view to
      elaborating basic elements of an international convention for the suppression of acts of chemical terrorism.
      Consultations on the proposal took place during the presidencies of Norway and Pakistan.
    


    
      Tehmina Janjua (Pakistan) was the third President of the 2016 session. During her term from 21 March to 1 April
      and from 16 to 29 May, she held consultations on the proposals for a programme of work submitted by member States
      in writing or orally during the plenary meetings. On 17 May, the Russian Federation orally modified its initial
      proposal34 for a programme of work to also include acts of
      biological terrorism.
    


    
      Syed Tariq Fatemi, the Special Assistant on Foreign Affairs to the Prime Minister of Pakistan, and Lassina Zerbo,
      the Executive Secretary of the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization,
      addressed the Conference at its 1386th plenary meeting at the invitation of the President.35 Also on the initiative of the President, an informal plenary meeting on
      women and disarmament took place on 19 May. At that meeting, the Conference heard presentations by Mia
      Gandenberger, the Programme Director of the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom in Geneva, and
      Salma Malik, Professor at Quaid-e-Azam University in Islamabad. Both speakers stressed the importance of
      inclusive participation in disarmament processes and noted that women could offer different perspectives on
      issues concerned.
    


    
      During his presidency from 30 May to 26 June, Luis Enrique Chávez Basagoitia (Peru) held consultations on the
      various proposals for a programme of work, as well as two plenary meetings to consider all items on the
      agenda36 of the Conference. On 14 June, under agenda items 1 to 4,
      delegations exchanged views on nuclear disarmament and related topics, as well as the prevention of an arms race
      in outer space.37 On 16 June, under agenda items 5 to 7,
      delegations exchanged views on new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of delivery, the
      prevention of an arms race in outer space, a comprehensive programme of disarmament and transparency in
      armaments.38
    


    
      Piotr Stachanczyk (Poland), who presided over the Conference from 27 June to 1 July and from 1 to 21 August,
      submitted a draft programme of work39 at the 1393rd plenary meeting
      for consideration. Despite consultations and successive modifications to this proposal, the body did not reach
      consensus on it. At the same meeting, at the invitation of the President, the High Representative for Disarmament
      Affairs addressed the Conference. In his remarks,40 he reminded the
      Conference that it “must rise to the challenge if it is to preserve its unique status as the single standing
      negotiating body on disarmament”.
    


    
      On the initiative of the President, an informal plenary meeting on the main international challenges to
      international disarmament took place on 9 August. Togzhan Kassenova of the Carnegie Endowment for International
      Peace and Lukasz Kulesa of the European Leadership Network provided introductory presentations, in which they
      shared their perspectives on the main challenges related to disarmament, particularly to nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      Kim In-chul (Republic of Korea) presided over the Conference from 22 August to 16 September. At the 1400th
      plenary meeting on 6 September, the report41 of the Conference on
      Disarmament to the seventy-first session of the General Assembly was adopted. The final plenary meeting of the
      session took place on 13 September.
    


    
      Informal Civil Society Forum
    


    
      On 22 June, the Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament and Personal Representative of the United
      Nations Secretary-General to the Conference, Michael Møller, hosted the second Informal Civil Society Forum at
      the United Nations Office at Geneva. The event, which was organized with the support of the United Nations Office
      for Disarmament Affairs and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, provided an opportunity for
      interaction between civil society and the member States of the Conference.
    


    
      The morning session focused on new weapon technologies, with Michael Biontino, the Permanent Representative of
      Germany to the Conference on Disarmament, and Denise Garcia, Professor at Northeastern University, as panellists.
      The afternoon session, on the role and possible contribution of the Conference on Disarmament for strengthening
      the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals, started with a video message from David Nabarro, the
      Special Adviser to the United Nations Secretary-General on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and
      Climate Change. Discussions then took place with the panellists, Beatriz Londoño Soto, the Permanent
      Representative of Colombia to the United Nations Office at Geneva and Other International Organizations in
      Switzerland, and Guy Dongmo Feugap, a secondary school teacher, author and civil society activist from Cameroon.
    


    
      Following the discussions, the Chairman’s Summary42 was compiled
      and made publicly available from the website of the Conference on Disarmament.
    


    
      United Nations Disarmament Commission
    


    
      The United Nations Disarmament Commission held the second substantive session of its current three-year cycle in
      New York from 4 to 22 April under the chairmanship of Odo Tevi (Vanuatu). During an earlier organizational
      session for 2016 held on 19 January at United Nations Headquarters, the body had taken up the question of its
      officers and provisional agenda for the 2016 session.43
    


    
      At the beginning of its substantive session on 4 April, the Commission adopted its provisional agenda for the
      2016 session. In accordance with the decision taken at its 2015 substantive session, Working Group I was mandated
      to address the agenda item entitled “Recommendations for achieving the objective of nuclear disarmament and
      non-proliferation of nuclear weapons”, while Working Group II was assigned the item “Practical
      confidence-building measures in the field of conventional weapons”. The Commission also decided that Kairat
      Abdrakhmanov (Kazakhstan) would continue to serve as Chair of Working Group I and that Bouchaib Eloumni (Morocco)
      would remain the Chair of Working Group II.
    


    
      During its 2016 substantive session, the Commission held 6 plenary meetings,44 12 meetings for Working Group I on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, and 12
      meetings for Working Group II on confidence-building measures in the field of conventional arms. During four
      plenary meetings held on 4 and 5 April dedicated to a general exchange of views, 48 delegations delivered
      statements.45
    


    
      The Commission also held informal discussions on a proposal by China, the Russian Federation and the United
      States for the inclusion of a third item in its agenda for the remaining period of its current triennial
      cycle.46 There was no consensus on the proposal, which concerned
      the “preparation of recommendations to promote the practical implementation of transparency and
      confidence-building measures in outer space activities with the goal of preventing an arms race in outer space”.
    


    
      Following three weeks of deliberations in the respective working groups and plenary sessions, the Disarmament
      Commission concluded its 2016 substantive session at its 360th meeting on 22 April by adopting its final
      report,47 with the consensus reports of its two working groups, for
      presentation to the General Assembly at its seventy-first session. The Commission did not put forward any
      recommendations.
    


    
      Nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation
    


    
      With regard to nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, States expressed divergent views, especially on the
      status of and approach to nuclear disarmament. Many non-nuclear-weapons States—particularly members of the
      Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States, the Group of African States and
      the Group of Arab States— reiterated deep concern about the lack of progress by nuclear-weapon States in the
      implementation of nuclear disarmament obligations and questioned commitment to such obligations. Nuclear-weapon
      States emphasized the importance of a realistic and practical approach to nuclear disarmament, which could not be
      separated from the global security environment and strategic stability considerations.48 Meanwhile, participants that were States parties to the Treaty on the
      Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) expressed regret that the ninth NPT Review Conference in 2015 was not
      able to reach consensus on a final document, but they nevertheless stressed the vital importance of maintaining
      and strengthening the NPT regime.
    


    
      The NAM specifically addressed the issue of nuclear disarmament in highlighting related initiatives of the
      General Assembly. Speaking on behalf of the NAM, Indonesia underlined that General Assembly resolution 70/34 of 7 December 2015, entitled “Follow-up to the 2013
      high-level meeting of the General Assembly on nuclear disarmament”, provided a concrete road map to achieve the
      goal of nuclear disarmament. It also reiterated that the United Nations high-level meeting of the General
      Assembly on nuclear disarmament, to be convened no later than 2018, would provide the Assembly with an
      opportunity to review the progress made towards that goal and to make recommendations for intensifying
      international efforts towards a nuclear-weapon-free world.49
    


    
      Many States expressed strong support for the humanitarian initiative on nuclear disarmament, in particular the
      Humanitarian Pledge,50 which highlighted the urgent need to
      identify and pursue effective measures to fill the legal gap for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear
      weapons in light of the unacceptable humanitarian consequences and risks associated with nuclear
      weapons.51 They welcomed the establishment of the Open-ended
      Working Group to substantively address effective legal measures and provisions and norms to attain and maintain a
      world without nuclear weapons, pursuant to General Assembly resolution 70/33.52 Yet some States expressed concerns about
      the polarization of positions on nuclear disarmament.53 Australia,
      referring to a paper54 on a progressive approach to a world free of
      nuclear weapons that it submitted to the Commission also on behalf of 24 other States,55 stressed that only by addressing both the security and the humanitarian
      dimensions of nuclear weapons could States take the incremental but necessary steps that would enhance security
      for all and provide the best chance of ridding the world of such weapons.
    


    
      Nuclear-weapon States reiterated that they had fully complied with their nuclear disarmament obligations and
      highlighted the constraints on their efforts to advance nuclear disarmament. The United States reiterated the
      offer made by President Barack Obama in Berlin in June 2013 to negotiate with the Russian Federation a reduction
      of up to one third of its deployed strategic weapons from the level established in the Treaty on Measures for the
      Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (New START). However, the Russian Federation stated
      that the aggregate nuclear capabilities of nuclear-weapon States other than the Russian Federation and the United
      States were currently comparable to the threshold that the Russian Federation was obliged to attain under the New
      START, and that meeting those obligations would exhaust its ability to make bilateral reductions with the United
      States, stressing the need to seek possible ways of getting other States with nuclear military capabilities on
      board.56 India called on all nuclear-weapon States to reaffirm
      their unequivocal commitment both to the goal of the complete elimination of nuclear weapons and to an agreement
      on a step-by-step process towards that end. In addition, it called for meaningful dialogue among all the
      nuclear-weapon States to build trust and confidence, as well as for nuclear weapons to become less salient in
      international affairs and security doctrines.
    


    
      Many States stressed the importance of practical and concrete measures to promote nuclear disarmament and
      non-proliferation, particularly an early entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty and the
      commencement of negotiations on a fissile material cut-off treaty in the Conference on Disarmament.57 A number of States also expressed support for measures such as
      strengthening nuclear security, with some making specific reference to the convening of the fourth Nuclear
      Security Summit held in Washington, DC, on 31 March and 1 April. Some States also welcomed the initiative to
      study nuclear disarmament verification, especially through the International Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament
      Verification.58 Furthermore, various States stressed the importance
      of halting the modernization of nuclear arsenals, reducing the role of such arsenals in defence doctrines,
      strengthening and establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones, and providing negative security assurances to
      non-nuclear-weapon States.59
    


    
      A majority of States expressed profound disappointment that the conference scheduled for 2012 on the
      establishment of a zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East was
      not convened, despite the consensus decision of the 2010 NPT Review Conference on the matter. Egypt, speaking on
      behalf of the Arab Group, stressed that the establishment of such a zone was considered the fourth pillar of the
      NPT, with the same weight as the other three pillars of the Treaty. It noted that a very disappointing decision
      at the 2015 NPT Review Conference by three countries,60 including
      two nuclear-weapon States that were Treaty depositaries, had created impediments to the adoption of a new
      proposal to implement the consensus decision of the 2010 NPT Review Conference.61 Also addressing the proposed Middle East zone, Israel stated that a more secure and peaceful
      Middle East required all regional States to engage in a process of direct and sustained dialogue, based on the
      principle of consensus, to address the broad range of regional security challenges in the region.62
    


    
      Regarding nuclear non-proliferation, a number of States welcomed the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action agreed
      upon by the Islamic Republic of Iran and the E3/EU+363 in July
      2015, which will ensure that the Iranian nuclear programme remains exclusively peaceful. It was noted that the
      Plan contributed to the international nuclear non-proliferation regime and peace and stability in the Middle
      East, and provided a valuable example to resolve major disputes through diplomatic means.
    


    
      A number of States expressed grave concern about the nuclear and ballistic-missile activities of the Democratic
      People’s Republic of Korea, particularly its fourth nuclear test on 6 January and its launches using ballistic
      missile technology on 7 February, which were conducted in violation of Security Council resolutions. The States
      stressed that the provocations seriously undermined peace and security in North-East Asia and represented a
      serious challenge to the international non-proliferation regime based on the NPT. They expressed support for the
      unanimous adoption on 2 March of Security Council resolution 2270 (2016) and called upon the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to stop further
      provocations; to abandon all its nuclear weapons, its existing nuclear programme and its ballistic-missile
      programme in a complete, verifiable and irreversible manner; and to immediately and fully comply with its
      international obligations.64
    


    
      Conventional weapons
    


    
      With regard to practical confidence-building measures in the field of conventional weapons, a number of States
      underlined that, in pursuit of the objective of contributing to international peace and security, such measures
      should be undertaken in full conformity with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and
      international law. States further stressed that such measures should be voluntary and based on consensus among
      all countries participating, and that they should be undertaken in a manner that was sensitive to their gradual
      implementation, while respecting the specific security concerns of States.
    


    
      A majority of States underlined that the illicit trade in small arms and light weapons continued to threaten
      peace and security in many countries and regions, and highlighted the importance of the full, balanced and
      effective implementation of the Programme of Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons and the International Tracing
      Instrument. They also underscored the need to ensure a successful outcome of the forthcoming Sixth Biennial
      Meeting of States to Consider the Implementation of the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the
      Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects, later held in New York from 6 to 10 June.
    


    
      A number of States expressed strong support for the principle and objective of the Arms Trade Treaty as the first
      legally binding international instrument to regulate trade in conventional weapons, and stressed the importance
      of its universalization and effective and balanced implementation. They also welcomed the successful outcome of
      the first Conference of States Parties of the Treaty, held in Mexico in August 2015.
    


    
      In addition, several States welcomed the successful outcome of the first Review Conference of the Convention on
      Cluster Munitions,65 held in 2015 in Dubrovnik. They noted that the
      Political Declaration and Action Plan, which had been adopted by consensus, provided the platform for activities
      to be carried out during the next review cycle of the Convention, with a view to achieving universality and full
      implementation.
    


    
      States also reaffirmed the validity of transparency instruments adopted under United Nations auspices, especially
      the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms and the United Nations Report on Military Expenditures. Some
      States emphasized the importance of preserving and updating the existing framework of conventional arms control,
      such as the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe,66 the
      Treaty on Open Skies67 and the Vienna Documents.68 Other States mentioned the relevance of regional confidence-building
      measures, such as those undertaken by the Union of South American Nations and the Community of Latin American and
      Caribbean States to promote confidence-building and transparency with respect to defence spending and military
      activities. States also discussed the importance of addressing new issues, such as lethal autonomous weapons
      systems and improvised explosive devices.
    


    
      Disarmament machinery
    


    
      States expressed grave concern about the continued paralysis of the disarmament machinery, particularly the
      Conference on Disarmament and the Disarmament Commission. They regretted that the Disarmament Commission had been
      unable to agree on substantive recommendations to the General Assembly since 1999 and stressed the urgent need to
      fulfil its mandate. A number of States expressed interest in revitalizing the work of the Disarmament Commission
      and to that end supported the proposal to address the issue of transparency and confidence-building measures in
      outer space within the current triennial cycle.
    


    
      The Dominican Republic, speaking on behalf of the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States, and several
      other States welcomed the convening of the Open-ended Working Group on a fourth special session of the General
      Assembly devoted to disarmament, which would provide another opportunity to address issues related to the
      disarmament machinery.69
    


    
      Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters
    


    
      The Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters70 held its sixty-fifth
      session in Geneva from 27 to 29 January and its sixty-sixth session in New York from 29 June to 1 July. During
      those sessions, it focused its deliberations on three substantive agenda items: (a) the challenges facing the
      Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and its review process, with a particular focus on the
      Middle East: lessons learned from non-United Nations and regional processes; (b) the relationship between
      sustainable development, security and arms control; and (c) the emerging nexus between chemical, biological,
      radiological and nuclear (CBRN) threats, cybersecurity and terrorism. In July, the Secretary-General submitted a
      report71 to the General Assembly summarizing the Board’s
      deliberations and recommendations.
    


    
      The Advisory Board exchanged views on the first agenda item at its two sessions in 2016. With respect to the item
      concerning the NPT, the Board recommended that the review process focus on the delivery of actionable
      recommendations for the next five-year cycle. In this regard, members of the Board underlined the need to address
      some of the most pressing issues associated with nuclear weapons, non-proliferation and disarmament, including,
      inter alia, the following:
    


    
      (a) Agreement on a precise agenda on appropriate and concrete steps in the field of nuclear disarmament (such
      steps would include confidence-building and transparency measures aimed at reducing nuclear risks and promoting
      responsible nuclear policies, building upon the Final Document of the 2010 Review Conference with its 64 action
      points, which all NPT parties should continue to support and implement);
    


    
      (b) The lessons and consequences of non-compliance cases; and
    


    
      (c) The withdrawal of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea from the NPT and its repeated challenges to the
      Security Council resolutions, as well as the need to encourage full compliance by all Member States of the United
      Nations with Security Council resolution 2270
      (2016).
    


    
      In addition, the Board recommended that the Secretary-General take the initiative to facilitate ratification of
      the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty with a view to accelerating its entry into force. The Board recommended
      that the Secretary-General provide all possible support for the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive
      Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization, as well as expand and strengthen the monitoring work of the organization.
    


    
      The Board also recommended that the Secretary-General urge all the countries that possess nuclear weapons to
      display transparency and, as a first step, unilaterally release reports at the Conference on Disarmament stating
      the role of nuclear weapons in their national security policies, as well as the numbers and types of their
      nuclear weapons.
    


    
      With regard to its second substantive agenda item, the Board engaged in a very active discussion on the
      relationship between sustainable development, security and arms control. In examining the linkages, the Board
      highlighted the fact that there were many other factors at play that could aggravate challenges to security and
      development, in particular governance and livelihood issues. In this regard, the Board recommended the following:
    


    
      (a) Encourage the strengthening of existing international instruments such as the Arms Trade Treaty and the
      Firearms Protocol;
    


    
      (b) Establish indicators for measurement such as the marking of small arms (strong emphasis should be placed upon
      tapping new technology for tracing, tracking and identifying small arms);
    


    
      (c) Build capacity in Member States with the goal of detecting and preventing the diversion of legal arms towards
      illicit possession and use;
    


    
      (d) Reinforce mechanisms and procedures related to security sector reform and security sector governance, as well
      as disarmament, demobilization and reintegration; and
    


    
      (e) Build platforms, partnerships and coalitions that include civil society and the private sector to facilitate
      compliance with and implementation of the above goals.
    


    
      With respect to the emerging nexus between CBRN threats, cybersecurity and terrorism, the Board recognized the
      importance of creating greater understanding and awareness of the potential threat of terrorists using
      cyber-related means to cause death, destruction and disruption on a scale comparable to the use of CBRN weapons.
      The Board also suggested that the Secretary-General may wish to highlight the issue, including at the occasion of
      the general debate at the seventy-first session of the General Assembly and in his message to the 2016 Biological
      Weapons Convention Review Conference in November.
    


    
      Serving as the Board of Trustees of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), the Board
      approved the workplan and budget of the Institute for the period 2016-2017, as well as the submission to the
      General Assembly of the UNIDIR Director’s report on the activities and financial status of the Institute. The
      Board of Trustees expressed its gratitude to the Director and staff of UNIDIR for successfully managing the
      Institute’s projects. In this regard, the Board expressed its appreciation to the Secretary-General for his
      support to UNIDIR and hoped that he would continue to encourage ongoing efforts to secure its future. (For more
      information on UNIDIR, see chapter VII).
    


    
      Open-ended Working Group on a fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to
      disarmament
    


    
      Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 65/66 of 8
      December 2010, an open-ended working group convened for two substantive sessions in 2016 to consider the
      objectives and agenda, including the possible establishment of a preparatory committee, for a fourth special
      session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament (SSOD IV).72
      The first and second sessions, held from 28 March to 1 April and from 11 to 15 July, respectively, followed two
      previous open-ended working groups on an SSOD IV, convened in 2003 and 2007, neither of which was able to reach
      consensus on substantive recommendations to the General Assembly.
    


    
      Over the two substantive sessions held in 2016 under the chairmanship of Fernando Luque Márquez (Ecuador), the
      Open-ended Working Group (OEWG) considered, in general terms, the possible scope of an SSOD IV in terms of an
      objective and agenda for such a session. Delegations debated the merits of a comprehensive objective and agenda
      versus a so-called “niche model” that would identify a handful of specific issues for in-depth discussion. The
      OEWG also heard a presentation on the history of the SSOD process, including an assessment of the first, second
      and third special sessions of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament (SSOD I, II and III), in order to
      provide a historical context for their work on a possible fourth session.
    


    
      States variously reflected on the possible value of an SSOD IV, including the potential of such a session to
      address the full range of disarmament and international security matters in a single forum. Nonetheless,
      diverging views emerged regarding the degree to which an SSOD IV could be comprehensive without duplicating
      efforts in other disarmament bodies, such as the First Committee, the United Nations Disarmament Commission and
      the Conference on Disarmament. States also debated the extent to which an SSOD IV should review the existing
      disarmament machinery established by SSOD I, although the large majority of delegates agreed that some review of
      the machinery would be a worthwhile objective of an SSOD IV and, in fact, that would be one of the most important
      goals of such a session.
    


    
      During the second substantive session in July, the OEWG moved to concrete discussions on a “rolling text”,
      prepared by the Chair, which included specific language for an objective and agenda for an SSOD IV. Two thorough
      readings of the paper submitted by the Chair were conducted during the July session, revealing several
      outstanding issues that remained unresolved as States prepared for the third and final substantive session in
      2017. Contentious issues included, inter alia, how an SSOD IV would address the relationship between
      international security and disarmament, whether adoption of the final document by consensus must be explicitly
      reflected in the agenda, and how to prioritize nuclear disarmament vis-à-vis other disarmament and international
      security matters.
    


    
      The final substantive session of the OEWG will convene in June 2017 and seek to adopt consensus recommendations
      for onward transmittal to the General Assembly for consideration at its seventy-second session.
    


    
      First substantive session
    


    
      A broad range of Member States participated in the first substantive session of the OEWG. States of the
      Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) were particularly engaged, as the establishment of the OEWG was a NAM initiative
      carried forward by General Assembly resolution 65/66.
      Even States that had abstained on the most recent decision related to the establishment of the OEWG on an SSOD IV
      (70/551) and that had expressed some level of
      scepticism over the value of a potential SSOD IV were present at some stage of the discussions. The Africa Group,
      the League of Arab States, the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States and the NAM offered general
      remarks.
    


    
      At the first substantive session, the Chair generated debate by circulating two sets of open-ended questions.
      States also reflected on a proposal from the NAM that underscored the primacy of nuclear disarmament, the
      importance of reviewing the implementation of the recommendations and conclusions of the final document from SSOD
      I, and the need for adopting a consensus document that would provide “a framework conducive to progress on
      disarmament”.73
    


    
      States also considered a proposal74 by the United States offering a
      comprehensive approach to an SSOD IV. The proposed objective of the United States referred to the development of
      “consensus principles, guidelines and priorities for future disarmament efforts” taking into consideration the
      international security situation since SSOD I, the extent of the implementation of the outcome
      document75 of SSOD I, the objectives of general and complete
      disarmament, and the promotion of international stability based on equal and undiminished security for all
      States. The proposed agenda comprised of the seven thematic clusters of the First Committee of the General
      Assembly—nuclear weapons, other weapons of mass destruction, outer space (disarmament aspects), conventional
      weapons, disarmament machinery, regional disarmament and security, and other disarmament measures and
      international security—as well as an item on a “consensus outcome document”. Australia also submitted a
      proposal76 to hold discussions on specific items not necessarily
      addressed in other United Nations disarmament forums: nuclear security, verification and compliance. This
      proposal also included an item on reviewing the disarmament machinery, an element also reflected in the NAM
      proposal.
    


    
      Before concluding the first week of discussions, the Chair indicated that he would circulate his own proposal
      ahead of the second substantive session based on the views presented at the first substantive session and during
      the intersessional period. The Chair indicated that his proposal would serve as the basis for discussions at the
      second session.
    


    
      Second substantive session
    


    
      Approximately 50 delegations participated during the second substantive session, with deliberations centred on
      the rolling text77 prepared by the Chair and distributed to
      delegations two weeks before the start of the session. Delegations opened with short general statements, most of
      which noted that the Chair’s paper represented a good basis for further discussions. Amendments, new proposals
      and deletions requested to the text were made directly to a draft visible on a screen in the conference room and
      delegations received daily versions of the rolling text reflecting the requested amendments and additions.
    


    
      In his paper, the Chair sought to find a balance between the majority view that an SSOD IV should comprehensively
      review the current situation in the field of disarmament and international security and the view of those few
      delegations that were in favour of focusing on a few specific items. He also sought to reflect both the need to
      reaffirm the final document of SSOD I, including its Programme of Action and Declaration, and to identify new
      priorities and effective measures to make progress in disarmament. Various proposals and amendments remained on
      the table by the conclusion of the second session. A small number of matters reflected in the proposal of the
      Chair were generally agreed upon, such as the promotion of multilateralism as an objective of an SSOD IV.
    


    
      While all delegations agreed that an SSOD IV should consider the existing disarmament machinery, how to precisely
      formulate the objective lacked consensual agreement by the end of the second substantive session. Contentious
      debate on the issue was held against the backdrop of growing frustration over the performance of the disarmament
      machinery, especially the Conference on Disarmament and the United Nations Disarmament Commission. Neither of
      these bodies had produced concrete outcomes during 2016, with the former remaining deadlocked over adoption of a
      programme of work. Delegations made various proposals for the item related to the machinery, with language
      formulations including “revise”, “review” and “affirm” Some States emphasized the need not only to “review” the
      machinery, but also to commit to the changes necessary for ensuring its functionality. Others opposed language
      that explicitly called for “amendments” to the existing machinery.
    


    
      The second session also demonstrated broad agreement that the outcome of an SSOD IV should be adopted by
      consensus and that the final document of SSOD I had been viewed as a major success due in large part to its
      consensual adoption. Nevertheless, differences persisted over how the OEWG should incorporate the concept of
      consensus in its recommendations to the General Assembly. Some delegations spoke against including any explicit
      reference to consensus in the proposed agenda of the OEWG for a potential SSOD IV, noting their view that the
      consensus rule had the potential to bring about the de facto veto power that had been abused in the past,
      particularly in the context of the Conference on Disarmament.
    


    
      The Chair noted his intention to utilize the long intersessional period between July 2016 and June
      201778 to continue consultations on the same text with a view to
      narrowing differences.
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      Confidence-building Measures in Outer Space Activities (A/68/189), preparation of recommendations to promote the practical implementation of transparency and
      confidence-building measures in outer space activities with the goal of preventing an arms race in outer space.”
    


    
      47A/71/42.
    


    
      48China expressed the view that nuclear
      disarmament should be promoted in a step-by-step manner, with universal security as the guiding principle and
      strategic stability as the basic guarantee, and that the principle of undiminished security for all must be
      upheld in transparency measures.
    


    
      49On behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement,
      Indonesia submitted the working paper contained in A/CN.10/2016/WG.I/WP.1.
    


    
      50CD/2039. See also General Assembly resolution 71/48 of 5 December 2016.
    


    
      51Mexico noted that the General Assembly
      at its seventieth session adopted four resolutions that had changed the dynamics of and approach to addressing
      nuclear weapons: resolutions 70/47 and 70/48, which underlined the need to prohibit and eliminate
      these weapons owing to humanitarian consequences that could stem from accidental and intentional detonation;
      resolution 70/50, through which the General Assembly
      stigmatized nuclear weapons; and resolution 70/33,
      which established an open-ended working group whose first meeting was successfully held in Geneva as a forum for
      substantively addressing effective legal measures for achieving and maintaining a world free of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      52Austria stated that proposals that
      were progressive in name only and that, in fact, merely aimed to extend the status quo or that even allowed
      nuclear arsenals to be strengthened by modernizations would no longer suffice, especially in the face of
      potential backsliding in disarmament.
    


    
      53Japan expressed concern that as a
      result of discussions on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons and effective measures on nuclear
      disarmament, the rift between the nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States seems to have widened. It
      also submitted the working papers contained in A/CN.10/2016/WG.1/WP.4 and A/CN.10/2016/WG.1/WP.5 on behalf of the
      Group of Seven (G7).
    


    
      54A/CN.10/2016/WG.1/WP.3.
    


    
      55Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia,
      Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania,
      Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Turkey.
    


    
      56The Russian Federation noted that
      further steps in the field of nuclear disarmament were impossible due to the construction of the United States
      anti-missile bases in Romania and Poland, the relocation of four United States Navy destroyers with anti-missile
      capability to the Rota Naval Base in Spain, the planned deployment of the Terminal High-Altitude Area Defence in
      the Republic of Korea, United States nuclear weapons in Europe capable of reaching the Russian Federation, the
      United States concept of a “global strike”, and the unwillingness to refuse to deploy weapons in space. The
      Russian Federation called for the repatriation of all nuclear weapons to the national territory of the possessor,
      a ban on their placement abroad and the elimination of infrastructure that ensured their rapid development.
    


    
      57The United States mentioned its
      proposal in the Conference on Disarmament to begin negotiations on a global treaty banning the production of
      fissile material for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices. France also referred to its submission
      of a proposal for the treaty. Pakistan pointed out that a treaty that was discriminatory in nature and did not
      address the existing stockpiles of fissile material would impinge on the security of some States while being
      cost-free for those with the largest amount of fissile stocks, reiterating that it could not support an equal
      treaty that had direct implications for its national security.
    


    
      58The United States noted that in
      Prague, in December 2014, Under Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller announced a new initiative by the United
      States to form the International Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament Verification, which was composed of both
      nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, and was being implemented in collaboration with the Nuclear
      Threat Initiative.
    


    
      59Ukraine noted that, since the
      provisions of the Budapest Memorandum had been ignored by the Russian Federation, to which it was a signatory,
      Ukraine continued to call on the Conference on Disarmament to urgently develop and conclude a multilateral,
      legally binding instrument in order to provide security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States against the use
      or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      60See NPT/CONF.2015/SR.15.
    


    
      61Egypt noted that the League of Arab
      States had decided to undertake a comprehensive review of the relevant stances and to develop an Arab strategy
      towards a zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East, and that the
      recent ministerial meeting of the League, held on 11 March, established a Committee of Wise Men tasked with
      reviewing all Arab policies related to the regulation of armaments, nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament,
      and with submitting recommendations and proposals on new policies aimed at achieving the Arab objectives. The
      States members of the League of Arab States also submitted the working paper contained in A/CN.10/WG.I/WP.2.
    


    
      62Israel stated that it had participated
      at a senior and authoritative level in all of the five multilateral meetings held in Switzerland to discuss the
      arrangements and conditions necessary for convening a conference on establishing the Middle East as a zone free
      of all weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, but that the sixth round of consultations had not
      taken place due to the disengagement of Arab States and others, leading to a halt in the process.
    


    
      63China, European Union, France,
      Germany, Russian Federation, United Kingdom and United States.
    


    
      64China expressed the hope that all
      parties concerned would stay on course towards dialogue and consultation in search of a solution, work together
      for the early resumption of the Six-Party Talks and pursue a dual-track parallel approach that included
      denuclearization and replacing the 1953 Korean War Armistice Agreement with a peace agreement.
    


    
      65The treaty text and adherence status
      are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/cluster_munitions (accessed 12 June 2017).
    


    
      66The Treaty’s text and adherence status
      are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/cfe (accessed 13 June 2017).
    


    
      67The Treaty’s text and adherence status
      are available from http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/open_skies (accessed 13 June 2017).
    


    
      68The United Kingdom noted that these
      regimes were not functioning optimally and needed to be updated to make them fit for purpose in the context of
      the evolving international security landscape. The Russian Federation noted that the conventional arms control
      regime in Europe had already been outdated, whereas a new agreement to succeed it as a more up-to-date instrument
      had yet to materialize. The Russian Federation reiterated its readiness to proceed to substantive discussions on
      a new regime for a treaty on conventional armed forces in Europe, but pointed out that the North Atlantic Treaty
      Organization continued to implement progressively the anti-Russian decisions of the 2014 Wales Summit of the
      Organization.
    


    
      69India noted that a fourth special
      session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament was the appropriate forum to undertake a full and
      comprehensive review of the disarmament machinery.
    


    
      70For a list of members of the Board,
      see annex I to this chapter.
    


    
      71A/71/176.
    


    
      72For the Group’s documents and
      statements made, see “Special Sessions of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament”. Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/topics/ssod/ssod4-documents/(accessed 13 June 2017).
    


    
      73A/AC.268/2016/WP.2.
    


    
      74A/AC.268/2016/WP.1.
    


    
      75General Assembly resolution S-10/2.
    


    
      76A/AC.268/2016/WP.3.
    


    
      77A/AC.268/2016/WP.4/Rev.1.
    


    
      78Pursuant to General Assembly decision
      70/551 of 23 December 2015, the third and last session
      of the OEWG will be held from 5 to 9 July 2017.
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      Honourable Mention, United Nations Poster for Peace Contest 2016
      

      Love Peace, No War
      

      Lijiang Sun (China)
    


    






    
       
    


    
      CHAPTER VII
    


    
      Information and outreach
    


    
      
        Progress in disarmament and non-proliferation relies upon the recognition of our shared humanity, and this
        is where education and the arts have a pivotal and far-reaching significance.
      


      
        MICHAEL DOUGLAS, UNITED NATIONS MESSENGER OF
        PEACE1
      

    


    
      Developments and trends, 2016
    


    
      THE DISARMAMENT INFORMATION PROGRAMME of the United Nations Office for Disarmament
      Affairs (UNODA) continued to provide Member States, the diplomatic community, non-governmental organizations and
      the public at large with unbiased, up-to-date and relevant information on multilateral disarmament,
      non-proliferation and arms control activities. The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, the UNODA
      flagship publication, celebrated its fortieth anniversary in 2016 with the release of the edition covering 2015.
    


    
      In 2016, UNODA published two titles under the UNODA Occasional Papers series: Rethinking General and Complete
      Disarmament in the Twenty-first Century (No. 28) and Bringing Democracy to Disarmament: A Historical
      Perspective on the Special Sessions of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament (No. 29).
    


    
      Providing a forum for non-governmental organizations, the Office released a publication entitled Civil
      Society Engagement in Disarmament Processes: The Case for a Nuclear Weapons Ban.
    


    
      UNODA continued to highlight the added value of extrabudgetary resources provided to the Organization with the
      publication of the 2015-2016 edition of Programmes Financed from Voluntary Contributions.
    


    
      An upgraded UNODA website in the six official languages of the United Nations was launched in 2016. The website,
      with content updated daily throughout the year, has been the Office’s most important tool in communicating with
      the public. Continuous updating of information brought increased traffic, as evidenced by the growing number of
      unique visitors and page views on the website. UNODA further reinforced its web presence by linking all new web
      content to its Twitter account, raising its numbers of both Twitter followers and website visitors.
    


    
      A highlight in 2016 was a worldwide disarmament poster contest. Held to commemorate the seventieth anniversary of
      the first United Nations General Assembly resolution, which established the goal of eliminating atomic weapons
      and all other weapons adaptable to mass destruction, the contest prompted the submission of more than 4,000 works
      of art from 123 countries. Special ceremonies were held at the United Nations Headquarters in New York and the
      Palais des Nations in Geneva to showcase the winners. In addition, the posters were displayed in several
      locations across the globe.
    


    
      UNODA also held a series of film screenings on the margins of the First Committee meetings. The programme
      showcased three films, all connected to the theme of nuclear disarmament: The Nuclear Requiem, directed
      by Robert Frye, reflecting the ongoing struggle of dealing with the most lethal weapon invented; Robert Kenner’s
      documentary Command and Control, which examined a past accident in the United States involving the
      explosion of a ballistic missile carrying a nuclear warhead; and Lynette Wallworth’s documentary
      Collisions, a virtual reality journey to the land of the Martu tribe in the Western Australian desert
      and one member’s recollection of the first contact between his traditional world and the destructive nature of
      nuclear technology during the 1950s.
    


    
      There was considerable media attention on disarmament-related activities and the United Nations efforts in this
      regard in 2016. Throughout the year, the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs participated in numerous
      interviews with several television, radio and print outlets. Media interest was focused on two principal issues:
      movement towards nuclear disarmament, with particular focus on the Open-ended Working Group taking forward
      multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations, and the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical
      Weapons–United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism established by Security Council resolution 2235 (2015).
    


    
      In 2016, the UNODA Vienna Office implemented the initiative known as the Disarmament and Non-Proliferation
      Education Partnership. One of the project’s principal components was the Women Scholarship for Peace, created to
      narrow the gender gap in disarmament and to strengthen women’s knowledge on disarmament, arms control and
      non-proliferation. This training activity provided scholarships for 170 early-career female professionals from
      Africa, Asia and the Pacific, the Middle East and Latin America and the Caribbean.
    


    
      Disarmament Information Programme
    


    
      Print and e-publications
    


    
      The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook continued to serve as the flagship publication of UNODA. Its
      2015 edition was distributed to permanent missions in 2016 and was also publicly accessible in electronic format
      from the Office’s website.
    


    
      In 2016, UNODA published two titles under the UNODA Occasional Paper series: Rethinking General and Complete
      Disarmament in the Twenty-first Century (No. 28) and Bringing Democracy to Disarmament: A Historical
      Perspective on the Special Sessions of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament (No. 29).
    


    
      Occasional Paper No. 28 examined historic, strategic, humanitarian and economic aspects of general and complete
      disarmament with the aim of raising and further articulating the case for prohibiting conventional weapons
      systems and nuclear weapons. The material in the publication was based on presentations made at a seminar held at
      the United Nations Headquarters in October 2015.
    


    
      Occasional Paper No. 29 provided historical background on the three special sessions of the General Assembly
      devoted to disarmament (1978, 1982 and 1988) and discussed efforts and impediments towards the convening of a
      fourth special session. The publication pointed out that the General Assembly had used these sessions to enable
      Member States to participate in the process of developing and further strengthening global norms in disarmament,
      as well as to explore how various parts of the disarmament machinery fit together into a coherent whole.
    


    
      The Office also released a publication under the Civil Society and Disarmament series entitled Civil Society
      Engagement in Disarmament Processes: The Case for a Nuclear Weapons Ban. The book featured the views of
      representatives of non-governmental organizations to present a case for a nuclear weapons ban treaty as a vital
      step in the ultimate abolition of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      In October, the 2015-2016 edition of Programmes Financed from Voluntary Contributions was released. The
      report demonstrated the concrete results of UNODA partnership with donors and the essential role of such support
      in attaining important disarmament goals.
    


    
      The Office also continued to produce the UNODA Update, which highlighted recent events and activities of UNODA
      and other disarmament forums while providing links to more comprehensive material and documents available online,
      including the UNODA website. In 2016, the Update featured 35 articles, published as they became available and
      collated in a quarterly mode.
    


    
      A feature on the UNODA website is a series of two-page fact sheets on various issues that the Office deals with.
      In 2016, 36 of these were updated to reflect the developments throughout the year.
    


    
      See also annex I to this chapter for more information on the 2016 UNODA publications, including those of the
      United Nations regional centres for peace and disarmament.
    


    
      Websites
    


    
      UNODA websites are a mainstay of effecting outreach and are vital in accomplishing the goals of the Disarmament
      Information Programme. In 2016, UNODA launched a new design of its principal website: https://www.un.org/disarmament/. With over 3,000 daily views,
      the website has continued to serve as a connecting point for staff members, Member States, non-governmental
      organizations, research institutes and other interested stakeholders. It was designed to meet the demands of
      current technologies and to fit multiple screen sizes, including tablets and mobile devices. In consideration of
      multilingualism, the website became available in the six official languages of the United Nations. The website
      was produced with help from the Office of Information and Communications Technology, the Department of Public
      Information and the Department for General Assembly and Conference Management.
    


    
      The number of visitors to the principal UNODA website remained robust, as evidenced by data analytics on traffic
      and time spent by visitors. There were 350,000 unique visitors during the year and 100,000 page views per month.
      Traffic to the site was highest during periods of strong public interest in disarmament issues and, in 2016, such
      periods occurred during the First Committee thematic debate on nuclear weapons and during its discussions leading
      up to the vote on what eventually became resolution 71/258 of 23 December 2016 on taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament. The resolution called
      for the convening of a United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear
      weapons, leading towards their total elimination.
    


    
      Disarmament poster contest
    


    
      On 3 May, UNODA organized an event to showcase the 12 winning posters from the 11 artists who won the United
      Nations Poster for Peace Contest. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, President of the General Assembly Mogens
      Lykketoft, United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs Kim Won-soo and United Nations Messenger of
      Peace Michael Douglas participated in the event. Honoured guests were first-prize winner Ivan Ciro Palomino
      Huamani from Peru, second-prize winner Michelle Li from the United States and third-prize winner Anjali
      Chandrashekar from the United States.
    


    
      The contest was held to commemorate the seventieth anniversary of the first United Nations General Assembly
      resolution,2 which established the goal of eliminating atomic
      weapons and all other weapons adaptable to mass destruction. More than 4,000 works of art were submitted from 123
      countries. The Secretary-General stated during the event that “this competition is a wonderful celebration of
      creativity, but it has an important purpose: to reaffirm the United Nations’ historic commitment to nuclear
      disarmament”.3 He noted that he was especially pleased to hear that
      the youth was strongly represented in the competition. “Young people did not create nuclear weapons, but it may
      be their task to eliminate them once and for all,” he added.
    


    
      The United Nations Messenger of Peace said that the United Nations Poster for Peace Contest was meant to raise
      awareness for the need for nuclear disarmament and to inspire citizens across the globe to use their artistic
      talents to promote a world free of nuclear weapons. He stated that, in order to accelerate all current endeavours
      and to create momentum for nuclear disarmament, creativity was essential. Borrowing language from a famous quote,
      he said, “Art is not a thing, but a way. These works of art help point the way to a nuclear-weapon-free world.”
    


    
      The winning posters were exhibited in New York, Geneva, Vienna, Peru, Tokyo and Seoul in relation to
      international observances, intergovernmental processes and regional conferences. The winning posters also
      travelled around the world on the Peace Boat.4 Additionally, they
      were turned into postcards by the World Federation of United Nations Associations in the Republic of Korea.
    


    
      All winning artwork is used to support the United Nations message on the importance of nuclear disarmament and
      will be presented from various platforms, including exhibits, banners, postcards and calendars. The winning
      posters are available for viewing at https://www.unposterforpeace.org.
    


    
      Film screenings
    


    
      A documentary film series on nuclear disarmament was hosted in October by UNODA. The three films screened as part
      of the series provided thought-provoking reflections and complemented the ongoing General Assembly First
      Committee discussions.
    


    
      The first film, The Nuclear Requiem, was a documentary directed by Robert Frye about the ongoing
      struggle to deal with the most lethal weapon invented, the nuclear weapon. Weaving together music, interviews and
      footage showing the fallout of the Hiroshima and the Nagasaki bombings, the film posed hard questions to the
      audience regarding the future of nuclear weapons and the role they continued to play in the modern world.
    


    
      Robert Kenner’s documentary Command and Control examined a 1980 accident in the United States involving
      the explosion of a ballistic missile carrying the most powerful nuclear warhead then in its arsenal. Based on the
      best-selling book by Eric Schlosser, the film highlighted the events leading to the missile explosion and
      provided a preliminary glimpse of the consequences that could occur after a detonation, showing that the weapons
      built to protect citizens actually threatened to destroy them.
    


    
      Lynette Wallworth’s documentary Collisions was a virtual reality journey to the land of indigenous elder
      Nyarri Morgan and the Martu tribe in the Western Australian desert. During the film, the audience accompanied
      Nyarri in his recollection of the first contact between his traditional world and the destructive nature of
      nuclear technology during the 1950s. The film concluded with Nyarri and the Martu tribe offering their
      perspective on caring for the planet for future generations.
    


    
      The three films were well received by their diverse audiences. Non-governmental organization representatives,
      diplomats and the general public praised the provocative nature of the documentaries, as these films
      reinvigorated the desire of stakeholders to resolve one of the most important global security challenges.
    


    
      International days
    


    
      On 26 September, the United Nations celebrated the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear
      Weapons, established in 2013 to call for the urgent commencement of negotiations to prohibit the possession,
      development, production, acquisition and testing of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      The high-level informal meeting commemorating the event was opened by Deputy Secretary-General Jan Eliasson and
      attended by over 70 state delegations and non-governmental organizations. The Deputy Secretary-General noted that
      “recent developments have proved that nuclear weapons do not ensure peace and security. Rather, their development
      and possession has become a major source of growing international tensions.”5
    


    
      His remarks were followed by a statement6 from Peter Thomson,
      President of the seventy-first session of the General Assembly, in which he pledged to “support all meaningful
      international efforts to bring us closer to a day when nuclear weapons are only a chapter in our history books”.
    


    
      Twenty-three Member States took the floor to make statements,7
      including four by ministers and six by deputy ministers. Several Member States called for the universalization of
      the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT)8 and welcomed a
      conference to create a legally binding treaty banning nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Two notable statements came from Kazakhstan and the Marshall Islands, which are States that had experienced
      nuclear explosions and their after-effects from testing. Kazakhstan noted that 2016 marked the 10-year
      anniversary of the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia and highlighted its accomplishments in
      utilizing electronic campaigns to advocate for a nuclear-weapon test ban. The Marshall Islands, the site of 67
      large-scale nuclear-weapon tests between 1946 and 1958, welcomed Security Council resolutions on the risks
      associated with nuclear weapons and called for a realistic approach to disarmament.
    


    
      For more information on the event, see Chapter 1, page 40.
    


    
      Briefings
    


    
      In 2016, staff members of UNODA undertook briefing engagements focusing on education and training activities
      involving a range of target audiences. These briefings reached over 3,500 individuals. While most of the
      participants were student visitors from university programmes, other briefings were provided to United Nations
      Association members from various countries, as well as to regional and intergovernmental staff members, junior
      diplomats and other foreign ministry personnel. Briefings were also provided to high school teachers for
      continuing education purposes and to representatives of non-governmental organizations. In addition, staff
      members participated in panels and events on arms control, disarmament and security issues organized by
      Governments, regional and intergovernmental organizations, research institutes, universities or think tanks.
    


    
      Media
    


    
      Throughout 2016, the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs and UNODA senior staff participated in
      interviews with several television, radio and print outlets. Media interest in disarmament was focused on
      movement towards nuclear disarmament, with particular interest in the Open-ended Working Group taking forward
      multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations. Considerable attention was also paid to the Organisation for the
      Prohibition of Chemical Weapons–United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism established by Security Council
      resolution 2235 (2015). In addition,
      cybersecurity became an increasing area of interest for the media. All of the interviews of the High
      Representative were made available in the “Spotlight” section9 of
      the UNODA website.
    


    
      The Secretary-General’s disarmament-related video messages10 were
      also featured on the UNODA website. These included the Secretary-General’s addresses to the Ministerial Meeting
      on the CTBT, the Sixth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention on Cluster Munitions, the Eighth Ministerial
      Meeting of the Friends of the CTBT, the thirtieth anniversary of the Reagan-Gorbachev Summit in Reykjavik, the
      Eighth Review Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention, the Twentieth Session of the Conference of States
      Parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention, the Fifteenth Meeting of the States Parties to the Anti-Personnel
      Mine Ban Convention in Santiago and the Fifth Review Conference of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention
      on Certain Conventional Weapons.
    


    
      United Nations Messenger of Peace on disarmament
    


    
      The United Nations Messenger of Peace on disarmament, Michael Douglas, continued to demonstrate his strong
      support for the work of the United Nations in the field of disarmament and non-proliferation. He recorded 10
      public service announcements that were released throughout the year. Each public service announcement focused on
      a specific disarmament, non-proliferation or arms control issue:
    


    
      a A world free of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      b The total elimination of biological and chemical weapons.
    


    
      c Robust humanitarian standards to prevent the illicit arms trade.
    


    
      d An end to landmines, cluster munitions and other indiscriminate weapons.
    


    
      e Preventing terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction.
    


    
      f An open, secure, stable, accessible and peaceful cyberspace.
    


    
      g Transparency and accountability in military imports and exports and in military
      spending.
    


    
      h Meaningful controls on emerging weapons technologies to protect civilians from
      unaccountable harm.
    


    
      i Building collaborative partnerships with Governments and civil society
      organizations.
    


    
      j Disarmament and development to build a world free from fear and want.
    


    
      The Messenger of Peace was one of the principal speakers at the award ceremonies in New York on 3 May and in
      Geneva on 11 May for the United Nations Poster for Peace Contest. At each event he spoke about the importance of
      education and the arts to engage the public in meaningful debate on the issue of nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      Additionally, on the occasion of the International Day of Peace at United Nations Headquarters, the Messenger of
      Peace was the master of ceremonies at a gala event held in the General Assembly Hall. During the programme, he
      showcased a video11 on disarmament and sustainable development that
      he narrated. The short film, produced by UNODA, highlighted the importance of disarmament in supporting the 2030
      Sustainable Development Goals.
    


    
      He also led a special project that he personally developed on the issue of creating a nuclear-weapon-free world.
      In 2016 in Geneva, on the margins of the Open-ended Working Group taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament
      negotiations, he met with representatives of non-governmental organizations and other civil society actors. Given
      his strong interest in nuclear disarmament, the meetings were an opportunity to explore the important role played
      by civil society in conducting outreach to Member States and in galvanizing public support for a world free of
      nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Disarmament and non-proliferation education
    


    
      In paragraph 2 of resolution 71/57 of 5 December, the
      General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to review the results of the implementation of the 34
      recommendations contained in the 2002 United Nations study12 on
      disarmament and non-proliferation education. The request followed the submission of an earlier report13 to the General Assembly at its seventy-first session in July that reviewed
      possible new opportunities for promoting disarmament and non-proliferation education.
    


    
      In 2016, UNODA continued to build its work to promote disarmament and non-proliferation education around efforts
      to implement the recommendations of the United Nations study on disarmament and non-proliferation education.
    


    
      Disarmament education website—a resource for learning
    


    
      A number of new content elements were added to the disarmament education website14 in 2016. In order to promote information-sharing on disarmament issues, UNODA collaborated
      with the United Nations Department of Public Information to produce a two-minute clip entitled “Messages from
      Hibakusha”, to be shown at the disarmament section of the guided tour route for visitors of the United Nations
      Headquarters. The short clip, which includes testimonies by three atomic bomb survivors from Hiroshima and
      Nagasaki, was added to the films and videos section of the education website. Another addition to the website was
      the short film15 of United Nations Messenger of Peace Michael
      Douglas on sustainable development and disarmament that was shown at the 2016 International Day of Peace
      commemorative event held in the General Assembly Hall. The video highlighted that disarmament was integral to
      achieving peace and security.
    


    
      In addition, the education website featured information on the Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Education
      Partnership of the UNODA Office in Vienna, courses on “Living at the nuclear brink: Yesterday and Today” by the
      William J. Perry Project, and details about the “Dual degree in non-proliferation studies” offered by the
      Middlebury Institute of International Studies at Monterey and the Moscow State Institute of International
      Relations.
    


    
      Training activities
    


    
      UNODA offered opportunities for young university graduates to build professional experience under the United
      Nations Associate Expert Programme. In addition, UNODA trained more than 30 graduate students at its offices in
      New York and Geneva through the United Nations 2016 internship programme.
    


    
      On 8 November, the Office co-sponsored a workshop on nuclear disarmament, held at the United Nations
      Headquarters, for 29 teachers from New York City high schools as part of their continuing education activities.
      The workshop, organized in collaboration with Hibakusha Stories and Youth Arts New York, was intended to instruct
      teachers on nuclear disarmament, as well as to inform them about the available programmes to educate their pupils
      and about the relevant education activities of the United Nations.
    


    
      The UNODA Vienna Office continued to implement a multi-year disarmament and non-proliferation education project
      in cooperation with 27 partners,16 which included United Nations
      system entities, international organizations, academic research institutions and non-governmental organizations.
      As part of the project, the office was developing online video training courses on disarmament, arms control and
      non-proliferation, while promoting the participation of women in the training through a dedicated sponsorship
      programme. A specific effort was made to include participants from the Global South in the training. (See also
      page 234 for further information on this subject.)
    


    
      Commemoration of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
    


    
      On 16 August, the Nagasaki Youth Peace Messengers for a world without nuclear weapons visited the United Nations
      Office at Geneva and met with the Acting Director of the Geneva Branch of UNODA, Mary Soliman. The Ministry of
      Foreign Affairs of Japan had appointed the 22 students, who were accompanied from Japan by Tadako Kawazoe, a
      hibakusha from Hiroshima.
    


    
      During their visit, they presented UNODA with 125,413 signatures, collected by the students, calling for the
      elimination of nuclear weapons. Before handing over the signatures, the Peace Messengers attended the 1379th
      plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament. One of the students addressed the Conference to call for world
      peace. In their meeting with the Acting Director, the students shared their personal views and experiences in
      relation to nuclear disarmament and exchanged views on relevant issues.
    


    
      On 16 September, high school students from New York, Boston, Tokyo, Hiroshima and Nagasaki came together at the
      United Nations Headquarters to learn peace lessons from the Hiroshima and Nagasaki Archives17 at the Technologies of Peace Conference co-sponsored by UNODA. The
      Archives, a community that organizes memories via digital mapping,18 gathered the accounts of hibakusha, as well as messages of hope for nuclear abolition and
      world peace from social media users around the world.
    


    
      The conference also featured the story of Setsuko Thurlow, an atomic bomb survivor who gave in-person testimony
      of her experiences during and after the atomic bomb attack on Hiroshima when she was 13 years old. She discussed
      the consequences of nuclear war on civilian populations, as well as her vision for lasting peace.19
    


    
      In addition, students from Japan had an opportunity at the Conference to present their active projects that
      focused on promoting a cessation of armed conflict.
    


    
      Disarmament fellowships
    


    
      In 2016, the United Nations Programme of Fellowships on Disarmament continued to make a concrete contribution to
      the process of promoting deliberations and negotiations on disarmament and to preparing a younger generation of
      diplomats and government officials to tackle the complex challenges in an evolving international security
      environment. The programme, established by the General Assembly in 197820 and implemented by UNODA, developed greater expertise in disarmament and non-proliferation
      issues and a better understanding of the concerns of the international community in the field of disarmament and
      international security.
    


    
      In 2016, young diplomats and other officials from the following 25 Member and observer States participated in the
      Programme: Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Bahrain, Burundi, Cameroon, Chile, China, Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba,
      Ecuador, Ethiopia, Georgia, Holy See, Hungary, India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Iraq, Japan, the Lao People’s
      Democratic Republic, Paraguay, the Republic of Moldova, South Africa, the United States and Zambia.
    


    
      UNODA has acted through the programme to train over 950 officials in roughly 165 States, a large number of whom
      hold important positions of responsibility in the disarmament field and other related positions within their
      respective Governments. The programme has enabled former fellows to participate more effectively in regional and
      global disarmament efforts and, by creating an informal network spanning the various regions of the world, to
      work cooperatively and constructively in pursuit of disarmament and non-proliferation goals.
    


    
      Over the course of the 2016 programme, the fellows engaged in a wide variety of academic activities, including
      lectures by senior diplomats, officials of international organizations and members of academia. In addition to
      theoretical discussions, participants engaged in negotiation simulation exercises on the work of the Preparatory
      Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO) and the Review Conference of the
      Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons; field visits to a weapons destruction
      facility, a nuclear reactor, disarmament research laboratories; and simulations of chemical weapons inspections,
      demining and activities to counter improvised explosive devices.
    


    
      The fellowship programme’s initial segment started in Geneva on 22 August and exposed the fellows to the work of
      the Conference on Disarmament, as well as of various treaty regimes, in particular the Biological Weapons
      Convention,21 the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention,22 the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons,23 the Convention on Cluster Munitions24 and the
      Arms Trade Treaty.25 This segment also included a one-day study
      visit to Bern and the Spiez Laboratory, organized by the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs of Switzerland.
    


    
      During the second segment of the programme, the fellows participated in study visits to several international
      organizations and in arrangements related to disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation. These included,
      inter alia, the CTBTO; the International Atomic Energy Agency; the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
      Europe; the United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs; several export control regimes, such as the Wassenaar
      Arrangement and the Nuclear Suppliers Group in Vienna; the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons;
      and the International Court of Justice in The Hague. At the invitation of China, Germany, Japan and the Republic
      of Korea, fellows also participated in country-specific study visits to those States.
    


    
      The third segment of the programme took place in October at the United Nations Headquarters, where the fellows
      followed the work of the First Committee of the General Assembly, as well as developments related to key
      disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control issues.
    


    
      After completing the programme at Headquarters on 27 October, the 2016 fellows were awarded certificates of
      participation by Kim Won-soo, United Nations High Representative for Disarmament Affairs.
    


    
      Vienna Office of the United Nations Office for Disarmament
      Affairs
    


    
      In 2016, the UNODA Vienna Office continued to promote disarmament and non-proliferation (DNP) through education
      and awareness-raising programmes, capacity-building efforts and the promotion of dialogue.
    


    
      The Vienna Office implemented the initiative known as the DNP Education Partnership, developed to narrow the
      gender gap existing in this area. The project is a collaboration of 28 partners that include United Nations
      system entities such as the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the United Nations Educational,
      Scientific, and Cultural Organization, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, and the United Nations
      Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women. Other participants are specialized and intergovernmental
      organizations, such as CTBTO and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), as well as
      numerous Member States. Other parties include the United Nations Information Service and academic community
      stakeholders such as the Academic Council on the United Nations System, the United Nations-mandated University
      for Peace, the European Academy of Sciences and Arts and the Vienna Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation.
    


    
      Under the DNP Education Partnership, the Vienna Office launched the Women Scholarship for Peace in 2016, which
      provided scholarships for 170 early-career female professionals from 77 countries26 in the Global South regions: Africa, Asia and the Pacific, the Middle East and Latin America
      and the Caribbean. Scholarships were awarded with the aim of boosting women’s knowledge on disarmament, arms
      control and non-proliferation, and to provide, through a job fair, information on career opportunities in the
      field. The platform provides interdisciplinary educational and training courses delivering a broad understanding
      of disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation issues, ranging from conventional weapons to weapons of mass
      destruction. Women Scholarship for Peace also developed a similar initiative for the OSCE region, which will be
      implemented in 2017. Through a dashboard platform, this initiative offers a wealth of training courses to
      participants and allows them to engage in a dynamic dialogue on disarmament issues.
    


    
      The Vienna Office also launched the Women Higher Education for Peace Vienna Forum, which was designed to foster
      opportunities for women to network and access information in the fields of disarmament, non-proliferation, peace
      and development. Formulated in a talk-show format, the event encouraged women to discuss and research entrenched
      issues. The Forum naturally complemented the disarmament and non-proliferation education and scholarship
      initiatives. A total of 370 participants attended the Forum and 30 scholarships were allocated to women from the
      Global South, enabling them to attend the event. The job fair, which was part of the DNP education initiative,
      consisted of 7 workshops and 19 booths hosted by project partners and other affiliated organizations to highlight
      career development opportunities.
    


    
      In 2016, the Office organized an event entitled “Ending Nuclear Tests: Why Should I Care? A Conversation with
      Youth” in collaboration with the CTBTO. The event presented an opportunity for youth to pose questions, in-person
      and through a Facebook webcast, to CTBTO Executive Secretary Lassina Zerbo and United Nations High Representative
      for Disarmament Affairs Kim Won-soo. Both senior officials stressed the potential of youth, underscoring that
      their participation in a dialogue was conducive to achieving global peace and security.
    


    
      The Vienna Office, on behalf of UNODA, participated in meetings of the IAEA Board of Governors, the CTBTO and its
      Working Groups, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile
      Proliferation, the OSCE and the United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs. In addition, it participated in
      the commemoration of the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons held during the sixtieth
      regular session of the IAEA General Conference.
    


    
      United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
    


    
      Over the past 36 years, the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) has built an international
      reputation for innovation and problem-solving. At a time when the multilateral disarmament machinery has
      struggled to deliver the expected results, UNIDIR has continued to fulfil its mandate, filling a critical niche
      with “thought leadership” through fact-based analysis, new ideas on emerging issues and fresh perspectives, as
      well as acting as a convener and facilitator in multilateral disarmament-related matters. In short, UNIDIR
      generates and leverages knowledge to improve disarmament and security policies, programmes and practices.
    


    
      The programme of work of UNIDIR encompasses five areas: (a) weapons of mass destruction; (b) conventional
      weapons; (c) emerging security issues; (d) security and society; and (e) the disarmament machinery.
    


    
      The year 2016 saw particular growth in UNIDIR research programmes on weapons of mass destruction and conventional
      weapons, as well as increased interest on emerging security issues. The Institute’s variety of research outputs
      continues to grow more diverse and innovative, including for instance in its programme on conventional weapons,
      for which software tools to assist policy practitioners were developed.
    


    
      In 2016, resource mobilization efforts attracted both new governmental funders, as well as funds from private
      foundations received for the first time in many years. Moreover, several projects attracted renewed funding
      through successive phases of research.
    


    
      A selection of the Institute’s key activities in 2016 is briefly described below. A full account of UNIDIR
      activities for the period January to December 2015 and its proposed programme of work and financial plan for 2016
      and 2017 are contained in the Director’s annual report.27 Detailed
      information about these specific projects, as well as the entirety of the Institute’s research programme and
      activities, is available from the UNIDIR website: http://www.unidir.org. UNIDIR also continued to produce publications, which are listed in annex II to
      this chapter and are available from its website.
    


    
      Weapons of mass destruction
    


    
      UNIDIR has a number of projects that deal with a fissile material cut-off treaty and nuclear security. The
      objective is to provide States with technical advice and to provide a forum for discussion. In 2016, UNIDIR
      implemented a fissile material cut-off treaty meeting series—three meetings on various aspects of the treaty,
      such as its possible structure and the verification of existing fissile material stocks, including dealing with
      sensitive military materials.
    


    
      With respect to promoting understanding about the causes and level of risk of nuclear-weapon use, the Institute
      contributed to the fact-based discourse about nuclear weapons by pinpointing areas more conducive to dialogue or
      information-sharing. The project examined different aspects of risk, including technological, political and
      military factors. It also identified the scope for common ground to be found across parties—nuclear-armed and
      non-nuclear armed—to reduce the risk of detonation for any reason.
    


    
      The project “Nuclear weapons in Europe: Stepping stones for restrictions and reductions” on tactical nuclear
      weapons explored ideas for a potential next step towards the nuclear disarmament of the United States and the
      Russian Federation. The focus was on non-strategic weapons, which are of concern because of the danger these
      weapons may pose in a crisis situation not yet covered by any arms control agreement.
    


    
      Conventional weapons
    


    
      The UNIDIR project on weapons and ammunition management in Somalia, which was on its second phase in 2016, sought
      to identify how States in conflict-affected settings can better manage their national stockpiles and address
      illicit arms proliferation on their territory. The objective of the project was to help build the capacity of
      Somalia to establish national institutions and processes in support of the development of good governance,
      management and accountability of arms and ammunition in the country. This project’s value has been recognized in
      a statement of the President of the United Nations Security Council, in various General Assembly resolutions and
      in a number of reports of the Secretary-General on small arms.
    


    
      Another project on its second phase, entitled “International Small Arms and Ammunition Guidance Platform:
      Exploring common understanding to enhance weapons and ammunition management in conflict-affected settings”,
      assessed the role of arms control in managing conflicts. It created a space for policymakers and operators to
      exchange views and lessons learned, and to explore the options in strengthening the management of arms and
      ammunition in conflict-affected settings. This project was in response to the recommendations made in 2015 by the
      Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters to examine the role of arms control in addressing
      conflict dynamics.
    


    
      Emerging security issues
    


    
      In preparation for the expanded 2016-2017 United Nations Group of Governmental Experts (GGE) on information and
      communication technologies security, UNIDIR held a series of three thematic expert workshops in order to bring
      new members “up to speed” on the state of GGE discussions. The International Security Cyber Issues Workshop
      Series was unique as it brought together government experts with the technical community and non-governmental
      experts under a United Nations umbrella, a first in regard to the very closed GGE process.
    


    
      UNIDIR started work on the weaponization of increasingly autonomous technologies in 2013 and was on the second
      phase in 2016. The project’s objective is to help raise the quality of the international discussions on autonomy
      in weapon systems—not by offering a policy response per se, but by exploring different themes and offering “food
      for thought” questions. Under the project, the Institute has convened cross-disciplinary expert meetings on six
      topics and produced observation reports on each one, as well as held a variety of public events. These outputs
      have achieved wide traction within intergovernmental forums, but also far beyond, including in the private
      sector. Phase III will begin in early 2017.
    


    
      Security and society
    


    
      UNIDIR pursued a project entitled “Increasing UAV Transparency, Oversight and Accountability”, which built upon
      the 2015 study on armed unmanned aerial vehicles prepared by UNODA with the assistance of UNIDIR upon the
      recommendation of the Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters. The project aims to facilitate
      multilateral dialogue on armed unmanned aerial vehicles to increase transparency, oversight and accountability.
    


    
      Separately, the pilot project on the “reverberating effects” of explosive force contributed to understanding the
      nature and impacts of the use of explosive weapons in populated areas, particularly those ensuing from the
      immediate blast and fragmentation of such weapons. These continuing effects in space and time have taken on
      particular salience in view of the adoption of the post-2015 United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. In
      recent and contemporary conflicts, explosive weapons in populated areas are a major cause of civilian harm.
      Central questions explored in this research were, firstly, the ways in which reverberating effects of explosive
      force could affect the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals and, secondly, what the international
      community needs to know in order to develop appropriate responses.
    


    
      Disarmament machinery
    


    
      The latest background paper in the series about taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations
      catalogued the main elements and pathways towards nuclear disarmament, as could be discerned from discussions in
      the 2016 Open-ended Working Group and the known positions of non-participating States. The paper is the third of
      a series of the Group’s backgrounders on the evolving nuclear disarmament debate; the previous two were prepared
      prior to the 2013 and 2016 Open-ended Working Groups.
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      United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs publications and other materials in 2016
    


    
      United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, vol. 40 (Parts I and II): 2015. New York: United Nations, 2014
      (Sales Nos. E.16.IX.5 and E.16.IX.6). Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/yearbook/volume-40-2015/.
    


    
      Rethinking General and Complete Disarmament in the Twenty-first Century. UNODA Occasional Papers, No.
      28, October 2016. New York: United Nations, 2016 (Sales No. E.16.IX.8). Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/occasionalpapers/no-28/.
    


    
      Bringing Democracy to Disarmament: A Historical Perspective on the Special Sessions of the General Assembly
      Devoted to Disarmament. UNODA Occasional Papers, No. 29, October 2016. New York: United Nations, 2016 (Sales
      No. E.16.IX.9). Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/occasionalpapers/op-29/.
    


    
      Civil Society Engagement in Disarmament Processes: The Case for a Nuclear Weapons Ban. Civil Society and
      Disarmament, 2016. New York: United Nations, 2016 (Sales No. E.17.IX.2). Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/civilsociety/volume-2016/.
    


    
      Programmes Financed from Voluntary Contributions: 2015-2016. New York: United Nations, 2016. Available
      from https://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/xb-report/volume-2015-2016/.
    


    
      UNODA Update (online news updates): 1st Quarter, 2nd Quarter, 3rd Quarter and 4th Quarter. Available from
      https://www.un.org/disarmament/update/.
    


    
      Fact sheets on disarmament issues. Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/factsheets/.
    


    
      Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa
    


    
      UNREC Focus (newsletter), No. 29 (May 2016). Available from https://www.unrec.org/ged/download.php?itemId=158&language=en_GBhttps://www.unrec.org/ged/download.php?itemId=158&language=en_GB.
    


    
      UNREC fact sheet, January 2016. Available from https://www.unrec.org/ged/download.php?itemId=120&language=en_GB.
    


    
      Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the Caribbean
    


    
      Stray Bullets II: Media Analysis of Cases of Stray Bullets in Latin America and the Caribbean
      (2014-2015). Lima: United Nations, 2016. Available from http://www.unlirec.org/Documents/BalasPerdidas_Sum_ENG.pdf.
    


    
      UNLIREC and Democratic Control of Armed Forces. Armed Private Security in Latin America and the Caribbean:
      Oversight and Accountability in an Evolving Context. Lima: United Nations, 2016. Available from http://www.unlirec.org/documents/reg_study_prisec_Dec16.pdf.
    


    
      Less Lethal Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean: Challenges and Opportunities. Lima: United Nations, 2016.
    


    
      UNLIREC fact sheets: Defence White Papers; Arms Trade Treaty Implementation Course; Stockpile Management and
      Weapons Destruction; Firearms Operational Forensic Ballistics; Small Arms Control and the Private Security
      Sector; Women and Disarmament; and UNSCR 1540 (2004). Available from http://www.unlirec.org.
    


    
      UNLIREC newsletter. No. 20 (August 2016) and No. 21 (October 2016). Available from http://www.unlirec.org/newsletter.
    


    
      Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific
    


    
      UNRCPD newsletter. No. 8 (May 2016) and No. 9 (September 2016). Available from http://unrcpd.org/publications/newsletter/.
    


    
      UNRCPD fact sheet, December 2016. Available from https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/UNRCPD-Fact-Sheet-Sep2016.pdf.
    


    
      Aleksander Micic. 15th Anniversary for the United Nations-Republic of Korea Joint Disarmament Conference.
      1540 Compass, no. 11, winter 2016 (Athens, Georgia: University of Georgia, 2016). Available from
      http://spia.uga.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Compass_11-Winter2016.pdf.
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      Caughley, Meeting Summary—Examining Options and Models for Harmonization of End Use/r Control Systems. Informal
      Expert Group Meeting, Vienna, 22-23 April 2015. Geneva: UNIDIR, 2016. PDF e-book.
    


    
      Podvig, Pavel. FM(C)T Meeting Series—Addressing Disparities in a Non-Discriminatory Fissile Material
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      September 2016. UNIDIR Resources. Geneva: UNIDIR, 2016. PDF e-book.
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      ___. Report of the International Security Cyber Issues Workshop Series. Geneva: UNIDIR, 2016. PDF
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      APPENDIX I
    


    
      Status of multilateral arms regulation and disarmament agreements
    


    
      The most up-to-date information on disarmament treaties and their status of adherence is available from the UNODA
      website at:
    


    
      http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/
    


    
      The data contained in this appendix has been provided by the depositaries of the treaties or agreements.
      Inclusion of information concerning the treaties and agreements of which the United Nations Secretary-General is
      not the depositary is as reported by the respective depositaries and implies no position on the part of the
      United Nations with respect to the data reported.
    


    
      Secretary-General of the United Nations
    


    
      Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies
    


    
      Arms Trade Treaty
    


    
      Central African Convention for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons, Their Ammunition and All Parts and
      Components That Can Be Used for Their Manufacture, Repair and Assembly (Kinshasa Convention)
    


    
      Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
    


    
      Convention on Cluster Munitions
    


    
      Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be
      Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects
    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques
    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on
      Their Destruction
    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-personnel Mines and on
      Their Destruction (Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention)
    


    
      International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism
    


    
      African Union
    


    
      African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (Pelindaba Treaty)
    


    
      Canada and Hungary
    


    
      Treaty on Open Skies
    


    
      France
    


    
      Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
      Methods of Warfare (1925 Geneva Protocol)
    


    
      Kyrgyzstan
    


    
      Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia
    


    
      Mexico
    


    
      Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco)
    


    
      Netherlands
    


    
      Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
    


    
      Organization of American States
    


    
      Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition,
      Explosives and Other Related Materials
    


    
      Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions
    


    
      Pacific Islands Forum
    


    
      South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Rarotonga Treaty)
    


    
      Russian Federation, United Kingdom and United States
    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and
      Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction
    


    
      Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water (Partial Test Ban Treaty)
    


    
      Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the
      Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (Outer Space Treaty)
    


    
      Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
    


    
      Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
      Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof (Sea-bed Treaty)
    


    
      Thailand
    


    
      Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (Bangkok Treaty)
    


    
      United States
    


    
      Antarctic Treaty
    


    
      Actions reported in the period 1 January to 31 December 2016
    


    
      The following list shows actions, if any, during the period from 1 January to 31 December 2016 with regard to
      multilateral arms regulation and disarmament agreements, as reported by the depositaries. The order in which the
      agreements are listed is according to the date of signature or opening for signature.
    


    
      A new State party in the following list is based on the date of deposit with the respective depositary of a
      State’s instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession. However, please refer to the footnotes to
      ascertain whether that State actually becomes a State party at a later date, as some treaties only enter into
      force for a State after a specified period of time from the date of deposit. If a State expressed its consent to
      be bound by a means other than ratification, the date of deposit is further noted as follows: (a) = accession,
      (A) = acceptance, (AA) = approval, (P) = consent to be bound, and (s) = succession.a
    


    
      In the case of multi-depositary clauses, depositary action may be completed with one or more of the several
      depositaries. The following notation indicates where the reported action was completed: (M) = Moscow, (L) =
      London and (W) = Washington.
    


    
      Certain treaties that establish nuclear-weapon-free zones (Bangkok Treaty, Pelindaba Treaty, Rarotonga Treaty,
      Treaty of Tlatelolco and Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia) have associated protocols
      concerning security guarantees from the nuclear-weapon States and some also have protocols for States outside the
      zone of application, but which have some territory within the zone. They are at different stages with regard to
      signature, ratification and entry into force. For the status of adherence of these protocols, see the table in
      chapter 4, page 125.
    


    
      Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
      Bacteriological Methods of Warfare (1925 Geneva Protocol)
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT GENEVA: 17 June 1925
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 8 February 1928
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: France
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 140
      

    


    
      Antarctic Treaty
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT WASHINGTON: 1 December 1959
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 23 June 1961
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: United States
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 53
      

    


    
      Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water (Partial Test Ban
      Treaty)
    


    
      
        SIGNED BY THE ORIGINAL PARTIESb
        IN MOSCOW: 5 August 1963
      


      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT LONDON, MOSCOW AND WASHINGTON: 8 August 1963
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 10 October 1963
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 125
      

    


    
      Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space,
      including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (Outer Space Treaty)
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT LONDON, MOSCOW AND WASHINGTON: 27 January 1967 ENTERED
        INTO FORCE: 10 October 1967
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: Paraguay       —22 December (a) (L)
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 105
      

    


    
      Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of
      Tlatelolco)
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT MEXICO CITY: 14 February 1967
        

        ENTERED INTO FORCE: for each Government individually
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Mexico
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 33
      


      
        Amendment to article 7c
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        Amendment to article 25d
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        Amendment to articles 14, 15, 16, 19 and 20e
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      

    


    
      
        Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
      


      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT LONDON, MOSCOW AND WASHINGTON: 1 July 1968
        

        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 5 March 1970
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 191
      

    


    
      Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on
      the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof (Sea-bed Treaty)
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT LONDON, MOSCOW AND WASHINGTON: 11 February 1971
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 18 May 1972
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 94
      

    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
      (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT LONDON, MOSCOW AND WASHINGTON: 10 April 1972
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 26 March 1975
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES:

              	Angola

              	—26 July (a) (W)
            


            
              	 

              	Côte d’Ivoire

              	—23 March (M)
            


            
              	 

              	 

              	—26 April (L)
            


            
              	 

              	Dominicaf

              	—1 August (s) (L)
            


            
              	 

              	Guinea

              	—9 November (a) (L)
            


            
              	 

              	Liberia

              	—4 November (W)
            


            
              	 

              	Nepal

              	—4 November (L)
            


            
              	 

              	 

              	—4 November (W)
            


            
              	 

              	 

              	—11 November (M)
            


            
              	 

              	Vanuatug

              	—6 September (s) (L)
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 178
            

          
        

      

    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification
      Techniques
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT GENEVA: 18 May 1977
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 5 October 1978
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 77
      

    


    
      Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT NEW YORK: 18 December 1979
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 11 July 1984
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES :h

              	Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)

              	—3 November (a)
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 17
            

          
        

      

    


    
      Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed
      to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT NEW YORK: 10 April 1981
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 2 December 1983
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES :i

              	Bahrain

              	—11 March (a)
            


            
              	 

              	Côte d’Ivoire

              	—25 May (A)
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 123
            

          
        

      


      
        Amendment to Article 1 of the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (entered into force on 18 May
        2004)
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES:

              	Lesotho

              	—25 April (a)
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 83
            

          
        

      


      
        Amended Protocol II (entered into force on 3 December 1998)
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES:

              	None
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 102
            

          
        

      


      
        Protocol IV (entered into force on 30 July 1998)
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES:

              	Bahrain

              	—11 March (P)
            


            
              	 

              	Lesotho

              	—25 April (P)
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 107
            

          
        

      


      
        Protocol V (entered into force on 12 November 2006)
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES:

              	Bahrain

              	—11 March (P)
            


            
              	 

              	Burkina Faso

              	—10 October (P)
            


            
              	 

              	Côte d’Ivoire

              	—25 May (P)
            


            
              	 

              	Lesotho

              	—25 April (P)
            


            
              	 

              	Montenegro

              	—20 May (P)
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 92
            

          
        

      

    


    
      South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Rarotonga Treaty)
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT RAROTONGA: 6 August 1985
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 11 December 1986
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the Pacific Islands Forum
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 13
      

    


    
      Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT PARIS: 19 November 1990
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 9 November 1992
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Netherlands
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 30
      


      
        Agreement on Adaptation
      


      
        ADOPTED AND SIGNED AT ISTANBUL: 19 November 1999
      


      
        NOT YET IN FORCEjNEW SIGNATORIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNATORIES: 30
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 3
      

    


    
      Treaty on Open Skies
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT HELSINKI: 24 March 1992
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 1 January 2002
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Canada and Hungary
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 34
      

    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and
      on Their Destruction
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT PARIS: 13 January 1993
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 29 April 1997
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        NEW PARTIES :k None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 192
      

    


    
      Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (Bangkok Treaty)
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT BANGKOK: 15 December 1995
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 27 March 1997
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Thailand
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 10
      

    


    
      African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (Pelindaba Treaty)
    


    
      
        SIGNED AT CAIRO: 11 April 1996
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 15 July 2009
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the African Union
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 39
      

    


    
      Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT NEW Y ORK: 24 September 1996
      


      
        NOT YET IN FORCEl
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        NEW SIGNATORIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNATORIES: 183
      


      
        
          
            
              	NEW PARTIES:

              	Myanmar

              	—21 September
            


            
              	 

              	Swaziland

              	—21 September
            


            
              	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 166
            

          
        

      

    


    
      Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-personnel Mines
      and on Their Destruction (Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention)
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT OTTAWA: 3 December 1997
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 1 March 1999
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        NEW PARTIES :m None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 162
      

    


    
      Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition,
      Explosives, and Other Related Materials
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT WASHINGTON, DC: 14 November
        1997
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 1 July 1998
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Organization of American States
      


      
        NEW PARTIES :n None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 31
      

    


    
      Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT GUATEMALA CITY: 7 June 1999
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 21 November 2002
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Organization of American States
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: Panama —8 September (a)
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 17
      

    


    
      International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT NEW YORK: 14 September 2005
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 7 July 2007
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary General of the United Nations
      


      
        
          
            	NEW PARTIES:o

            	Argentina

            	-8 April
          


          
            	 

            	Italy

            	-21 October 29
          


          
            	 

            	Jordan

            	-29 January
          


          
            	 

            	Namibia

            	-2 September (a)
          


          
            	 

            	New Zealand

            	-18 March
          


          
            	 

            	Uruguay

            	-4 March
          


          
            	 

            	Viet Nam

            	-23 September (a)
          


          
            	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 107
          

        
      

    


    
      Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT SEMIPALATINSK: 8 September
        2006
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 21 March 2009
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Kyrgyzstan
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 5
      

    


    
      Convention on Cluster Munitions
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT OSLO: 3 December 2008
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 1 August 2010
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        
          
            	NEW PARTIES :p

            	Cuba

            	—6 April (a)
          


          
            	 

            	Palau

            	—19 April
          


          
            	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 100
          

        
      

    


    
      Central African Convention for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons, Their Ammunition and All
      Parts and Components That Can Be Used for Their Manufacture, Repair and Assembly (Kinshasa Convention)
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT BRAZZAVILLE: 19 November 2010
      


      
        NOT YET IN FORCEq
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        NEW SIGNATORIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNATORIES: 11
      


      
        NEW PARTIES: None
      


      
        TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 5
      

    


    
      Arms Trade Treaty
    


    
      
        OPENED FOR SIGNATURE AT NEW YORK: 3 June 2013
      


      
        ENTERED INTO FORCE: 24 December 2014
      


      
        DEPOSITARY: Secretary-General of the United Nations
      


      
        
          
            	NEW PARTIES :r

            	 

            	Benin

            	—7 November
          


          
            	 

            	Cape Verde

            	—23 September
          


          
            	 

            	Cyprus

            	—10 May
          


          
            	 

            	Georgia

            	—23 May
          


          
            	 

            	Greece

            	—29 February
          


          
            	 

            	Guatemala

            	—12 July
          


          
            	 

            	Lesotho

            	—25 January
          


          
            	 

            	Madagascar

            	—22 September
          


          
            	 

            	Monaco

            	—30 June (a)
          


          
            	 

            	Peru

            	—16 February
          


          
            	 

            	Republic of Korea

            	—28 November
          


          
            	 

            	Zambia

            	—20 May
          


          
            	TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIES: 91
          

        
      

    


    


    
      aA glossary of terms relating to treaty
      actions is available from http://treaties.un.org/Pages/Overview.aspx?path=overview/glossary/page1_en.xml (accessed 11 July
      2017).
    


    
      bThe original parties are the Russian
      Federation, the United Kingdom and the United States.
    


    
      cAmendment adopted by the General
      Conference of OPANAL, pursuant to resolution 267 (E-V) of 3 July 1990.
    


    
      dAmendment adopted by the General
      Conference of OPANAL, pursuant to resolution 268 (XII) of 10 May 1991.
    


    
      eAmendment adopted by the General
      Conference of OPANAL, pursuant to resolution 290 (VII) of 26 August 1992.
    


    
      fThe Commonwealth of Dominica deposited
      its instrument of succession in London on 1 August 2016 and confirmed that the Convention continues in force from
      3 November 1978, the date of its independence.
    


    
      gThe Republic of Vanuatu deposited its
      instrument of succession in London on 6 September 2016 and confirmed that the Convention continues in force from
      30 July 1980, the date of its independence.
    


    
      hArticle 19, paragraph 4, states:
    


    
      “For each State depositing its instrument of ratification or accession after the entry into force of this
      Agreement, it shall enter into force on the thirtieth day following the date of deposit of any such instrument.”
    


    
      iArticle 5, paragraphs 2 and 3, of the
      Convention state:
    


    
      “2. For any State which deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession after the date
      of the deposit of the twentieth instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, this Convention
      shall enter into force six months after the date on which that State has deposited its instrument of
      ratification, acceptance, approval or accession. “3. Each of the Protocols annexed to this Convention shall enter
      into force six months after the date by which twenty States have notified their consent to be bound by it in
      accordance with paragraph 3 or 4 of Article 4 of this Convention.”
    


    
      jArticle 31, paragraph 3, states:
    


    
      “This Agreement on Adaptation shall enter into force 10 days after instruments of ratification have been
      deposited by all States Parties listed in the Preamble, after which time the Treaty shall exist only in its
      amended form.”
    


    
      kArticle XXI, paragraph 2, states:
    


    
      “For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the entry into force of
      this Convention, it shall enter into force on the 30th day following the date of deposit of their instrument of
      ratification or accession.”
    


    
      lArticle XIV, paragraph 1, states:
    


    
      “This Treaty shall enter into force 180 days after the date of deposit of the instruments of ratification by all
      States listed in Annex II to this Treaty, but in no case earlier than two years after its opening for signature.”
    


    
      mArticle 17, paragraph 2, states:
    


    
      “For any State which deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession after the date of
      the deposit of the 40th instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, this Convention shall
      enter into force on the first day of the sixth month after the date on which that State has deposited its
      instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
    


    
      nArticle XXV states:
    


    
      “This Convention shall enter into force on the 30th day following the date of deposit of the second instrument of
      ratification. For each State ratifying the Convention after the deposit of the second instrument of ratification,
      the Convention shall enter into force on the 30th day following deposit by such State of its instrument of
      ratification.”
    


    
      oArticle 25, paragraph 2 states:
    


    
      “For each State ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to the Convention after the deposit of the
      twenty-second instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, the Convention shall enter into
      force on the thirtieth day after deposit by such State of its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or
      accession.”
    


    
      pArticle 17, paragraph 2, states:
    


    
      “For any State that deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession after the date of
      the deposit of the thirtieth instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, this Convention shall
      enter into force on the first day of the sixth month after the date on which that State has deposited its
      instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
    


    
      qArticle 36, paragraph 1, states:
    


    
      “This Convention shall enter into force 30 days after the date of deposit of the sixth instrument of
      ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
    


    
      rArticle 22, paragraph 2, states:
    


    
      “For any State that deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession subsequent to the
      entry into force of this Treaty, this Treaty shall enter into force for that State ninety days following the date
      of deposit of its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
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      APPENDIX II
    


    
      The Future of Multilateral Disarmament
    


    
      Secretary-General's speech
    


    
      New York, 22 November 2016
    


    
      
        Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon gave a speech at the Center for Global Affairs at New York University on 22
        November. At the request of the Secretary-General, the large audience consisted primarily of interested
        students.
      


      
        As a capstone to Secretary-General Ban's steadfast efforts, the speech provided an opportunity to
        reflect on the many disarmament-related initiatives of his tenure. Most notably, he highlighted his five-point
        proposal on nuclear disarmament,a the first high-level
        meeting of the General Assembly on nuclear disarmament (held during the 2013 general debate) and his strong
        personal support for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty.
      


      
        The speech was followed by a question-and-answer session with the students, moderated by Edith Lederer,
        chief United Nations correspondent for the Associated Press.
      

    


    
      IT IS A GREAT PLEASURE AND HONOUR for me to have this opportunity to share some
      thoughts on my hope and what the United Nations has been doing on arms control and disarmament with distinguished
      professors and students here today.
    


    
      You have helped to prepare future generations to address global challenges through multilateral cooperation.
    


    
      Your outstanding teaching and research have deepened the public’s understanding of the work of the United
      Nations.
    


    
      And I salute you all for all of this and much more—what you have been doing and continue to do.
    


    
      Today, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to focus on the future of multilateral disarmament. Quite simply,
      disarmament is facing a crisis. This afternoon, I want to outline a number of steps to help put the process back
      on track.
    


    
      That need is ever more urgent as we scan the security horizon around the world.
    


    
      Every day, we are confronted with the stories of indiscriminate bombardment of civilians, more allegations of the
      use of chemical weapons, ceaseless development and even testing of nuclear weapons, even in the 21st century.
    


    
      I am more convinced than ever that a fresh start in disarmament will strengthen our overall system of
      international peace and security.
    


    
      Ladies and gentlemen,
    


    
      Disarmament is a topic long associated with the United Nations.
    


    
      For me, the issue is also deeply personal.
    


    
      My own country—the Republic of Korea—experienced the ravages of war in 1950 and continues to face threats from
      nuclear weapons, missiles, and ballistic missiles and many other conventional arms.
    


    
      It borders the only country—the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, normally we [call it the] DPRK—which has
      conducted a nuclear test in this century. And the DPRK continues to build up its ballistic missiles, imperilling
      regional security and threatening global security.
    


    
      As a foreign service officer, during my time, I have been deeply involved in promoting the entry-into-force of
      the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, CTBT. I served as the second Chairman of this CTBT when I was
      stationed in Vienna. And I had been involved in this announcing the historic joint declaration between the
      Republic of Korean and DPRK on the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, which was adopted on 31 December
      1991, which was ratified in February 1992. Thereafter, I participated in implementing this joint declaration on
      the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, but unfortunately, we have not been able to do that.
    


    
      In my time in the United Nations as the Secretary-General, as I was introduced by Dean [Dennis] Di Lorenzo, I was
      the first UN Secretary-General to visit Hiroshima and Nagasaki. At that time, I did not know that the United
      States Ambassador to Japan has not even visited there in such a long time, six decades, longer than six decades
      after this nuclear weapons were dropped. Only when the Secretary-General of the United Nations wanted to visit,
      at that time, for the first time, the US Ambassador just came to Hiroshima. I could not understand it at that
      time.
    


    
      Now, this year, during the G7 Summit, [United States] President [Barack] Obama paid tribute to all the victims.
      That was, I think a big history. Therefore, I and President Obama made a historic visit to this place.
    


    
      I also traveled to the tragic nuclear accident [sites of] Chernobyl and Fukushima, Japan, and I was introduced, I
      was the first person, the first world leader, not to mention Secretary-General of the United Nations, no world
      leaders have ever visited Semipalatinsk in Kazakhstan. I was so horrified when I was standing in the middle of
      this Semipalatinsk. Because of time constraints, I am not going to go into detail about how I felt.
    


    
      As I was introduced, I [decided], for the first time, again, to establish an expert level investigation team into
      the use of chemical weapons in Syria. I appointed the very distinguished expert scholar Åke Sellström of Sweden.
      You must have heard this name. That triggered a series of events resulting in unprecedented international action
      to eliminate that country’s chemical weapons programme.
    


    
      In 2008, very early in my tenure, I put forward a five-point plan to revitalize the international disarmament
      agenda based on key principles.
    


    
      First, disarmament must enhance security.
    


    
      Second, disarmament must be reliably verified.
    


    
      Third, disarmament must be rooted in legal obligations.
    


    
      And fourth, disarmament must be visible to the public.
    


    
      And fifth, disarmament must anticipate emerging dangers from conventional weapons.
    


    
      Ladies and gentlemen,
    


    
      Over the history of the United Nations, disarmament has been approached on two separate tracks.
    


    
      The first track relies on a so-called “comprehensive” effort to address all major disarmament challenges in a
      single integrated framework.
    


    
      This school of thought teaches that all disarmament issues are linked. For example, negotiations over nuclear and
      conventional weapons should take place in parallel.
    


    
      The second track has focused on what have been called “partial measures,” which is an incremental or piecemeal
      approach to disarmament.
    


    
      For example, before negotiating an elimination of nuclear weapons, you must first have a cessation of the arms
      race, an end to nuclear testing, a gradual sequenced reduction of nuclear stockpiles—the list goes on, one
      building block at a time.
    


    
      This may be seen as a practical [solution], before you can have a comprehensive nuclear deal.
    


    
      One novel variation has been the recent initiative to negotiate a treaty to prohibit nuclear weapons, a measure
      that its supporters believe will contribute to the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Unfortunately, there is a deep division among Member States over which steps would prove most fruitful.
    


    
      On the one hand, nuclear-weapon States, along with many of their allies, argue that they have taken steps to
      reduce their arsenals.
    


    
      On the other hand, non-nuclear-weapon States point to the lack of disarmament negotiations, the persistence of
      thousands of nuclear weapons, and plans for modernizing existing nuclear arsenals decades into the future with
      costs that run well over $1 trillion.
    


    
      This is a huge amount of money. I have been arguing that just a fraction of $1 trillion would have been enough
      for the Sustainable Development Goals to be implemented. We can also easily address climate change implementation
      to help developing countries. We have been working since 2009 to mobilize $100 billion that we have targeted by
      2020. It is an 11-year plan to mobilize $100 billion. Now we are talking about $1 trillion—just imagine all these
      stockpiles and improving their capacities.
    


    
      We have achieved some progress in outlawing certain specific weapons like cluster munitions and landmines, as
      well as success in negotiating a conventional Arms Trade Treaty. Again, we see while there are many disappointing
      and frustrating processes, we have seen recently some positive things.
    


    
      The Arms Trade Treaty, we negotiated [it], I think, for two years, finally on the second year we were able to
      have this agreement signed and the following year it was ratified. It became effective.
    


    
      We saw such a thing with climate change. After 20 years of negotiation, it gathered speed and we made it happen,
      and on 4 November of this year, we got the Paris Agreement to enter into force.
    


    
      There have been caps on numbers of deployed strategic nuclear weapons, the closure of several nuclear test sites,
      and a halt to the production of fissile material for weapons, in most possessor States at least.
    


    
      But persistent differences over disarmament have led to frustrating, and, I would add, shameful results.
    


    
      The UN disarmament machinery is locked in chronic stalemate.
    


    
      Perhaps nothing better illustrates this failure than the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. As
      Secretary-General, since the first year, I have been going to Geneva many times and addressing the Conference on
      Disarmament.
    


    
      You would be surprised—[for] over two decades, they have not been able to adopt the programme of work. Can you
      believe it? Not to mention, let alone the lack of progress in the work. They have not been able to adopt an
      agenda. Twenty years, this has existed, and I have been warning them: If you behave this way, we will have to
      bring the discussions in the Conference on Disarmament, we will have to bring them to some other venue, but they
      don’t listen... Because of the consensus system, just one country can block the whole 193 Member States. This is
      a totally unacceptable situation.
    


    
      The costs of allowing this kind of a status quo, non-action—they are still persistent. This is very frustrating.
    


    
      Chronic increases in military expenditures. Out-of-control arms races. New regional instabilities. Enhanced risks
      of proliferation. Growing mistrust among nations. And potential catastrophic terrorist threats from non-State
      actors.
    


    
      Diplomacy and dialogue can work to solve sensitive security problems, like the historic agreement on the nuclear
      programme of the Islamic Republic of Iran.
    


    
      Even while this deal remains in its infancy, we must guard against cynicism and focus on ensuring that the
      agreement lives up to our highest expectations. You cannot expect in our real world the perfect agreement,
      perfect treaty.
    


    
      Despite some challenges and weaknesses, sustaining this agreement is the best way to ensure that Iran’s nuclear
      programme remains peaceful.
    


    
      This may be my answer, if asked, to some of the debate which are now being discussed immediately after this
      Presidential election.
    


    
      Yet, in the absence of more general progress in this field, more intractable problems such as the irresponsible
      and reckless nuclear and missile activities of the DPRK—this will only grow.
    


    
      This will not only undermine regional peace and security but also imperil much of the fragile progress we have
      made in building strong norms against nuclear weapons.
    


    
      There is a better way—and I would like to offer one today. It is based on the long-accepted goal of disarmament
      as a means to ensure human survival and eliminate the danger of war.
    


    
      Building on my 2008 five-point proposal, I believe the world needs to see action in five specific areas to
      achieve sustainable security through the progressive demilitarization of international affairs. The goal is an
      international system that truly ensures the peaceful resolution of disputes—as called for in the UN
      Charter—rather than the use of force.
    


    
      First, let me say, the priority must remain the elimination of nuclear weapons, which continues to pose an
      existential threat to humanity. States must find a clearly defined and time-bound framework to achieve this,
      either through a nuclear weapons convention or a set of mutually reinforcing instruments.
    


    
      Fundamental questions have been raised.
    


    
      How will a prohibition treaty help induce nuclear possessors to move toward elimination?
    


    
      Why is it so difficult to delegitimize nuclear weapons in the same manner as other weapons of mass destruction
      such as chemical and biological weapons?
    


    
      Humanity deserves satisfactory answers to these questions.
    


    
      Both nuclear and non-nuclear States must work to narrow differences and to find common ground. Ultimately,
      reaching this universal objective will require comprehensive, inclusive, interactive and constructive approaches.
    


    
      In this regard, the Russian Federation and the United States—who together hold the largest nuclear arsenals, I
      think 95 per cent of declared nuclear weapons are in the hands of these two countries—they must resume a real
      dialogue on reducing all types of nuclear weapons. In the meantime, all States should pursue policies that are
      fully compatible with the objective of achieving a world without nuclear weapons.
    


    
      Second, beyond the challenge of nuclear disarmament, we must strive for the universality of instruments aimed at
      stemming the growing risk of terrorism using chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear materials. It is time
      for a new push for universal membership in the Chemical and Biological Weapons Conventions.
    


    
      It is an affront to the conscience of humankind that chemical weapons continue to exist, let alone are actually
      being used, as we have so tragically witnessed in Syria. Still, we have all this allegations that chemical
      weapons are still being used. And I am very happy to see that the Security Council has extended the mandate of
      the Joint Investigative Mechanism by another one year.
    


    
      Third, the Security Council must fulfil its responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and
      security by addressing the real and present challenges posed by weapons of mass destruction. We need unity in
      confronting this menace. Those who violate the non-proliferation commitments set by the Council or use chemical
      or other inhumane weapons must be held accountable. There must be no impunity. The Council must also fulfil its
      broader mandate in relation to disarmament and arms regulation.
    


    
      Number four, the international community must embrace the humanitarian, human rights, social and economic
      imperatives for disarmament and arms regulation, building on our progress in outlawing inhumane weapons and
      adopting the Arms Trade Treaty.
    


    
      This includes enhancing protection of civilians by ending the use of explosive weapons in populated areas,
      facilitating sustainable development and peace by eradicating the illicit arms trade. As I have often said, the
      world is over-armed and peace is underfunded. You must have heard my repetition of this catchphrase. I am going
      to repeat again: The world is over-armed and peace is underfunded.
    


    
      The objective of security should be reoriented toward purely defensive capabilities and the fulfillment of
      peacekeeping responsibilities.
    


    
      Number five, we must widen the scope to include other emerging technologies with potentially destabilizing
      military applications. These include armed drones, cyber weapons, space weapons, new types of biological weapons
      made through genetic engineering, strategic missile defense capabilities, and other technologies such as
      autonomous weapons. The best time to achieve our goals is before an arms race begins, rather than after it is too
      late.
    


    
      The approach that I have outlined today, these five approaches, can help move us closer to our shared dream of
      achieving all the solemn goals of the UN Charter with respect to international peace and security, and not just
      in the field of disarmament.
    


    
      For 10 years, I have strived to advance such goals as Secretary-General. Soon, I will turn over these
      responsibilities to my very able successor, António Guterres.
    


    
      I urge you to give him full support and cooperation and also to the United Nations, toward this great cause of
      disarmament.
    


    
      Ladies and gentlemen, distinguished professors,
    


    
      Together, let us continue until we reach our destination: a world free of nuclear weapons, a world free of all
      weapons of mass destruction or massive disruption, and a world that is safer, more secure and better for all the
      people.
    


    
      I thank you for your attention. Thank you.
    


    


    
      a Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/wmd/nuclear/sg5point/(accessed 12 June 2017).
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      APPENDIX III
    


    
      Disarmament resolutions and decisions listed by chapter
    


    
      At its seventy-first session, the General Assembly adopted 64 resolutions and five decisions related to
      disarmament. This appendix includes highlights of each resolution and decision, followed by any general
      statements and explanations of vote of Member States delivered during the First Committee session.a Additional voting information is found in the boxes,b including cross-references to Part I of the Yearbook. The resolutions and
      decisions are grouped by the Yearbook’s chapter topics.
    


    
      Chapter I. Nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation
    


    
      71/30. Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the
      use or threat of use of nuclear weapons
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Pakistan (14 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 128-0-57 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 129-0-58 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 16-20.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly recommended that further intensive efforts be devoted to the search for a common approach or
      common formula and that the various alternative approaches, particularly those considered in the Conference on
      Disarmament, be further explored. It also recommended that the Conference actively continue intensive
      negotiations to reach agreement and conclude effective international agreements on security assurances, taking
      into account the widespread support for the conclusion of an international convention and giving consideration to
      any other proposals designed to secure the same objective.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, Japan said that the draft
      resolution should not prejudge the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament and that Japan’s priority on a
      fissile material cut-off treaty in the Conference remained unchanged.
    


    
      71/33. The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Kazakhstan (27 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 166-1-16 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 166-1-19 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 29-32.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly underscored the importance of further advancing, at both the regional and the international
      levels, the universalization of the Code of Conduct and invited all States that had not yet subscribed to the
      Code, in particular those possessing space-launch-vehicle and ballistic-missile capabilities and those developing
      corresponding national programmes, bearing in mind the right to use space for peaceful purposes.
    


    
      It also encouraged the exploration of further ways and means to deal effectively with the problem of the
      proliferation of ballistic missiles capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction, to take the measures
      necessary to avoid contributing to such delivery systems and to continue to deepen the relationship between the
      Code and the United Nations.
    


    
      First Committee. Before abstaining, Cuba and Egypt made the following statements:
    


    
      •Cuba stated that the Code was negotiated outside of the United
      Nations with little transparency and without the participation of all interested States. It maintained that the
      Code had significant shortcomings and limitations and did not adequately reflect the primary interests of many
      States.
    


    
      •Egypt expressed its belief that the Code was negotiated in a
      discriminatory manner outside the United Nations and was neither balanced in its approach nor comprehensive in
      its scope, ignoring more advanced means of delivering weapons of mass destruction, such as cruise missiles.
    


    
      After voting in favour of the draft resolution, Brazil acknowledged the significance of regional
      and international efforts to curb the proliferation of ballistic-missile systems capable of delivering weapons of
      mass destruction as a contribution to international peace and security. It welcomed the reference to the right to
      use outer space for peaceful purposes. Nonetheless, Brazil reiterated that the construction of an effective and
      equitable international order depended essentially on a solid international law based on legally binding
      commitments.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, the Islamic Republic of Iran explained that it
      considered the Code discriminatory, having been negotiated outside of the United Nations in a selective,
      non-transparent and unbalanced manner. It asserted that the Code sent a message that certain States had the right
      to develop, possess and use ballistic missiles of any type, and other States did not. It added that the Code
      ignored the right of all States to the peaceful use of outer space.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following States explained their positions:
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic pointed out that legal instruments
      negotiated outside of the United Nations undermined the disarmament machinery and could have an adverse effect on
      disarmament and non-proliferation objectives. It said that the Code was selective, discriminatory and unbalanced.
    


    
      •Pakistan reiterated that the issue of missiles was complex and
      needed to be addressed in a duly constituted multilateral forum. It believed that the lack of proper deliberations during the discussions that led to the development of the Code prevented the
      views of several missile-possessing States from being appropriately taken into account.
    


    
      71/37. Reducing nuclear danger
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Austria (14 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 144-16-24 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 143-16-24 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 86-89.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called for a review of nuclear doctrines and for immediate and urgent steps to reduce the
      risks of unintentional and accidental use of nuclear weapons. The Assembly requested the Secretary-General to
      intensify efforts and support initiatives that would contribute towards the full implementation of the
      recommendations of the Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters that would significantly reduce
      the risk of nuclear war, and to continue encouraging Member States to consider the convening of an international
      conference to identify ways of eliminating nuclear dangers.
    


    
      71/46. Humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons
    


    
      
        Introduced by: India (14 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 126-49-10 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 127-49-10 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 45-48.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly stressed that it was in the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons
      never be used again under any circumstances and, to that end, emphasized the need for the total elimination of
      such weapons. The Assembly also stressed that the catastrophic effects of a nuclear-weapon detonation, whether by
      accident, miscalculation or design, could not be adequately addressed and expressed its firm belief that
      awareness of the catastrophic consequences of nuclear weapons must underpin all approaches and efforts towards
      nuclear disarmament. It called upon all States to prevent the use of nuclear weapons, to prevent their vertical
      and horizontal proliferation and to achieve nuclear disarmament and urged States to exert all efforts to totally
      eliminate the threat of those weapons of mass destruction.
    


    
      First Committee. Before voting against the draft resolution, France,c speaking also on behalf of the United States and the United Kingdom, said that the underlying
      idea behind the three draft resolutions was to call for a legal instrument to ban nuclear weapons, which they
      believed could weaken the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) by making consensus
      impossible. In their view, the proposed treaty did not take into account the necessary security conditions and
      would not eliminate nuclear weapons. It would run counter to a consensus-based approach and widen the gap between
      parties to the NPT. They stressed their support for a step-by-step approach.
    


    
      After voting in favour, Japan and India took the floor:
    


    
      •Japand stressed that it recognized the
      humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons based on first-hand experience. It acknowledged that cooperation and
      mutual trust among the nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States was
      indispensable in order to advance nuclear disarmament. It believed that a recognition of the humanitarian
      consequences of nuclear weapons should serve as a bridge-builder for unifying the international community.
    


    
      •India highlighted that some of the same States that were in the forefront of the
      humanitarian discussion and that were lead sponsors of the present draft resolution had voted last year against
      the resolution on the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons. It appealed to those States to
      reconsider their position and narrow the credibility gap between precept and practice.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following States spoke:
    


    
      •The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea referenced the unique security environment
      of the Korean Peninsula and said it was compelled to maintain a nuclear deterrent to safeguard its sovereignty
      and security and for self-defence. It said that the nuclear program did not constitute any threat to
      non-nuclear-weapon States or any nuclear-weapon-free zones.
    


    
      •Pakistane pointed out that the subject
      of nuclear weapons could not be reduced solely to humanitarian dimensions, as that approach effectively ignored
      the security aspects. It referred to the principle of equal and undiminished security for all, which it
      considered to be a prerequisite for efforts aimed at attaining nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      71/47. Humanitarian pledge for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Austria (14 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 137-34-12 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 135-33-14 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 90-93.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon all States to pursue an additional legal instrument or instruments with urgency
      and to support international efforts to prohibit and eliminate nuclear weapons. The Assembly also recalled that
      all such efforts were aimed at contributing to the full implementation of article VI of the Treaty and the
      achievement and maintenance of a world without nuclear weapons.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, the United Statesf said that it did not accept the premise underlying the call to negotiate a
      legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons. It expressed disagreement with the practicality of such
      an approach, as well as concern about the negative effects of seeking to ban nuclear weapons without
      consideration of the overarching international security environment.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following States explained their votes:
    


    
      •Switzerland explained that its concerns regarding the draft
      resolution were related to its explanation of vote for draft resolution A/C.1/71/L.41 (resolution 71/258). See
      the statement of Switzerland on page 287.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran drew attention to the phrase “the
      lowering of the technical threshold for nuclear weapon capability” in the fifth preambular paragraph as vague and irrelevant to the context and purpose of the paragraph and the draft
      resolution. It expressed its belief that such ambiguous phrases had been used to justify constraining the
      inalienable right to develop and use nuclear energy and technology, including a full national nuclear fuel cycle,
      for peaceful purposes.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, the Republic of Koreag said that the international community must start by fully implementng the obligations under
      existing international law before beginning any discussions on a new treaty. For this reason, it could not
      support the commencement of negotiations on a prohibition treaty in 2017.
    


    
      After abstaining, India considered it dangerous to have proposals that further fragmented the
      disarmament agenda or that divided the disarmament machinery. It believed that the pledge fell short of the
      requirements of a comprehensive convention, which should include verification.
    


    
      See also the statements of France, Japan and Pakistan with
      respect to resolution 71/46 on pages 271-272.
    


    
      71/49. United action with renewed determination towards the total elimination of nuclear weapons
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Japan (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 167-4-16; 173-3-5, o.p. 5; 167-4-8, o.p. 20; 170-0-10, o.p. 27 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 167-4-17; 176-3-4, o.p. 5; 169-4-7, o.p. 20; 173-0-9, o.p. 27 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 100-110.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon all nuclear-weapon States to undertake further efforts to reduce and ultimately
      eliminate all types of nuclear weapons and also called upon States concerned to review their military and
      security concepts, doctrines and policies, with a view to reducing further the role and significance of nuclear
      weapons therein. The Assembly recognized the legitimate interest of non-nuclear-weapon States in receiving
      unequivocal and legally binding security assurances from nuclear-weapon States and called upon all nuclear-weapon
      States to fully respect their existing commitments with regard to security assurances. It encouraged further
      efforts towards the establishment of a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass
      destruction and their delivery systems, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at by the States of the
      region and in accordance with the 1995 resolution on the Middle East, and the resumption of dialogue towards that
      end involving the States concerned. The General Assembly called upon the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to
      fully comply with all relevant Security Council resolutions and to return at an early date to full compliance
      with the NPT, including that of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, the United States said that
      it was pleased to sponsor the draft resolution, which it believed to be balanced. It asserted that a ban treaty
      will do nothing to address challenges as a result of the present political, technical and security realities. It
      stressed that nuclear arsenals would not be reduced overnight and called for creating the conditions to make
      nuclear disarmament possible.
    


    
      Before voting in favour, Indonesia expressed concern with the
      lack of balance in the text between nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament. It added that paragraph 14
      could have been formulated more clearly to indicate that the security arrangement referred to was negative
      security assurances. Regarding the Korean Peninsula, Indonesia preferred inclusion of language calling for
      parties involved to refrain from any activities exacerbating the already tense security situation, as well as
      calling for a lasting solution to the region through dialogue and diplomacy.
    


    
      After voting in favour, Argentina and Brazil spoke:
    


    
      •Argentinah affirmed
      its support for achieving the broadest possible consensus to reach the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons
      and believed that the international community should make an effort to bring about dialogue and fruitful
      negotiations between the five nuclear-weapon States and the non-nuclear-weapon States. It welcomed the adoption
      of initiatives such as nuclear-disarmament verification and a fissile material cut-off treaty.
    


    
      •Brazil expressed its view that the text could have been more
      ambitious and should have included, inter alia, an explicit mention that the nuclear-weapon States had not yet
      fully implemented their obligations under article VI of the NPT and the need for a treaty on fissile material to
      serve both disarmament and non-proliferation objectives by also dealing with existing stocks.
    


    
      Having voted against the draft resolution, the following took the floor:
    


    
      •China regarded the moratorium mentioned in paragraph 20 as lacking
      an explicit definition and, therefore, could not be effectively verified and was not relevant or practical. In
      its view, singling out the nuclear explosions in Hiroshima and Nagasaki in the draft resolution was inappropriate
      and should not be used to distort history.
    


    
      •The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea expressed strong
      reservations about the draft resolution, asserting that its nuclear and ballistic-rocket development was an
      exercise of self-defence using a nuclear deterrent in the face of threats and provocations. It added that its
      nuclear programme was aimed at developing its economy.
    


    
      The following speakers abstained:
    


    
      •Israel expressed regret over the calls in the draft resolution for
      the universalization of the NPT, as well as references to decisions undertaken in those forums and to the
      establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East in the context of the 1995 NPT
      Review and Extension Conference. It emphasized that the establishment of such a zone in the Middle East must
      emanate from the States of the region based on arrangements freely arrived at by all regional States, not on
      decisions taken in multilateral forums.
    


    
      •France noted with concern the development of the text in recent
      years using an approach that it viewed to be emotional and divisive. It maintained that splitting the
      international community would not help create the conditions required for nuclear disarmament and that an
      approach disconnected from strategic development and discrediting the nuclear deterrent could only weaken support
      for the NPT.
    


    
      •Egypt highlighted that paragraph 19 did not affirm the belief that
      nuclear-weapon States that had not done so should accede to the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT)
      before urging other States listed in annex 2 to join it. It added that, with regard to paragraph 17, the
      international community should not lend any legitimacy to States possessing nuclear weapons if they were not
      signatories of the NPT. Lastly, referring to paragraph 27, it reiterated that the additional protocol was
      non-universal and voluntary in nature.
    


    
      •India explained that the draft resolution fell short of the goal of
      global, verifiable, non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament in a time-bound framework using a step-by-step
      process. It voted against paragraph 5 as it could not accept the call to accede to the NPT as a
      non-nuclear-weapon State. It abstained on paragraph 20, owing to the importance of nuclear weapons to its
      national security, and on paragraph 27, as the concept of a comprehensive safeguards agreement was applicable
      only to non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the NPT.
    


    
      •Ecuador expressed deep regret that neither the Open-ended Working
      Group taking forward multilateral disarmament negotiations nor its recommendations were mentioned in the draft
      resolution, while mentioning exclusive processes such as the International Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament
      Verification or the nuclear safety summits.
    


    
      •Pakistan clarified that it could not be bound by decisions issuing
      from forums, such as the NPT Review Conference, where it was not represented. It expressed concern that the draft
      resolution called for addressing only the non-proliferation aspect of fissile materials. It stressed that the
      comprehensive safeguards agreement applied only to NPT States parties.
    


    
      71/53. Decreasing the operational readiness of nuclear weapons systems
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Sweden (13 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 175-4-5; 168-0-11, p.p. 8 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 174-4-4; 168-0-10, p.p. 8 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 123-126.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called for further practical steps to be taken to decrease the operational readiness of
      nuclear weapons systems, with a view to ensuring that all nuclear weapons are removed from high-alert status, and
      looked forward to the issue of the lowering of the operational readiness of nuclear weapons systems being
      addressed further at the next review cycle.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, India said that it attached
      importance to de-alerting as a practical step in the process of reducing nuclear dangers, but abstained in the
      voting on the eighth preambular paragraph because, as a non-State party to the NPT, it was not bound by the
      Treaty’s outcome documents.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, France, also speaking on behalf of the United States
      and the United Kingdom, expressed disagreement with the premise that the current level of operational readiness
      of nuclear-weapon systems increased the risk of unintentional or accidental use of such weapons and that lowering
      the level of alert would always lead automatically to an increase in international security. They reiterated that
      they had reduced the operational readiness alert level of their respective forces. They also said that their
      nuclear-weapon systems underwent the most demanding monitoring system in both communications and quality control
      to prevent their accidental or unintentional use.
    


    
      71/54. Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: accelerating the implementation of nuclear disarmament
      commitments
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Egypt (13 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 137-25-19; 168-6-3, o.p. 14 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 141-24-20; 167-5-5, o.p. 14 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly stressed the fundamental role of the NPT in achieving nuclear disarmament and nuclear
      non-proliferation and looked forward to the first session of the Preparatory Committee for the 2020 NPT Review
      Conference. It urged all NPT States parties to fully implement without delay their obligations and commitments
      under the Treaty as agreed to at the 1995, 2000 and 2010 Review Conferences. It also urged the nuclear-weapon
      States to include in their reports to be submitted throughout the 2020 review cycle of the NPT concrete and
      detailed information concerning the implementation of their obligations and commitments on nuclear disarmament.
      It called upon Member States to continue to support efforts to identify, elaborate and negotiate effective
      legally binding measures for nuclear disarmament, and welcomed in this regard the recent endeavours towards the
      achievement and maintenance of a nuclear-weapon-free world.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, Switzerland explained that
      its concerns regarding the tenth preambular paragraph were related to its explanation of vote for draft
      resolution A/C.1/71/L.41 (resolution 71/258). See the statement of Switzerland on page 287.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, these States made statements:
    


    
      •France, also speaking on behalf of the United States and the United
      Kingdom, expressed concern that the most recent components and language in the current text deviated from the
      joint understanding to have a balanced and progressive approach. They had reservations about the emphasis placed
      on parallel processes. Regarding the Open-ended Working Group on nuclear disarmament, their Governments did not
      participate and considered the Group’s recommendations on a prohibition treaty not to be an acceptable basis for
      negotiations. They believed that a step-by-step pragmatic approach to nuclear disarmament, including a fissile
      material cut-off treaty, would be more constructive. They advocated inclusiveness, dialogue and consensus.
    


    
      •India maintained that it could not accept the call to accede to the
      NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon State and believed that such a call was contrary to the principle of free consent in
      acceding to a treaty. It reiterated that nuclear weapons were an integral part of its national security. The
      Democratic People’s Republic of Korea explained that in its view the draft resolution did not
      reflect the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula in a fair manner. It reiterated that its nuclear weapons were a
      war deterrent that reliably safeguarded its sovereignty and security. After abstaining, Australia and Pakistan
      took the floor:
    


    
      •Australia stated that it was not supportive of all the outcomes of
      the Open-ended Working Group, in particular the reference in the agreed recommendation section of the report of
      the commencement of negotiations of a prohibition treaty in 2017.
    


    
      •Pakistan conveyed its dismay over the calls upon Pakistan to accede
      to the NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon State, adding that as a non-party to the NPT, it could not be expected to
      subscribe to the conclusions and decisions of the Treaty.
    


    
      See also the statement of Argentina with respect to resolution 71/49 on page 274.
    


    
      71/55. Ethical imperatives for a nuclear-weapon-free world
    


    
      
        Introduced by: South Africa (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 130-37-15 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 131-36-17 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 136-140.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon all States to acknowledge the catastrophic humanitarian consequences and risks
      posed by a nuclear-weapon detonation, whether by accident, miscalculation or design, and acknowledged the ethical
      imperatives for nuclear disarmament and the urgency of achieving and maintaining a nuclear-weapon-free world,
      which was a “global public good of the highest order”, serving both national and collective security interests.
      The Assembly stressed that all States shared an ethical responsibility to act with urgency and determination,
      with the support of all relevant stakeholders, to take the effective measures, including legally binding
      measures, necessary to eliminate and prohibit all nuclear weapons, given their catastrophic humanitarian
      consequences and associated risks.
    


    
      First Committee. After abstaining, Sweden and India took the floor:
    


    
      •Sweden, speaking also on behalf of Switzerland, stated that it was
      unfortunate how international law and ethical principles were mixed in the draft resolution. They believed that
      it was important to protect international law as a system of legally binding rules and not merely as imperatives
      of morality, otherwise the system risked being undermined. In their view, while ethical and moral obligations
      played an important role, the strength of international law was that it was a rules-based system that obliged
      States to act in accordance with its rules and ensured that States were responsible for violations.
    


    
      •India said that it attached importance to the draft resolution and
      agreed with several provisions of the draft resolution, in particular the acknowledgement that nuclear
      disarmament was a global public good of the highest order.
    


    
      See also the statements of France, Japan and Pakistan with
      respect to resolution 71/46 on pages 271-272 and of Argentina with respect to resolution 71/49
      on page 274.
    


    
      71/58. Follow-up to the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice on the legality of the
      threat or use of nuclear weapons
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Malaysia (27 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 136-25-22 5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 137-24-22 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly underlined the unanimous conclusion of the International Court of Justice that there existed
      an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in
      all its aspects under strict and effective international control. The Assembly called upon all States to
      immediately fulfil that obligation by commencing multilateral negotiations leading to an early conclusion of a
      nuclear weapons convention prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment, stockpiling, transfer,
      threat or use of nuclear weapons and providing for their elimination.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, India expressed support for
      the International Court of Justice advisory opinion but argued that the illegality of nuclear weapons must go
      beyond opinio juris and be established in legal instruments, such as a comprehensive nuclear weapons
      convention. It added that the global elimination of nuclear weapons would first require the accomplishment of
      progressive steps, including reducing the role and utility of such weapons in national security policies.
    


    
      After abstaining, Japan explained that it did not yet consider conditions ripe enough to call on
      all States to immediately fulfil the obligation to pursue in good faith and to conclude negotiations leading to
      nuclear disarmament by commencing multilateral negotiations towards the early conclusion of a nuclear-weapon
      convention.
    


    
      71/63. Nuclear disarmament
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Myanmar (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 122-44-17; 171-1-5, o.p. 16 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 122-42-20; 172-2-5, o.p. 16 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly urged the Conference on Disarmament to commence as early as possible its substantive work
      during its 2017 session, on the basis of a comprehensive and balanced programme of work that took into
      consideration all the real and existing priorities in the field of disarmament and arms control, including the
      immediate commencement of negotiations on such a comprehensive nuclear weapons convention. It also called for the
      early entry into force, universalization and strict observance of the CTBT as a contribution to nuclear
      disarmament, while welcoming the latest ratifications of the Treaty, by Myanmar and Swaziland, on 21 September
      2016.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, the Democratic People’s Republic
      of Korea expressed support for nuclear disarmament but said it had reservations about
      the requests that it join the NPT and the CTBT. It explained that, as a non-party to the Treaty, it did not
      subscribe to the decisions emanating from the NPT Review Conferences.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following explained their positions:
    


    
      •Japan stated that it attached great importance to united action by
      the international community, including the nuclear-weapon States, which was an approach not supported by the
      draft resolution.
    


    
      •Pakistan stressed that it could not agree to the calls for the full
      implementation of the action plans of NPT Review Conferences, in line with its well-known position on the Treaty.
      It expressed regret that a draft resolution on nuclear disarmament referred only to non-proliferation-focused
      negotiations for a treaty dealing with the production of fissile material.
    


    
      •India reiterated its reservations about references to the NPT, on
      which India’s position was well known. However, it supported other provisions of the draft resolution that it
      believed were consistent with the position of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries and its own national position
      on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation.
    


    
      See also the statements of the Republic of Korea with respect to resolution 71/47 on page
      273 and of Argentina with respect to
      resolution 71/49 on page 274.
    


    
      71/67. Nuclear disarmament verification
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Sponsors (27 Oct.)i
      


      
        GA vote: 175-0-6; 175-1-0 (5 Dec).)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 177-0-7; 181-1-1, o.p. 1 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly called upon all States to work together to identify and develop practical and effective
      disarmament verification measures facilitating the objective of achieving and maintaining a world without nuclear
      weapons. It requested the Secretary-General to establish a group of governmental experts of up to 25 participants
      on the basis of equitable geographical distribution to consider the role of verification in advancing nuclear
      disarmament, taking into account the views of Member States on the subject, which will meet in Geneva in 2018 and
      2019 for a total of three sessions of five days each.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, the United States said that,
      as a sponsor of the draft resolution, it fully supported the principles underlying the text and looked forward to
      active participation in the group of government experts it would establish.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following spoke:
    


    
      •Cuba believed that the text contained shortcomings and ambiguities,
      citing that the fifth preambular paragraph provided an unacceptable pretext to legitimize the existence of
      nuclear weapons and to indefinitely postpone the ban of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, it regarded establishing a
      group of experts to consider the role of verification in the promotion of nuclear disarmament premature.
    


    
      •India stressed the importance of increasing common understanding of
      international and effective verification that would be an essential element of a comprehensive nuclear weapons
      convention. It believed that the proposed Group of Governmental Experts could not be a substitute for the
      Conference on Disarmament and the Disarmament Commission in addressing the issue of nuclear-disarmament
      verification.
    


    
      The following speakers abstained:
    


    
      •The Russian Federation argued that discussions on verification did
      not make sense without precise understanding of the scope, aim and other fundamental parameters of a specific
      treaty. It also believed that 15 days of work by a group of governmental experts could not achieve real results.
      It believed that operative paragraph 1 did not clearly take into account the military nuclear potential of States
      that were not parties to the NPT and it could not accept an approach that undermined the NPT.
    


    
      •Pakistan was of the view that the Conference on Disarmament was a
      more suitable forum for expert work on verification than a 25-member group of governmental experts.
    


    
      71/71. Follow-up to the 2013 high-level meeting of the General Assembly on nuclear disarmament
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (13 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 140-30-15 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 143-28-15 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly stressed the need to establish a preparatory committee for the United Nations high-level
      international conference on nuclear disarmament to review the progress made in that regard, to be convened no
      later than 2018, and requested the President of the General Assembly to organize, on 26 September every year, a
      one-day high-level plenary meeting of the Assembly to commemorate and promote the International Day for the Total
      Elimination of Nuclear Weapons. The Assembly decided that the high-level plenary meeting should be held with the
      participation of Member and observer States, represented at the highest possible level, as well as with the
      participation of the President of the General Assembly and the Secretary-General.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, Cuba expressed its support
      for the urgent start of negotiations on a comprehensive convention on the prohibition of nuclear weapons. It said
      that the draft resolution’s approach and the practical actions resulting therefrom constituted an important and
      effective contribution to efforts to achieve nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      Before abstaining, Bulgaria, speaking also on behalf of Finland, Greece and Portugal, maintained
      that convening another high-level international conference on nuclear disarmament by 2018 was parallel and
      possibly distracting focus from the NPT review cycle commencing in 2017. They were of the view that banning
      nuclear weapons would not guarantee their elimination.
    


    
      After voting in favour, Switzerland emphasized the need to take urgent and effective measures to
      achieve the total elimination of nuclear weapons, which it considered fully consistent with the NPT. In its view,
      the Conference on Disarmament was the appropriate forum to negotiate a comprehensive convention on nuclear
      weapons.
    


    
      The following speakers voted against the draft resolution:
    


    
      •France, also speaking on behalf of the United Kingdom and the United
      States, said that the draft resolution did not reflect the views that they expressed at the 2013 high-level
      meeting. They believed that nuclear terrorism, nuclear proliferation and the failure of certain States to honour
      their obligations in that regard represented serious threats to international peace and security. They viewed the
      only reference to the NPT in the draft resolution as insufficient, incidental and unbalanced. They were puzzled
      that there was no reference to the 2010 NPT Action Plan, reiterating that the Treaty was the cornerstone of the
      non-proliferation regime and the basis for nuclear disarmament efforts. They believed that planning the 2018
      conference was not consistent with the NPT. They expressed concern that some States appeared to be moving away
      from the consensus reached in 2010, and they were convinced that a practical step-by-step process was the only
      way to make real progress in disarmament efforts while upholding global security and stability. In line with such
      a process, they favoured a fissile material cut-off treaty and the prompt entry into force of the CTBT.
    


    
      •The Netherlands, speaking also on behalf of Australia, Belgium,
      Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Montenegro, Poland,
      the Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Turkey, expressed their continuing concern that the draft
      resolution highlighted a single point of view aired at the high-level meeting and that it did not incorporate any
      clear references to the NPT, thereby failing to acknowledge the Treaty’s central role in the disarmament and
      non-proliferation regime. Furthermore, they did not see the need for establishing a preparatory committee to
      prepare for the 2018 meeting.
    


    
      See also the statement of Argentina with respect to resolution 71/49 on page 274.
    


    
      71/75. Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons
    


    
      
        Introduced by: India (14 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 128-50-9 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 128-50-8 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly reiterated its request to the Conference on Disarmament to commence negotiations in order to
      reach agreement on an international convention prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons under any
      circumstances, and requested the Conference to report to the General Assembly on the results of those
      negotiations.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, Pakistan noted the need for
      the urgent commencement of negotiations on a comprehensive convention on nuclear weapons. It also believed in the
      right of every State to equal and undiminished security, which it considered fundamental to any comprehensive
      approach towards nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      71/83. The risk of nuclear proliferation in the Middle East
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Egypt (1 Nov.)
      


      
        GA vote: 157-5-22; 170-3-4, p.p. 5; 171-3-3, p.p. 6 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 147-6-21; 165-2-2, p.p. 5; 163-2-2, p.p. 6 (1 Nov.)
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      The General Assembly stressed that the resolution on the Middle East adopted by the 1995 NPT Review and Extension
      Conference was an essential element of the outcome of the 1995 Conference and of the basis on which the Treaty
      had been indefinitely extended without a vote in 1995. It reiterated that the resolution would remain valid until
      its goals and objectives had been achieved. The Assembly called for immediate steps towards the full
      implementation of the 1995 resolution on the Middle East.
    


    
      First Committee. The following general statements were made on this draft resolution:
    


    
      •The Russian Federation, speaking also on behalf of the United
      Kingdom and the United States, said that it remained convinced that the convening of an initial conference of the
      regional States, as called for in the 2010 NPT Review Conference final document, was a worthwhile, valid and
      achievable goal. It encouraged regional States to study the progress made and the issues preventing the
      conference from going forward. It welcomed the announcement by the League of Arab States to establish a
      specialized committee of high-level experts to consider the issue.
    


    
      •The European Union, speaking also on behalf of Turkey, the former
      Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iceland, Norway, Ukraine,
      the Republic of Moldova and Georgia, expressed regret that the Conference on the establishment of a Middle East
      zone free of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems had not been convened. It condemned the
      confirmed use of chemical weapons by the Syrian Arab Armed Forces and Da’esh. It believed that the findings
      reflected in the reports of the Joint Implementation Mechanism required strong action by the Organisation for the
      Prohibition of Chemical Weapons and the Security Council and that all those responsible must be held accountable.
    


    
      Before voting in favour, the Islamic Republic of Iranj reaffirmed its commitment to the establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction
      in the Middle East. It believed that the draft resolution once again demonstrated the strong international
      support for the establishment of such a zone.
    


    
      Before voting against the draft resolution, the following States took the floor:
    


    
      •Israel said that the text neglected to mention that the Islamic
      Republic of Iran, Iraq, the Syrian Arab Republic and Libya had violated their obligations under the NPT and
      promoted a clandestine military nuclear programme in contravention of their international obligations. It
      believed that it was unfortunate that the authors had not deemed worthy of mention the five rounds of direct
      regional consultations in 2013 and 2014.
    


    
      •The United States stated that it did not believe that the draft
      resolution would advance the goal of a Middle East free of weapons of mass destruction and delivery systems. It
      emphasized that meaningful progress towards a regional zone would require the engagement and constructive
      participation of all concerned States on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following States spoke:
    


    
      •Switzerland said that it fully supported the universalization of the
      NPT in the Middle East region. It expressed regret that the creation of a Middle East zone free of nuclear
      weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction could not be adopted as planned, and that the process appeared
      to have reached a stalemate. It noted that only one country was singled out in the draft resolution as a nuclear
      proliferation threat in the Middle East.
    


    
      •The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea explained that, while it
      supported the main objective of the draft resolution, it dissociated itself from the reference to a general call
      for universal adherence to the NPT.
    


    
      •Pakistan expressed its reservations with regard to references to the
      recommendations and conclusions emanating from various NPT Review Conferences. As a non-party, it reiterated that
      it was not bound by such conclusions or recommendations.
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic reiterated that it had been one of the
      first countries to call for the establishment of a Middle East free of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
      destruction. It noted that Israel had not adhered to the NPT or subjected its nuclear facilities to International
      Atomic Energy Agency safeguards. It asserted that members of the European Union were not compliant with the NPT
      and supplied Israel with material and technologies to build weapons of mass destruction.
    


    
      After abstaining on the draft resolution as a whole, India said that it voted against the fifth
      and sixth preambular paragraphs because it believed that the focus should be limited to the region that it
      intended to address.
    


    
      71/86. Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
    


    
      
        Introduced by: New Zealand (13 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 183-1-3; 170-0-10, p.p. 4; 175-0-5, p.p. 7 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 183-1-4; 172-0-11, p.p. 4; 177-0-6, p.p. 7 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly strongly condemned the nuclear tests conducted by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
      on 6 January and 9 September 2016, as expressed by the Security Council in its resolution 2270 (2016) of 2 March 2016 and the Security Council press
      statement of 9 September 2016, recalled Council resolutions 1718 (2006) of 14 October 2006, 1874 (2009) of 12 June 2009 and 2094
      (2013) of 7 March 2013, called for full compliance with the obligations under the relevant resolutions, and
      reaffirmed its support for the Six-Party Talks. It welcomed the ratification of the Treaty by Myanmar and
      Swaziland and the report of the Secretary-General submitted pursuant to resolution 70/73 (A/71/134 and Add.1).
    


    
      First Committee. France made a general statement on behalf of the
      United States, the United Kingdom and France, highlighting their commitment to nuclear disarmament, which
      includes efforts to bring about the entry into force of the CTBT as early as possible. Furthermore, they noted
      that their nuclear-stockpile maintenance and stewardship programmes were in line with the NPT and CTBT
      objectives.
    


    
      Before voting in favour, Egypt and Chile took the floor:
    


    
      •Egypt expressed its position with regard to the fourth preambular
      paragraph, rejecting the reference to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016), which it said was not adopted unanimously and would adversely affect the already
      existing CTBT mechanism in Vienna. It stressed that it was not fair to place nuclear-weapon States on an equal
      footing with non-nuclear-weapon States, as it considered the former to have the primary responsibility to
      eliminate nuclear weapons.
    


    
      •Chile intended to vote in favour of the draft resolution, but it did
      not support the reference in the fourth preambular paragraph to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016), as it considered incorrect the assertion of
      the nuclear-weapon States that their nuclear-stockpile maintenance and management programmes were consistent with
      the NPT and the CTBT.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following States spoke:
    


    
      •Cuba voted in favour of the draft resolution, but it did not endorse
      the reference in the fourth preambular paragraph to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016), which it believed overstepped into issues
      beyond its purview and which excluded the majority of States that were signatories or parties to the CTBT from
      decision-making on matters intrinsic to the Treaty.
    


    
      •Israel said that it was unable to support references in the seventh
      preambular paragraph to the NPT and its Review Conference, given that the draft resolution dealt primarily with
      the CTBT. With regard to paragraph 1, it believed that the completion of the verification regime was a
      prerequisite for the entry into force of the Treaty and also constituted a major consideration for ratification
      for Israel, along with the regional security situation in the Middle East, including adherence to and compliance
      with the Treaty by States in the region.
    


    
      •Ecuador said that it had abstained on the fourth preambular
      paragraph of the reference to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016), which it considered a serious interference by the Security Council in the workings of
      the Treaty.
    


    
      •Guatemala, which had abstained on preambular paragraph 4, said that
      it disagreed with the reference therein to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016).
    


    
      •Brazil abstained in the voting on paragraph 4 due to its reference
      to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016), which
      it considered an undue encroachment on the responsibilities of the Preparatory Commission for the CTBT.
    


    
      •Pakistan reiterated its support for the objectives of the CTBT.
      Regarding the reference to Security Council resolution 2310 (2016), it said that it was wary of the Council defining the legislative requirements for Member
      States and entering into areas not necessarily under its jurisdiction. It explained that its abstention on the
      seventh preambular paragraph was because it was not bound by any NPT provisions.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran expressed regret that the draft
      resolution failed to call for the nuclear-weapon States to refrain from the qualitative improvement of nuclear
      weapons and the development of new types of nuclear weapons. In its view, the Treaty’s verification regime should
      be provisionally considered at any stage of development as an independent and reliable means to ensure compliance
      once it enters into force.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea said that
      the Security Council remained silent about the United States and Republic of Korea joint military exercises every
      year. It stated that it was serious about joining the CTBT.
    


    
      After abstaining, the Syrian Arab Republic pointed out some gaps it saw in the CTBT, including
      the absence of guarantees against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons and a flawed verification and
      inspection mechanism. It raised concerns about the unmonitored presence of nuclear weapons in the Middle East and
      expressed reservations about draft resolutions with any reference to NPT or CTBT.
    


    
      71/258. Taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Austria (27 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 113-35-13 (23 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 123-38-16 (27 Oct.)
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      The General Assembly welcomed the report of the Open-ended Working Group taking forward multilateral nuclear
      disarmament negotiations. It recommended that additional efforts could and should be pursued to elaborate
      concrete effective legal measures, legal provisions and norms that would need to be concluded to attain and
      maintain a world without nuclear weapons; reaffirmed the importance of the NPT and the commitments made therein;
      and considered that the pursuit of any such measures, provisions and norms should complement and strengthen the
      nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation regime, including the three pillars of the Treaty. It also recommended
      that States consider implementing, as appropriate, the various measures suggested in the report of the Working
      Group and other measures that could contribute to taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations.
      The General Assembly decided to convene in 2017 a United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding
      instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards their total elimination and called upon States
      participating in the conference to make their best endeavours to conclude as soon as possible this legally
      binding instrument.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, Cuba enjoined the
      international community not to remain a passive spectator in the face of the grave danger posed by the existence
      of nuclear weapons, stressing that the prohibition of nuclear weapons was entirely justified.
    


    
      Before voting in favour, Colombia said that it was essential that all the nuclear-weapon States
      demonstrate greater political will to comply with article VI of the NPT and to achieve the early entry into force
      of the CTBT. Nevertheless, it advocated for an inclusive process, based on the promotion of dialogue with the
      nuclear-weapon countries. It believed that the negotiations on the draft resolution did not exhaust all options
      for achieving consensus.
    


    
      The following speakers intended to vote against the draft resolution:
    


    
      •France, which also spoke on behalf of the United States and the
      United Kingdom, said that only a consensus-based approach would yield progress and that a ban would not advance
      the goal of a world without nuclear weapons. They explained that they respected the legitimate concerns of States
      supporting the draft resolution but could only support a step-by-step approach rooted in international security.
      They also expressed concern over a divisive approach by States and the lack of focus on technical and procedural
      issues relating to nuclear-disarmament verification.
    


    
      •The Russian Federation shared the concerns of France, the United
      Kingdom and the United States. It believed that prohibiting nuclear weapons was a destructive and hasty
      initiative that undermined existing instruments. It argued that, pursuant to the NPT, five States possessed
      nuclear weapons with absolute legitimacy. In its view, the adoption of an agreement on prohibition would be
      contrary to the consensus-based 2010 NPT Action Plan.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following made statements:
    


    
      •Sweden explained its vote in a broader context of the widespread
      frustration that the lack of progress in multilateral nuclear disarmament brought about. It believed that,
      despite the uncertainty of whether a prohibition treaty would accelerate nuclear disarmament, States had an
      obligation to try. It stressed that a ban treaty could complement and reinforce, rather than replace, current law
      and treaties.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran conveyed its support for all
      multilateral activities aimed at the promotion and realization of the nuclear disarmament objective, but strongly
      believed that the proposed 2017 conference should exhaust every effort to reach agreement on substantive matters
      by consensus. It called for the avoidance of any hasty or imprudent proposals to resort to voting at any stage of
      the work of the proposed conference.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, the following took the floor:
    


    
      •Poland, also speaking on behalf of Albania, Australia, Belgium,
      Bulgaria, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania,
      Luxembourg, Montenegro, Portugal, the Republic of Korea, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Turkey, said that
      they considered it premature to start a process towards a nuclear-weapon prohibition treaty without the support
      of States that possess and rely on nuclear weapons. Furthermore, they believed that such a treaty would
      negatively impact the NPT review process and duplicate existing obligations.
    


    
      •Iceland stated that nuclear disarmament could be achieved only with
      the direct involvement of nuclear-weapon States, adding that the nuclear-weapon States were very unlikely to
      support such a treaty. It highlighted the risk of undermining the NPT and moving States farther away from a world
      without nuclear weapons.
    


    
      •Norway believed that for a legally binding framework to be
      effective, all nuclear-weapon States needed to participate. It noted that negotiations in which possessor States
      did not take part would not have any real impact.
    


    
      •Germany shared the view that
      negotiations on a nuclear weapons ban treaty without the involvement of the nuclear-weapon States would be
      ineffective. It argued that an immediate ban on nuclear weapons, without verification mechanisms or restrictions
      on the production of fissile material, risked weakening the NPT. It advocated for a more concrete and more
      realistic alternative to such a treaty.
    


    
      •Japan expressed regret that its request for consensus-based
      decision-making on the draft resolution was not taken into account. It reiterated its concern that the
      fragmentation of the disarmament community could undermine progress on effective nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      •The Republic of Korea said that its position was based on the
      reality on the Korean Peninsula and explained that, before beginning any discussions on a new treaty, the
      international community must start with fully implementing the obligations under existing international law.
    


    
      After abstaining, the States below explained their positions:
    


    
      •China expressed its belief that the complete prohibition of nuclear
      weapons could not be done overnight, but had to be pursued in a step-by-step manner, based on the principles of
      maintaining global strategic stability and undiminished security for all. It stated that creating parallel
      mechanisms or disregarding consensus-building principles could only be counterproductive.
    


    
      •Switzerland explained that additional nuclear disarmament
      instruments were required before moving more resolutely towards a world without nuclear weapons and that a treaty
      prohibiting nuclear weapons was just one among several possible avenues to take multilateral nuclear disarmament
      negotiations forward. It highlighted that negotiations should have broad participation, including from States
      that relied on nuclear weapons.
    


    
      •Finland said that it supported activities that were based on a
      progressive approach and was in favour of nuclear disarmament that led to concrete outcomes. In its view, the
      participation of the nuclear-weapon States remained key in achieving effective and concrete nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      •The Netherlands explained that a nuclear weapons ban treaty should
      satisfy three conditions, which were not reflected in the draft resolution: the treaty should be verifiable; it
      must not detract from the NPT and its article VI; and it should enjoy the support of nuclear-weapon possessor and
      non-possessor States alike.
    


    
      •India considered the Conference on Disarmament as the sole
      multilateral disarmament negotiating forum. It was not convinced that the proposed conference in 2017 could bring
      about a comprehensive instrument on nuclear disarmament, but rather supported the commencement of negotiations
      for such a treaty in the Conference on Disarmament.
    


    
      •Morocco stated that its suggestion to have the proposed conference
      conduct its work on the basis of consensus was not accommodated. It pointed out that the sponsors of the draft
      resolution dismissed any possible impact of the proposed treaty on existing mechanisms. It stressed that the
      nuclear-weapon States needed to comply with their obligations and live up, in particular, to their commitments
      and undertakings.
    


    
      •Pakistan noted that the draft resolution lacked some essential
      elements, including having the nuclear-weapon States on board; taking account of the vital security interests of
      all States; requiring a consensus rule for conducting negotiations; affirming the primacy of established
      disarmament machinery; and adopting a comprehensive approach.
    


    
      See also the statements of the United States with respect to resolution 71/47 on page 272 and of Argentina with respect to resolution
      71/49 on page 274.
    


    
      71/259. Treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
      devices
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Sponsors (27 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 158-2-9 (23 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 177-1-10 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 292-296.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly requested the Secretary- General to establish a high-level fissile material cut-off treaty
      (FMCT) expert preparatory group with a membership of 25 States, chosen on the basis of equitable geographical
      representation, which would operate by consensus, without prejudice to national positions in future negotiations,
      and which would meet in Geneva for a session of two weeks each in 2017 and in 2018, to consider and make
      recommendations on substantial elements of a future non-discriminatory, multilateral and internationally and
      effectively verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
      explosive devices. The Assembly invited the Conference on Disarmament to examine the report of the high-level
      FMCT expert preparatory group and to consider further action as appropriate, and decided that, should the
      Conference on Disarmament agree upon and implement a balanced and comprehensive programme of work that included
      the negotiation of a treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
      explosive devices, all activities mandated by the present resolution shall conclude and the work of the
      high-level FMCT expert preparatory group shall be submitted to the Secretary-General for onward transmittal to
      the Conference on Disarmament.
    


    
      First Committee. Before voting in favour, Morocco emphasized that
      negotiations should take place in the Conference on Disarmament, that the treaty should cover the issue of the
      existing stocks of fissile materials and that discussions should be open to all Member States.
    


    
      Before abstaining, Cuba said that it welcomed a non-discriminatory, multilateral and effectively
      verifiable treaty on fissionable material, negotiated in the context of the Conference on Disarmament. However,
      it clarified that such a treaty would have to address existing nuclear stockpiles and enumerate the steps towards
      nuclear disarmament.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following delivered statements:
    


    
      •For Japan, the early conclusion of an FMCT was an important building
      block towards a world free of nuclear weapons. It reiterated its commitment to continue efforts to start
      negotiations of an FMCT at the earliest possible date.
    


    
      •India stressed the importance of conducting the work of the FMCT
      Group of Governmental Experts in accordance with the principle of consensus. It supported the Conference on
      Disarmament as the sole multilateral disarmament negotiating forum and hoped that its member States would
      redouble their efforts to enable the Conference to commence substantive work at an early date.
    


    
      •New Zealand affirmed its support for the draft resolution but did
      not favour the negotiation preparatory procedure to be set up under General Assembly auspices. In its view,
      empowering a small group of 25 countries to make recommendations on substantial elements of a future treaty was
      neither inclusive nor transparent.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, Pakistan reiterated that a cut-off treaty that simply
      maintained the status quo would effectively serve neither the objective of non-proliferation nor the objective of
      disarmament. It expressed regret that the draft resolution sponsors did not accept its drafting proposals for
      working on a broader fissile-material treaty in the Conference on Disarmament.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following spoke:
    


    
      •China said that it firmly maintained that the Conference on
      Disarmament remained the sole venue appropriate for negotiations on the proposed treaty and that it was opposed
      to any attempt to circumvent the Conference on Disarmament in order to initiate negotiations or substantive
      discussions. It expressed serious concern about conducting negotiations with just part of the United Nations
      membership.
    


    
      •Israel was of the view that the ability of a ban treaty to address
      proliferation challenges was yet to be established, especially for the Middle East. It maintained that the notion
      of an FMCT was subsumed in the concept of a Middle East zone free of weapons of mass destruction, the essential
      prerequisites for which were far from being fulfilled.
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic said that the sponsors of the draft
      resolution did not take into account its points underlining the importance of including a provision on fissile
      material stocks. It remained convinced that the Conference on Disarmament was the only appropriate forum for the
      discussion of such a convention.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran expressed its belief that such a
      proposed instrument must cover the past, present and future production of fissile material and must provide for
      verification measures. It also said that, given the lack of consensus during the previous Group of Governmental
      Experts on this issue, it saw no added value in establishing another group of experts with the same mandate.
    


    
      71/515. Further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the seabed and
      the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof (decision)
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Brazil (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, p. 299.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly decided that the triennial report of the Secretary-General requested in paragraph 8 of
      resolution 44/116 O of 15 December
      1989 shall henceforth be submitted only when the Assembly so decided.
    


    
      71/516. Missiles (decision)
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Iran (Islamic Republic of) (18 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, p. 300.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly, recalling its resolutions 54/54 F
      of 1 December 1999, 55/33 A of 20 November 2000,
      56/24 B of 29 November 2001, 57/71 of 22 November 2002, 58/37 of 8 December 2003, 59/67 of 3 December 2004, 61/59 of 6 December 2006 and 63/55 of 2 December 2008 and its decisions 60/515 of 8 December
      2005, 62/514 of 5 December 2007, 65/517 of 8 December 2010, 66/516 of 2 December 2011, 67/516 of 3 December 2012,
      68/517 of 5 December 2013 and 69/517 of 2 December 2014, decided to include in the provisional agenda of its
      seventy-third session the item entitled “Missiles”.
    


    
      Chapter II. Biological and chemical weapons
    


    
      71/59. Measures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva Protocol
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 181-0-2 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 179-0-2 (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 153-154.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon those States that continued to maintain reservations to the Geneva Protocol to
      withdraw them, and requested the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its seventy-third session
      an implementation report on the resolution.
    


    
      71/69. Implementation of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling
      and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Poland (2 Nov.)
      


      
        GA vote: 160-6-15; 147-8-17, p.p. 3; 145-8-19, p.p. 4; 139-12-20, o.p. 2; 143-9-18, o.p. 13 (5
        Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 149-6-15; 136-8-19, p.p. 3; 133-8-20, p.p. 4; 125-12-23, o.p. 2; 132-9-23,
        o.p. 13 (2 Nov.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 198-207.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly condemned in the strongest possible terms the use of chemical weapons by anyone under any
      circumstances, emphasizing that any use of chemical weapons was unacceptable and a violation of international law
      and expressing its strong conviction that those individuals responsible for the use of chemical weapons must be
      held accountable. It also condemned in the strongest possible terms the use of chemical weapons as reported in
      the reports of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)-United Nations Joint Investigative
      Mechanism. It furthermore underscored the concern expressed by the Executive Council in its decisions EC-81/DEC.4 of 23 March 2016
      and EC-M-33/DEC.1 of 27
      September 2013, and also underscored the importance of full verification of the declaration and related
      submissions of the Syrian Arab Republic.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, the Russian Federation
      expressed regret over the trend in recent years towards politicization of the draft resolution. It argued that
      the third and fourth reports of the OPCW-United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism were inconclusive and, on
      that basis, rejected attempts to impose unjustified conclusions and reflect them in the resolution. It reiterated
      that the Security Council should pay greater attention to the use of chemical weapons by terrorist and extremist
      organizations.
    


    
      Before voting in favour, the United States took the floor also on behalf of Albania, Australia,
      Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany,
      Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New
      Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, the Republic of Korea, Saudi Arabia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
      Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine and the United Kingdom. It expressed their support for the objectives and
      goals of the Convention, as well as the extraordinary work of the OPCW and the Mechanism to determine who was
      responsible for using chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic. They believed that the international
      community should be clear in condemning such use and should hold both the Syrian Arab Republic and the Islamic
      State in Iraq and the Levant accountable for using chemical weapons, as determined by the Mechanism. They
      supported extending the Mechanism to enable it to continue its investigative work.
    


    
      Before voting against the draft resolution, the following delivered statements:
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic said that it had attempted to arrive at a
      balanced draft that would enjoy consensus, but that some delegations had blocked those efforts and have
      politicized the draft resolution. It argued that Israel was the only State in the Middle East that possessed
      nuclear weapons and had the largest chemical-and biological-weapon arsenals in the region. It stated that it was
      in compliance with all the requirements of the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC).
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran shared the concern that the draft
      resolution was highly politicized, which significantly detracted from its original goal, and that the draft
      failed to note the destruction of chemical weapons and the relevant production facilities in the Syrian Arab
      Republic, as well as the full cooperation of Syrian Arab Republic in supporting the work of the OPCW. It also
      believed that the conclusions of the Mechanism were speculative and unsubstantiated.
    


    
      Before abstaining, the following spoke:
    


    
      •Belarus said that it remained dedicated to the implementation of the
      CWC and supported the activities of the OPCW. However, it explained that it could not support the draft
      resolution this year due to changes in the text that have diverted it from its original purpose.
    


    
      •Cuba noted that the draft resolution was unbalanced, politicized and
      did not adequately reflect the work carried out within the framework of the Convention over the past year. In its
      view, the General Assembly was not the forum to discuss matters under OPCW jurisdiction, including technical
      issues.
    


    
      •Algeria shared the view that the politicization of certain
      paragraphs of the draft resolution were not helpful to the Convention, its objectives or some of its
      stakeholders. It also expressed concern about the inclusion of issues falling under the mandates of other United
      Nations bodies and the double standards assumed in enforcing commitments under the Convention.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following explained their positions:
    


    
      •France aligned itself with the statement of the United States, and
      in addition expressed doubt regarding the completeness of the Syrian Arab Republic’s declarations to the OPCW and
      concern about the potential existence of residual chemical capacity on Syrian territory. In its view, the latest
      report of the Mechanism left no room for doubt, showing that the Syrian army and Da’esh did not hesitate to
      resort to the use of chemical weapons.
    


    
      •Egypt said that it supported the draft resolution despite its
      difficulties with the language and wording of some paragraphs. It pointed out that Israel was the only State in
      the Middle East not party to the three treaties on weapons of mass destruction, and reiterated its call to free
      the region of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons.
    


    
      •India conveyed its deep concern about reports of the use of chemical
      weapons and their delivery systems by terrorist groups and called for urgent measures and decisive action to
      prevent the possibility of future use of chemical weapons. It explained that it abstained in the voting on
      operative paragraph 2, since the third Mechanism report was still being considered by the Security Council.
    


    
      •Ecuador echoed the view that the draft resolution contained
      politicized elements that might interfere with OPCW procedures. Moreover, it was concerned that the inclusion of
      those contentious paragraphs sought to justify actions contrary to international law and the Charter of the
      United Nations, including the principles of respect for sovereignty and non-intervention in the internal affairs
      of States.
    


    
      •Nigeria said that it abstained in the voting on operative paragraph
      2 of the draft resolution, which it believed contained unsubstantiated accusations. It also expressed concern
      that the draft resolution did not clearly spell out what toxic substances were alleged to have been used by the
      Syrian armed forces.
    


    
      •Argentina reaffirmed its emphatic condemnation of the use of
      chemical weapons or any other weapon of mass destruction by anyone, at any time, under any circumstances. It was
      deeply concerned about the conclusions of the Joint Investigative Mechanism in its reports.
    


    
      •Pakistan strongly condemned the use of chemical weapons by anyone
      anywhere but expressed concern about the failure to bridge some of the gaps that remained, forcing it to abstain
      on operative paragraphs 2 and 13.
    


    
      •Israel aligned itself with the statement made by the United States.
      It added that the Syrian Arab Republic’s declarations gave rise to growing concerns about its residual chemical
      capabilities, including research and development, which would allow rehabilitation of its chemical-weapon
      programme. It said that it maintained close dialogue with the OPCW and was a party to the Protocol for the
      Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of
      Warfare.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, China expressed serious concern over the delays in
      the destruction of abandoned Japanese chemical weapons and said it was unacceptable that the draft resolution was
      silent on that issue. Regarding the third and fourth reports of the Mechanism, it pointed out that no definitive
      conclusion had been reached and, in that context, the inclusion of controversial content in the draft resolution
      was not conducive to the proper settlement of the Syrian chemical weapons issue.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following took the floor:
    


    
      •The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela said that the universal spirit
      and purpose of the draft resolution had been politicized, where the sponsors had taken on the role of judges in
      the context of a specific international case.
    


    
      •South Africa conveyed regret over the premature inclusion of
      findings by the Mechanism, which were still being considered by the Security Council. It said that the General
      Assembly was not the appropriate body for making any determination regarding the outcome of the work of the
      Mechanism, which fell specifically under the mandate of the Security Council.
    


    
      •Sudan said that it had changed its vote that year owing to the
      politicization of certain paragraphs of the draft resolution, which had made the resolution less professional and
      more judgemental.
    


    
      •Nicaragua explained that it had abstained on three of the draft
      resolution’s paragraphs and on the draft resolution as a whole and had voted against operative paragraph 2
      because the draft resolution had been politicized once again.
    


    
      71/87. Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
      Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Hungary (17 Oct.) GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 282-285.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly urged all States parties to build upon the discussions of the Preparatory Committee for the
      Eighth Review Conference of the Convention and to continue to work together to achieve a consensus outcome of the
      Eighth Review Conference. It noted the importance of addressing issues arising from the outstanding dues of
      States parties and participating States and from financial and accounting practices recently implemented by the
      United Nations.
    


    
      Chapter III. Conventional weapons
    


    
      71/34. Implementation of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and
      Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Chile (31 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 164-0-20 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 161-0-16 (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 33-36.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon States and participating States to address issues arising from outstanding dues
      and from recently implemented United Nations financial and accounting practices.
    


    
      First Committee. Before voting in favour, Morocco reiterated its
      support for the humanitarian objectives of the Convention. It said that, since 2006, it had voluntarily submitted
      reports pursuant to article 7 of the Convention and regularly attended the meetings of States parties and the
      Review Conferences of the Convention.
    


    
      Before abstaining, the United States explained that it would not use anti-personnel landmines
      outside the Korean Peninsula. It said that the unique circumstances on the Korean Peninsula continued to preclude
      it from changing its landmine policy there at that time, and as such, it could not accede to the Convention.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following States took the floor:
    


    
      •Libya reiterated that the Convention ignored the damage done to the
      countries affected by mines, in particular those States where the wars of other countries had taken place. In its
      view, the colonial States that had planted the mines should have demined those territories at their own cost.
    


    
      •Singapore noted its work on behalf of the Convention and expressed
      support for all initiatives against the indiscriminate use of anti-personnel landmines. It also mentioned its
      moratorium on the export of anti-personnel landmines.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following delivered statements:
    


    
      •Cuba stated that it could not renounce the use of mines to maintain
      its sovereignty and territorial integrity. It advocated striking the appropriate balance in the text between
      humanitarian and national security issues.
    


    
      •Egypt expressed its view that the Convention was lacking balance
      between the humanitarian concerns relating to the production and use of anti-personnel landmines and their
      legitimate military use in border protection, particularly in countries with long borders and that faced
      extraordinary security challenges. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea maintained that,
      owing to the unique security environment of the Korean Peninsula, it was not in a position to give up the use of
      landmines, which was strictly for self-defence purposes. The Republic of Korea explained that,
      owing to the security situation on the Korean Peninsula, it was unable to accede to the Convention at that time.
    


    
      •India stated that the availability of cost-effective alternative
      military technologies that could perform the legitimate defensive role played by anti-personnel landmines would
      considerably facilitate the elimination of anti-personnel mines.
    


    
      •Pakistan stressed that landmines continued to play a significant
      role in the defence needs of many States, including its own. It said that, given its security needs and long
      borders, the use of landmines formed an important part of its self-defence strategy. It added that elimination of
      anti-personnel landmines could best be promoted, inter alia, by making available non-lethal military and
      cost-effective alternative technologies.
    


    
      71/35. Information on confidence-building measures in the field of conventional arms
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Argentina (21 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 37-38.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged Member States to continue to adopt and apply confidence-building measures in the
      field of conventional arms and to provide information in that regard. It took note with appreciation of the
      report of the Secretary-General submitted pursuant to resolution 65/63, and took note of its conclusions, including the importance of tailoring confidence-building
      measures agreed in regional and subregional or bilateral contexts to the particular security concerns of States
      within a region and subregion.
    


    
      71/44. Transparency in armaments
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Netherlands (31 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 156-0-29; 150-0-25, p.p. 4; 141-0-35, p.p. 7; 141-0-36, p.p. 8; 147-0-29, o.p. 3;
        148-0-27, o.p. 4; 152-0-25, o.p. 6 (c); 149-0-26, o.p. 7 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 151-0-28; 145-0-22, p.p. 4; 132-0-34, p.p. 7; 133-0-34, p.p. 8; 139-0-27, o.p.
        3; 141-0-26, o.p. 4; 147-0-21, o.p. 6 (c); 141-0-24, o.p. 7 (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 70-81.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly decided to adapt the scope of the Register in conformity with the recommendations contained
      in the 2016 report of the Secretary-General. The Assembly requested the Secretary-General to provide Member
      States with the opportunity to submit a nil return valid for a maximum of three years, so as to increase the
      level of reporting to the Register, and to continue to send annual requests to participate in the Register to
      such Member States, as proposed in the recommendations contained in the consensus report of the 2016 group of
      governmental experts. It also requested the Secretary-General to update and reissue the information booklet
      entitled “Guidelines for Reporting International Transfers: Questions and Answers”.
    


    
      First Committee. Before abstaining, the following explained their positions:
    


    
      •Tunisia, speaking on behalf of the States members of the Group of
      Arab States, called for the United Nations Register on Conventional Arms to be broader in scope and include
      advanced traditional weapons and high technology with military applications. It stressed the need for effective
      and comprehensive transparency measures that applied to all weapons, including nuclear weapons and weapons of
      mass destruction. It raised the Group’s objection to the fact that not one
      Arab country was selected for inclusion in the Group of Governmental Experts on the Register.
    


    
      •Cuba expressed regret over the direction taken by the text, which it
      considered to be unbalanced, owing to its unjustified emphasis on small arms and light weapons, despite the fact
      that such weapons were not included as a category in the Register. It also objected to the option for triennial
      nil reporting, as well as to the exclusive and non-transparent nature of the Group of Governmental Experts.
    


    
      •Egypt, commenting on the paragraphs with a reference to the Arms
      Trade Treaty (ATT), expressed concern over the absence of certain elements in the Treaty: definitions of terms
      essential to the implementation of the ATT; criteria by which an exporter would determine the application of the
      Treaty; and a clear reference to the crimes of aggression and foreign occupation as part of the assessment. It
      stressed that the Treaty should be regulating the arms trade, not restricting it. It expressed its belief that
      all countries should be equally accountable to common benchmarks.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following States spoke:
    


    
      •Ecuador expressed regret over the inclusion of the paragraphs that
      referred to the ATT in a way that was barely relevant to the content and purport of the draft resolution. It
      disagreed with the assertion in the text that the entry into force of the Treaty may have brought greater
      transparency in armaments.
    


    
      •India said that it was studying the report of the Group of
      Governmental Experts and its recommendations, and therefore abstained in the voting on operative paragraphs 3 and
      4 of the draft resolution. It explained that it was conducting an internal review of its position and, pending
      its conclusion, it abstained in the voting on the draft resolution on the ATT.
    


    
      •Pakistan shared its expectation that the 2019 Group of Governmental
      Experts on the Register would strictly conform to the principle of equitable geographical representation,
      particularly from developing countries.
    


    
      The following States abstained:
    


    
      •The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela,k in reference to the ATT-related language, said that the Treaty did not prevent the transfer
      of conventional weapons to non-State actors; did not address excessive production of conventional weapons; did
      not address the development and production by highly developed countries of sophisticated conventional weapons
      that could have a humanitarian impact as devastating as that of weapons of mass destruction; and did not include
      the crime of aggression as a criterion for the non-transfer of conventional weapons.
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic noted that the draft resolution was
      unbalanced. It stressed that the Register was not comprehensive and did not include developments in the area of
      conventional weapons. It said that the Register did not take into consideration the special situation in the
      Middle East and that major powers were providing Israel with weapons of mass destruction.
    


    
      71/45. Implementation of the Convention on Cluster Munitions
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Netherlands (31 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 141-2-39 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 134-2-40 (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 82-85.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon States parties and participating States to address issues arising from
      outstanding dues and from recently implemented United Nations financial and accounting practices.
    


    
      First Committee. Before abstaining, the United States said that, when
      used in accordance with international humanitarian law, cluster munitions with a low unexploded-ordnance rate
      provided key advantages against certain types of legitimate military targets and could produce less collateral
      damage than high-explosive, unitary weapons.
    


    
      After voting in favour, Singapore expressed support for initiatives against the indiscriminate
      use of cluster munitions, especially when directed at innocent, defenceless civilians. It believed, however, that
      the legitimate security concerns and the right to self-defence of any State could not be disregarded and that a
      blanket ban may therefore be counterproductive.
    


    
      After abstaining, the following delivered statements:
    


    
      •Poland, speaking also on behalf of Greece, Estonia, Finland and
      Romania, said that they believed that humanitarian concerns must be balanced against States’ legitimate security
      concerns and military and defence needs. They supported the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons
      negotiation process aimed at adopting a new protocol on cluster munitions, and they remained disappointed by the
      failure of the Geneva discussions.
    


    
      •Latvia expressed its belief that the humanitarian point of view must
      be balanced against security concerns and strategic defence considerations. It mentioned that it could revisit
      its position on the Convention in the midterm perspective.
    


    
      •The Republic of Korea said that, owing to the unique security
      situation on the Korean Peninsula, it was not able to join the Convention on Cluster Munitions.
    


    
      •Cyprus explained that its ratification process for the Convention
      was still ongoing, owing to considerations related to the abnormal security situation on the island, the
      resolution of which would enable Cyprus to ratify the Convention and vote in favour of the resolution in the
      future.
    


    
      •Brazil stated that it did not participate in the Oslo process,
      believing that the establishment of a parallel negotiating process to the Convention on Certain Conventional
      Weapons was consistent neither with the objective of strengthening the Convention nor with the goal of promoting
      the adoption of universal, balanced effective and non-discriminatory arms-control instruments.
    


    
      •Pakistan said that it did not support efforts to conclude important
      international treaties outside the United Nations framework, noting that such was the case for the Convention on
      Cluster Munitions. In its view, the multilateral framework of the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons was
      the most appropriate forum for considering the issue of cluster munitions.
    


    
      71/48. The illicit trade in small arms and light weapons in all its aspects
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Colombia (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 94-99.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon all States to implement the International Tracing Instrument by, inter alia,
      including in their national reports the name and contact information of the national points of contact and
      information on national marking practices used to indicate country of manufacture and/or country of import, as
      applicable. It also encouraged States to reinforce, as necessary, cross-border cooperation at the national,
      subregional and regional levels in addressing the common problem of the illicit trade in small arms and light
      weapons in all its aspects, with full respect for each State’s sovereignty over its own borders.
    


    
      71/50. The Arms Trade Treaty
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Finland (21 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 157-0-28 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 152-0-28 (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 111-114.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly welcomed the establishment of the ad hoc working group on implementation, the working group
      on transparency and reporting and the working group on universalization by the Second Conference of States
      Parties as important steps in advancing the object and purpose of the Arms Trade Treaty and recognized that the
      consolidation of the institutional structure of the Treaty provided a framework for supporting further work under
      the Treaty, in particular on its effective implementation. The Assembly welcomed the establishment of a voluntary
      trust fund for the implementation of the Treaty by the Second Conference of States Parties, and encouraged all
      States parties in a position to do so to contribute to the trust fund.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, Cuba said that it would
      abstain, as it considered the Treaty to have been adopted prematurely without consensus, containing legal gaps
      and significant ambiguities. It pointed out that the Treaty did not prohibit the transfer of weapons to non-State
      actors and favoured arms-exporting States. Cuba also dissociated itself from various paragraphs from several
      other resolutions that referenced the ATT.
    


    
      Before abstaining, the following took the floor:
    


    
      •Indonesia clarified that its abstention should not be construed as
      dissociation from the objectives and goals of the ATT, which it was currently studying to ensure that there were
      no discrepancies with its national laws and regulations.
    


    
      •Egypt expressed the view that the Treaty could not be considered
      either universal or inclusive and, therefore, did not accept the provisions of paragraph 4 of the draft
      resolution.
    


    
      •Armenia conveyed its previously expressed concerns regarding the
      need for balance in the ATT, as well as the lack of emphasis on encouragement and enforcement of the regulation
      of conventional arms trade through a strong national control system.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran pointed out that, by refraining from
      prohibiting arms transfers to countries that were engaged in committing acts of aggression, including foreign
      occupation, the ATT had failed to uphold the fundamental principle of international law calling for the
      international prohibition of the use of force by one State against the territorial integrity or political
      independence of another.
    


    
      After voting in favour, Pakistan said that it was continuing its national review of the Treaty
      and supported the non-discriminatory implementation of the ATT, in particular its criteria and strict adherence
      by its States parties to the Treaty principles.
    


    
      The following States spoke after abstaining:
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic said that it would accede to the Treaty if
      it were comprehensive and balanced rather than in its current form, which served the interests of only some
      parties at the expense of other Member States. In particular, it took issue with the exclusion of a reference to
      foreign occupation and the danger of exporting weapons to terrorist groups.
    


    
      •Ecuador expressed its belief that the ATT contained weaknesses such
      as an imbalance between the rights and obligations of importer and exporter States, its failure to cite
      fundamental principles of international law and their importance for the Treaty, the absence of an explicit
      prohibition of transfer to unauthorized non-State actors, the absence of an explicit reference to the crime of
      aggression, and the possibility that its articles related to criteria could be used as mechanisms for undue
      political pressure.
    


    
      •India explained that it was reviewing the ATT from the perspective
      of defence, security and foreign policy and therefore abstained pending the result of the review.
    


    
      •Saudi Arabia asserted that the right of self-defence was guaranteed
      by international law and the international community, but that other countries, such as the Islamic Republic of
      Iran, were buying and distributing weapons to terrorists, in violation of international law.
    


    
      See also the statement of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela with respect to resolution
      71/44 on page 296.
    


    
      71/52. Assistance to States for curbing the illicit traffic in small arms and light weapons and
      collecting them
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Mali (21 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 119-122.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged the international community to support the implementation of the Economic
      Community of West African States Convention on Small Arms and Light Weapons, Their Ammunition and Other Related
      Materials. The Assembly also encouraged countries in the Sahelo-Saharan subregion to facilitate the effective
      functioning of national commissions to combat the illicit proliferation of small arms and light weapons and, in
      that regard, invited the international community to lend its support wherever possible.
    


    
      71/64. Consolidation of peace through practical disarmament measures
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Sponsors (1 Nov.)l
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 174-177.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly took note of the reports of the Secretary-General submitted pursuant to resolution 69/60 and on the illicit trade in small arms and light weapons
      in all its aspects. It encouraged the Group of Interested States to contribute to the development of voluntary
      indicators at the national level, based on the work of the Statistical Commission, the Programme of Action and
      the International Tracing Instrument, which could be used to measure progress made in the implementation of
      target 16.4, and to support efforts towards the implementation of the target, including data collection for
      relevant indicators. The Assembly also encouraged States parties to the ATT in a position to do so to financially
      contribute to the ATT Voluntary Trust Fund.
    


    
      First Committee. Before the draft resolution’s adoption without a vote, the following
      spoke:
    


    
      •Cuba clarified that the language of paragraph 4 did not necessarily
      imply its endorsement of each activity undertaken by that group. As for paragraph 6, it believed that United
      Nations Member States must only negotiate and make decisions on whether it was convenient to establish specific
      voluntary national or regional indicators to measure progress in reaching Sustainable Development Goal 16.4. It
      added that the reference in paragraph 8 to the financial contributions to the ATT fiduciary fund was unnecessary.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran clarified that it dissociated itself
      from consensus on operative paragraph 8 because of the reference to the ATT.
    


    
      71/68. National legislation on transfer of arms, military equipment and dual use goods and
      technology
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Netherlands (31 Oct.)m
      


      
        GA vote: 180-0-3; 150-0-26, p.p.7; 152-0-22, p.p. 8; 156-0-17, o.p. 1 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 175-0-3; 143-0-27, p.p. 7; 143-0-24, p.p. 8; 144-0-20, o.p. 1 (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 192-197.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly invited Member States that were in a position to do so, without prejudice to the provisions
      in Security Council resolution 1540 (2004) and
      subsequent relevant Council resolutions, to enact or improve national legislation, regulations and procedures to
      exercise effective control over the transfer of arms, military equipment and dual-use goods and technology, while
      ensuring that such legislation, regulations and procedures were consistent with the obligations of States parties
      under international treaties, such as the ATT. It encouraged Member States to provide information on a voluntary
      basis to the Secretary-General on the above matters, as well as the changes therein. The Assembly requested the
      Secretary-General to make that information accessible to Member States.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, the following explained their positions:
    


    
      •Ecuador expressed regret over the inclusion of references to the
      ATT, which did little to promote a consensus on the draft resolution. It further stated that explicit mention of
      the ATT in calling upon States to comply with their obligations under international instruments was “strange”,
      given that not all States were party to the Treaty.
    


    
      •With regard to the paragraphs with references to the ATT, India
      explained that it was still conducting an internal review on its position and, pending its conclusion, it had
      abstained in the voting on those paragraphs.
    


    
      See also the statement of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela with respect to resolution
      71/44 on page 296.
    


    
      71/70. Effects of the use of armaments and ammunitions containing depleted uranium
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 151-4-28 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 146-4-26 (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 208-211.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged Member States in a position to do so to provide assistance to States affected by
      the use of arms and ammunitions containing depleted uranium, in particular in identifying and managing
      contaminated sites and material.
    


    
      First Committee. Before voting in favour, the following took the floor:
    


    
      •Belgium reported that in 2007 it had adopted a law prohibiting
      mini-ammunition and armour containing depleted uranium or any other type of industrial uranium in general. It
      stated its willingness to provide the United Nations and its Member States with any information pertaining to
      defining the goals and modalities of that law.
    


    
      •Japan called upon relevant international organizations to conduct
      successive on-site studies and further information gathering on the effects of the use of ammunition containing
      depleted uranium, as well as to engage with relevant non-governmental organizations on the subject.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following spoke:
    


    
      •Netherlands expressed regret that the relevant United Nations
      Environment Programme (UNEP) report of 2010 (A/65/129/Add.1) was cited in a selective way in the draft resolution. Furthermore, it believed that
      the terms “potential long-term effects” or “potential hazards” or “potential harmful effects” should have been
      formulated in a more neutral way, such as “possible consequences”.
    


    
      •Switzerland took the floor also on behalf of Sweden, noting that the
      2010 UNEP report was quoted in a selective way in the draft resolution. It expressed their support for relevant
      research on the potential harmful effects of the use of depleted uranium munitions and said that they would have
      preferred a more balanced reflection in the resolution of that body of research.
    


    
      After voting against the draft resolution, France, speaking also on behalf of the United Kingdom
      and the United States, maintained that, despite thorough investigations by the World Health Organization, UNEP,
      the International Atomic Energy Agency, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the United States Centers for
      Disease Control and the European Commission, none of those inquiries had documented long-term environmental or
      health effects attributable to the use of these munitions.
    


    
      After abstaining, Germany shared the view that the results of the 2010 UNEP report continued to
      be quoted in a selective and misleading way.
    


    
      71/72. Countering the threat posed by improvised explosive devices
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Afghanistan (2 Nov.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (2 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 217-223.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly stressed the need for States to take appropriate measures to strengthen the management of
      their national ammunition stockpiles to prevent the diversion of materials for making improvised explosive
      devices (IEDs) and encouraged the application of the International Ammunition Technical Guidelines for the safer
      and more secure management of ammunition stockpiles, while also recognizing the importance of capacity-building
      in that regard. It further underlined that it was essential to comprehend the importance of action needed at the
      local and community levels. The Assembly urged States in a position to do so to contribute funding to the diverse
      areas of work needed to effectively address the issue of IEDs. It further encouraged States to hold open,
      informal consultations, where appropriate, in preparation for the seventy-second session of the General Assembly,
      focusing on matters of coordination between the various existing initiatives and approaches relating to IEDs
      within the United Nations system and beyond.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, Pakistan reiterated that the
      issue should be addressed in existing frameworks, including the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons, which
      had the appropriate expertise. It believed that, given the wide spectrum of materials that could be used to
      manufacture IEDs, there should not be any efforts to restrict access to materials that have peaceful purposes.
    


    
      Before the adoption of the draft resolution without a vote, the following explained their positions:
    


    
      •Egypt strongly objected to the inclusion in the eighth preambular
      paragraph of elements that could be used to justify the use of IEDs by terrorists.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran stressed that preventing and combating
      the use of IEDs by terrorists and illegal armed groups should be the exclusive intent of the resolution. It
      opposed any effort to restrict the availability and trade for civilian use of materials that could be used in
      manufacturing IEDs.
    


    
      •The Syrian Arab Republic underscored that it had been a victim of
      IEDs used by terrorists and armed groups. It expressed reservations in the light of the involvement of certain
      sponsors of the draft resolution in supplying arms and munitions to groups in the country.
    


    
      After the adoption of the draft resolution, the following spoke:
    


    
      •Ireland, speaking also on behalf of New Zealand, expressed regret
      that their suggestion to include a reference to the need for measures to prevent or minimize the indiscriminate
      effects of IEDs irrespective of their users was not reflected in the text.
    


    
      •Cuba noted that clearly limiting the scope of the resolution to the
      use of IEDs by terrorist, illegal armed groups and other unauthorized actors made consensus possible. However, it
      clarified that it did not accept the Secretary-General’s report (A/71/187) and its recommendations in their entirety.
    


    
      71/84. Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be
      Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Sri Lanka (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 267-270.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly welcomed the decision of the 2015 Meeting of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention
      to convene the Fifth Review Conference of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention in Geneva from 12 to 16
      December 2016, and encouraged all efforts towards its successful conclusion. It furthermore noted with
      satisfaction the decision of the 2015 Meeting of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention to convene in
      2016 a five-day informal meeting of experts to discuss the questions related to emerging technologies in the area
      of lethal autonomous weapons systems and to agree by consensus on recommendations for further work for
      consideration by the Fifth Review Conference.
    


    
      First Committee. Libya joined the consensus but regretted that the
      Convention and its Protocols did not take into consideration national defence concerns, in particular the lack of
      alternative weapons. It added that there had been no repatriation or compensation for victims.
    


    
      Chapter IV. Regional disarmament
    


    
      71/26. African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Nigeria, on behalf of the States Members of the United Nations that are members
        of the Group of African States (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 1-2.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged African States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
      that have not done so to conclude comprehensive safeguards agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency
      as required by the Treaty of Pelindaba, and to conclude additional protocols to their safeguards agreements on
      the basis of the model protocol approved by the Board of Governors of the Agency on 15 May 1997.
    


    
      First Committee. After adoption of the draft resolution without a vote, the following
      spoke:
    


    
      •Spain explained that the Treaty did not contain any provision with
      respect to disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation that Spain had not already adopted. Furthermore, it stated
      that it had already taken all necessary measures to ensure that the Treaty applied throughout its territory. It
      concluded by dissociating itself from the consensus on paragraph 5.
    


    
      •India conveyed its assurance that it would respect the status of the
      African nuclear-weapon-free zone.
    


    
      71/27. Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of
      Tlatelolco)
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Sponsors (1 Nov.)n
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 3-6.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged States parties to Additional Protocols I and II to the Treaty of Tlatelolco to
      review their interpretative declarations thereto, in accordance with action 9 of the Final Document of the 2010
      Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, reaffirming and
      recognizing the legitimate interests of the States that compose the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America and
      the Caribbean in receiving full and unequivocal security assurances from the nuclear-weapon States. It
      furthermore encouraged the State members of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
      and the Caribbean to continue the activities and efforts that they conducted jointly with the Agency.
    


    
      71/29. Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Egypt (17 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 12-15.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon all countries of the region that had not yet done so, pending the establishment
      of the zone, to agree to place all their nuclear activities under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards,
      and requested the Secretary-General to continue to pursue consultations with the States of the region and other
      concerned States and to seek their views on the measures outlined in chapters III and IV of the study annexed to
      the report of the Secretary-General of 10 October 1990 (A/45/435) or other relevant measures in order to move towards the establishment of a
      nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East.
    


    
      First Committee. After joining the consensus, Israel stated that the
      text recognized the importance of a credible regional security process as an imperative in the achievement of a
      Middle East free of all weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery. It expressed concern that the
      Middle East lacked mechanisms that could foster dialogue and enhance greater understanding between regional
      parties. It believed that only through direct discussions between regional partners could progress be achieved
      and the vision of a Middle East free of war, conflict and all weapons of mass destruction be attained.
    


    
      See also the statement of the Islamic Republic of Iran with respect to resolution 71/83 on page 282.
    


    
      71/39. Confidence-building measures in the regional and subregional context
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Pakistan (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 52-54.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon Member States to refrain from the use or threat of use of force in accordance
      with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations. It also called upon Member States to
      pursue confidence-and security-building measures through sustained consultations and dialogue and urged States to
      strictly comply with all bilateral, regional and international agreements, including arms control and disarmament
      agreements to which they were party. The Assembly encouraged the promotion of bilateral and regional
      confidence-building measures.
    


    
      71/40. Regional disarmament
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Pakistan (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 55-56.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon States to conclude, wherever possible, agreements for nuclear non-proliferation,
      disarmament and confidence-building measures at the regional and subregional levels. It welcomed the initiatives
      towards disarmament, nuclear non-proliferation and security undertaken at those levels, and supported and
      encouraged efforts aimed at promoting confidence-building measures, easing regional tensions and furthering
      disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation at the regional and subregional levels.
    


    
      71/41. Conventional arms control at the regional and subregional levels
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Pakistan (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 183-1-3; 173-1-3, p.p. 6; 139-1-37, o.p. 2 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 176-1-2; 164-1-2, p.p. 6; 133-1-34, o.p. 2 (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 57-61.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly requested the Conference on Disarmament to consider the formulation of principles to serve
      as a framework for regional agreements on conventional arms control and looked forward to the subsequent report
      on the subject. It requested the Secretary-General, in the meantime, to seek the views of Member States on the
      subject and to submit a report to the General Assembly at its seventy-second session.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting against the draft resolution, India said
      that it considered the Conference on Disarmament a multilateral negotiating forum with global scope and believed
      that, with guidelines for regional disarmament already adopted in 1993 by the United Nations Disarmament
      Commission, there was no need for the Conference on Disarmament to formulate principles on the same subject.
    


    
      71/43. Mongolia's international security and nuclear-weapon-free status
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Mongolia (17 Oct.) GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 66-69.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly welcomed the declarations of 17 September 2012 by Mongolia and the five nuclear-weapon
      States on Mongolia’s nuclear-weapon-free status, as a concrete contribution to nuclear disarmament and the
      non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and the enhancement of confidence and predictability in the region.
    


    
      First Committee. After joining the consensus, India conveyed its
      assurance that it would respect Mongolia’s nuclear-weapon-free status.
    


    
      71/51. Nuclear-weapon-free southern hemisphere and adjacent areas
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Brazil (13 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 179-4-1 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 179-4-1 (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 115-118.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon all States concerned to continue to work together in order to facilitate
      adherence to the protocols to nuclear-weapon-free zone treaties by all relevant States that had not yet done so.
      In that regard, it welcomed the ratification by China, France, the Russian Federation and the United Kingdom of
      the Protocol to the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia and the steps taken by the United States
      towards the ratification of the protocols to the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia, to the
      Pelindaba Treaty and to the Treaty of Rarotonga, and encouraged progress with a view to concluding consultations
      between the nuclear-weapon States and the parties to the Bangkok Treaty on the Protocol to that Treaty.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting against the draft resolution, France
      delivered a statement also on behalf of the United Kingdom and the United States. It expressed their belief that
      a nuclear-weapon-free zone largely composed of the high seas would be contradictory to international law relating
      to the freedom of the high seas and the rights of passage through maritime space, including the United Nations
      Convention on the Law of the Sea.
    


    
      71/65. Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Tajikistan (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (27 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 178-179.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly welcomed the ratification of the Protocol to the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in
      Central Asia by four nuclear-weapon States and called for early completion of the ratification process. It also
      welcomed the convening of consultative meetings of States parties to the Treaty on 27 February 2015 in Bishkek.
    


    
      71/76. United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Nigeria (19 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 232-235.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly commended the Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa for its sustained support
      to Member States over the past 30 years in implementing disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation
      activities through seminars and conferences, capacity-building and training, policy and technical expertise, and
      information and advocacy at the global, regional and national levels.
    


    
      71/77. United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the
      Caribbean
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Peru (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 236-239.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly welcomed, during 2016, the thirtieth anniversary of the United Nations regional centres for
      peace and disarmament and the activities to promote their important role in providing support for the initiatives
      and programmes requested by the Member States for the implementation of measures for peace and disarmament and
      for the promotion of economic and social development.
    


    
      71/78. United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Nepal (27 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 240-242.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly welcomed the joint efforts by the Government of Nepal and the Office for Disarmament Affairs
      of the Secretariat to resume the operation of the Regional Centre from Kathmandu, following the temporary
      relocation of the Centre to Bangkok in the aftermath of the earthquakes in Nepal in 2015. It also took note of
      the report of the Secretary-General (A/71/125) and
      expressed its appreciation to the Regional Centre for its important work in promoting confidence-building
      measures in the region.
    


    
      71/79. Regional confidence-building measures: activities of the United Nations Standing Advisory
      Committee on Security Questions in Central Africa
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Central African Republic (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 243-249.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged States members of the Standing Advisory Committee to implement the Libreville
      Declaration on the adoption and implementation of the regional strategy and plan of action for combating
      terrorism and the trafficking in small arms and light weapons in Central Africa and urged the States members of
      the Standing Advisory Committee to accelerate their efforts to implement the integrated strategy and plan of
      action for combating terrorism and the trafficking in small arms and light weapons in Central Africa.
      Furthermore, it encouraged Member States to continue to implement the outcomes of the Summit of Heads of State
      and Government on Maritime Safety and Security in the Gulf of Guinea, and also encouraged the implementation of
      the African Charter on maritime safety and security and development in Africa adopted at the African Union
      Extraordinary Summit of Heads of State and Government on Maritime Security and Safety and Development in Africa.
    


    
      71/80. United Nations regional centres for peace and disarmament
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (26 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 250-252.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly commended the three regional centres for peace and disarmament for their sustained support
      to Member States over the past 30 years in implementing disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation
      activities through seminars and conferences, capacity-building and training, policy and technical expertise, and
      information and advocacy at the global, regional and national levels.
    


    
      71/85. Strengthening of security and cooperation in the Mediterranean region
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Algeria (25 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 271-274.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly reaffirmed that security in the Mediterranean was closely linked to that of Europe, as well
      as to international peace and security. It called upon all States of the Mediterranean region that had not yet
      done so to adhere to all the multilaterally negotiated legal instruments related to the field of disarmament and
      non-proliferation and encouraged them to strengthen confidence-building measures by promoting openness and
      transparency on all military matters, by participating, inter alia, in the United Nations Report on Military
      Expenditures and by providing accurate data and information to the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms.
    


    
      First Committee. Before the adoption of the draft resolution, the Islamic
      Republic of Iran dissociated from the consensus on the draft resolution in view of the continued crisis
      in occupied territories of Palestine and the imposition of a blockade by Israel, which it believed were realities
      not reflected in the resolution.
    


    
      71/513. Maintenance of international security— good-neighbourliness, stability and development in
      South-Eastern Europe (decision)
    


    
      
        Submitted by: The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (1 Nov.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, p. 297.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly decided to include in the provisional agenda of its seventy-third session the item entitled
      “Maintenance of international security— good-neighbourliness, stability and development in South-Eastern Europe”.
    


    
      Chapter V. Emerging, cross-cutting and other issues
    


    
      71/28. Developments in the field of information and telecommunications in the context of international
      security
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Russian Federation (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 181-0-1 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 177-0-1 (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 7-11.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon Member States to be guided in their use of information and communications
      technologies by the 2015 report of the Group of Governmental Experts on Developments in the Field of Information
      and Telecommunications in the Context of International Security. The Assembly furthermore welcomed the
      commencement of the work of the Group of Governmental Experts, established by the Secretary-General pursuant to
      resolution 70/237.
    


    
      First Committee. The following States delivered general statements:
    


    
      •Sweden, speaking also on behalf of Australia, Austria, Belgium,
      Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Georgia, Greece,
      Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mexico, Montenegro, the Netherlands, Nigeria,
      Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland and Tunisia, emphasized their support
      for the report of the fourth Group of Governmental Experts (A/70/174) adopted in July 2015. They believed that the Internet should remain open, free, equal and
      secure. In their view, the threats to freedom and security in cyberspace could be tackled effectively only
      through global cooperation among States, as well as through cooperation with the private sector, the technical
      community and civil society.
    


    
      •Cuba said that it shared the concern outlined in the draft
      resolution with regard to the use of technologies and telecommunications for purposes that were incompatible with
      international stability and security. It reiterated its objections to the use of radio and television broadcasts
      in Cuba that was contrary to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the provisions
      of the International Telecommunication Union.
    


    
      •Pakistan expressed disappointment with the exclusion of Pakistan in
      the current Group of Governmental Experts. It believed that it was time for the issue to be discussed in a broader multilateral setting and representative forum such as the
      Conference on Disarmament or the General Assembly.
    


    
      •The Russian Federation conveyed its gratitude to the States
      sponsoring the Russian draft resolution and encouraged a consensus-based approval of the document, despite the
      fact that one capital decided to ask that the draft resolution be put to a vote for politicized reasons.
    


    
      Before abstaining for the first time on the draft resolution, Ukraine explained that it broke
      the consensus in the light of the Russian Federation’s annexation of Crimea and use of information and
      communications technology for purposes not consistent with the Charter of the United Nations.
    


    
      71/31. Prevention of an arms race in outer space
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Egypt (28 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 182-0-4 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 178-0-4 (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 21-25.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly invited the Conference on Disarmament to establish a working group under its agenda item
      entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space” as early as possible during its 2017 session.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, Cubao said that it supported the urgent adoption of a treaty for the prevention
      and prohibition of the placement of weapons in outer space because the existing legal regime on outer space must
      be consolidated and strengthened to prevent an arms race in that environment.
    


    
      71/32. No first placement of weapons in outer space
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Russian Federation (28 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 130-4-48 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 126-4-49 (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 26-28.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly reiterated that the Conference on Disarmament had the primary role in the negotiation of a
      multilateral agreement or agreements on the prevention of an arms race in outer space in all its aspects. It
      urged an early start of substantive work based on the updated draft treaty on the prevention of the placement of
      weapons in outer space and of the threat or use of force against outer space objects introduced by China and the
      Russian Federation at the Conference on Disarmament. The Assembly stressed that, while such an agreement had not
      yet been concluded, other measures could contribute to ensuring that weapons were not placed in outer space.
    


    
      First Committee. Before voting against the draft resolution, the following took the
      floor:
    


    
      •Ukraine questioned the credibility of the draft resolution of the
      Russian Federation, in view of attacks in the Syrian Arab Republic and continued war in the east of Ukraine.
    


    
      •The United States cited certain criteria, which it believed were not
      met by the no-first-placement initiative, for evaluating space-related transparency and confidence-building
      measures, as contained in the consensus report of the Group of Governmental Experts on the subject.
    


    
      Before abstaining, Slovakia spoke also on behalf of the European Union, as well as the former
      Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iceland, Norway, the Republic of
      Moldova and Georgia. It expressed their concern that “no first placement of weapons in outer space” may entice
      States to prepare to be second or third. Moreover, they believed that the initiative did not address the issue of
      defining what a weapon in outer space was.
    


    
      After voting in favour, the following delivered statements:
    


    
      •India said that it saw the no first placement of weapons in outer
      space only as an interim step, not as a substitute for concluding substantive legal measures designed to ensure
      the prevention of an arms race in outer space, which should continue to be a priority for the international
      community.
    


    
      •Mexico stated that a declaration by one or several countries of a
      commitment to not being the first to place weapons in outer space should in no way be understood as a tacit
      endorsement or acceptance of a right to place such weapons or launch them from Earth because another State is
      doing so, including in response to an attack.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran said that it considered the draft
      resolution important because it called on all States to uphold the principle that outer space should be used
      exclusively for peaceful purposes and to commit to refraining from placing weapons in outer space, pending the
      conclusion of an international agreement on preventing an arms race in outer space in all its aspects.
    


    
      The following States abstained:
    


    
      •Australia explained that the draft resolution did not adequately
      deal with the question of what constituted a weapon in outer space. It did not believe that a no-first-placement
      pledge would be effectively verifiable. It also highlighted that the draft resolution did not address the threat
      of terrestrial-based weapons, which were threats to space-based systems.
    


    
      •Switzerland shared the concern over terrestrial-based weapons
      attacking satellites or disrupting space applications, which it believed to be a more immediate issue than that
      regarding the placement of weapons in outer space.
    


    
      •New Zealand expressed its belief that the no-first-placement
      approach would seem to sanction a subsequent placement of weapons and emphasized that a political commitment with
      no legally binding effect seemed unlikely to provide any real reassurance on the non-first placement of weapons
      in space, let alone any subsequent placement.
    


    
      •Japan shared its concern about the actual development and deployment
      of anti-satellite weapon capabilities, including those that were terrestrial-based. It also believed that the
      definition of weapons in outer space and verifiability were issues that needed to be carefully examined.
    


    
      See also the statement of Cuba with respect to resolution 71/31 on page 310.
    


    
      71/36. Preventing and combating illicit brokering activities
    


    
      
        Submitted by: Australia (31 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 184-1-1; 167-1-12, p.p. 8 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 179-1-1; 159-1-13, p.p. 8 (31 Oct.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 39-44.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged Member States to fully implement relevant international treaties, instruments and
      resolutions to prevent and combat illicit brokering activities, and implement, where appropriate, the
      recommendations contained in the report of the Group of Governmental Experts. It emphasized the importance of
      international cooperation and assistance, capacity-building and information-sharing in preventing and combating
      illicit brokering activities, and encouraged Member States to take such measures as appropriate and in a manner
      consistent with international law.
    


    
      First Committee. After voting in favour, the following explained their positions:
    


    
      •Cuba expressed concerns regarding the disproportionate focus on
      small arms and light weapons at the expense of weapons of mass destruction and sophisticated modern arms. It
      objected to the reference to the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) and argued that the ATT failed to address the
      unauthorized transfer of arms to non-State actors.
    


    
      •India said that it was compelled to abstain in the voting on the
      seventh and eighth preambular paragraphs due to their references to the ATT, which India had kept under review.
    


    
      See also the statement of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela with respect to resolution
      71/44 on page 296.
    


    
      71/38. Measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction
    


    
      
        Introduced by: India (14 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 49-51.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly appealed to all Member States to consider early accession to and ratification of the
      International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism and encouraged States parties to the
      Convention to review its implementation on the occasion of the tenth anniversary of its entry into force.
    


    
      First Committee. Pakistan delivered a general statement in support of
      the draft resolution, saying that it has remained at the forefront of the fight against terrorism.
    


    
      After adoption of the draft resolution without a vote, the Islamic Republic of Iran clarified
      that it dissociated itself from the consensus on the paragraph with a reference to the Nuclear Security Summit.
    


    
      71/42. Transparency and confidence-building measures in outer space activities
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Russian Federation (19 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 62-65.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged Member States, with a view to promoting the practical implementation of
      transparency and confidence-building measures, to hold regular discussions in the Committee on the Peaceful Uses
      of Outer Space, the Disarmament Commission and the Conference on Disarmament on the prospects for their
      implementation. It called upon Member States and the relevant entities and organizations of the United Nations
      system to support the implementation of the full range of conclusions and recommendations contained in the report
      of the Group of Governmental Experts on Transparency and Confidence-building Measures in Outer Space Activities.
      It requested the Secretary-General to submit at its seventy-second session a report on the coordination of
      transparency and confidence-building measures in outer space activities in the United Nations system, with an
      annex containing submissions from Member States giving their views on transparency and confidence-building
      measures in outer space activities.
    


    
      First Committee. See the statement of Cuba with respect to resolution
      71/31 on page 310.
    


    
      71/56. Women, disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Trinidad and Tobago (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote; 151-0-25, p.p. 10 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote; 146-0-24, p.p. 10 (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 141-144.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly encouraged Member States to better understand the impact of armed violence, in particular
      the impact of the illicit trafficking in small arms and light weapons on women and girls, through, inter alia,
      the development of national action plans on women and peace and security and strengthening the collection of data
      disaggregated by sex and age. It furthermore encouraged States to seriously consider increasing funding for
      policies and programmes that take account of the differing impacts of illicit small arms and light wepons on
      women, men, girls and boys.
    


    
      First Committee. The following delivered general statements:
    


    
      •The Netherlands spoke also on behalf of Australia, Austria, Belgium,
      Canada, Chile, Croatia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
      Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Montenegro, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
      Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, the United Kingdom and the United States. The
      Netherlands emphasized their strong support for the role of women and the gender perspective in disarmament,
      non-proliferation and arms control and underlined the importance of the inclusion of clear references to Security
      Council resolution 1325 (2000) and Sustainable
      Development Goals 5 and 16, as well as the ATT, in future resolutions on the topic.
    


    
      •Pakistan expressed support for the assertion in the draft resolution
      that the equal, full and effective participation of both men and women was essential for the attainment of
      sustainable peace and security.
    


    
      After joining consensus for the draft resolution as a whole but abstaining on the tenth preambular paragraph, the
      following States took the floor:
    


    
      •India explained that it voted based on the fact that it was still
      conducting an internal review of the ATT and that it believed that any reference to the ATT applied only to
      States parties to the Treaty.
    


    
      •Cuba noted the need for balance in the draft resolution, believing
      that small arms and light weapons were emphasized to the detriment of weapons of mass destruction and
      sophisticated conventional weapons. It added that the ATT was singled out over other relevant instruments.
    


    
      •Fiji stated that it could not support the reference to the ATT, as
      it was not a party to the Treaty.
    


    
      •The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuelap said that it had abstained in the voting on the ATT in the General Assembly and
      maintained that position.
    


    
      •The Islamic Republic of Iran clarified that it dissociated itself
      from consensus on the tenth preambular paragraph due to the reference to the ATT.
    


    
      71/60. Observance of environmental norms in the drafting and implementation of agreements on disarmament
      and arms control
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 155-156.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon States to adopt unilateral, bilateral, regional and multilateral measures to
      contribute to ensuring the application of scientific and technological progress within the framework of
      international security, disarmament and other related spheres without detriment to the environment or to its
      effective contribution to attaining sustainable development. It invited all Member States to communicate to the
      Secretary-General the measures they had adopted and requested the Secretary-General to submit a report containing
      that information to the Assembly’s seventy-second session.
    


    
      First Committee. Before joining the consensus on the draft resolution, the
      United Kingdom took the floor, also on behalf of France, clarifying that they saw no direct
      connection between general environmental standards and multilateral arms control. Moreover, they regretted that
      no mention was made of the Paris Agreement on Climate Change.
    


    
      After the adoption of the draft resolution, the United States stated that it did not participate
      in the action on the draft resolution, as it saw no direct connection between general environmental standards and
      multilateral arms control and did not consider that matter to be germane to the First Committee.
    


    
      71/61. Promotion of multilateralism in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 132-4-50 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 124-3-50 (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 157-160.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly reaffirmed multilateralism as the core principle in disarmament and non-proliferation
      negotiations and called once again upon all Member States to renew and fulfil their individual and collective
      commitments to multilateral cooperation as an important means of pursuing and achieving their common disarmament
      and non-proliferation objectives. It requested the Secretary-General to seek the views of Member States on the
      issue and to submit a report thereon to the General Assembly at its seventy-second session.
    


    
      71/62. Relationship between disarmament and development
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 161-163.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly reiterated its invitation to Member States to provide the Secretary-General with information
      regarding measures and efforts to devote part of the resources made available by the implementation of
      disarmament and arms limitation agreements to economic and social development, with a view to reducing the
      ever-widening gap between developed and developing countries.
    


    
      First Committee. Before joining consensus, the United Kingdom took the
      floor, also on behalf of France, to express their belief that there was no automatic link, but rather a complex
      relationship, between disarmament and development.
    


    
      After adoption of the draft resolution, the United States stated that it did not join the
      consensus, as it believed that disarmament and development were two distinct issues.
    


    
      71/66. Preventing the acquisition by terrorists of radioactive sources
    


    
      
        Submitted by: France (28 Oct.)q
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (28 Oct.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 180-185.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly invited States to consider the merits of an evaluation of the existing international
      framework applicable to radioactive sources and, if necessary, to explore possible options for its potential
      strengthening. It noted the progress made by the States members of the International Atomic Energy Agency in
      working within the framework of the Code of Conduct to develop supplementary guidance in the management of
      disused sources, and encouraged the submission, upon completion, of the draft to the Board of Governors, with a
      view to the adoption and implementation of such guidance as soon as possible. The General Assembly furthermore
      encouraged Member States to provide support for scientific research to develop technically and economically
      appropriate technologies with the capability to further improve the security of radioactive materials or sources.
    


    
      First Committee. After joining the consensus, the Russian Federation
      expressed its reservations about the references to guidance on the management of disused radioactive sources and
      the Incident and Trafficking Database of the International Atomic Energy Agency.
    


    
      The Islamic Republic of Iran encouraged sponsors to refrain from bringing into the draft
      resolution issues that were of a technical nature and that should be exclusively considered by the International
      Atomic Energy Agency.
    


    
      71/514. Role of science and technology in the context of international security and disarmament
      (decision)
    


    
      
        Introduced by: India (24 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, p. 298.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly decided to include in the provisional agenda of its seventy-second session the item entitled
      “Role of science and technology in the context of international security and disarmament”.
    


    
      Chapter VI. Disarmament machinery
    


    
      71/81. Report of the Conference on Disarmament
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Republic of Korea (27 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 253-255.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly called upon the Conference on Disarmament to further intensify consultations and to explore
      possibilities for overcoming its ongoing deadlock of almost two decades by adopting and implementing a balanced
      and comprehensive programme of work at the earliest possible date during its 2017 session, bearing in mind the
      decision on the programme of work adopted by the Conference on 29 May 2009, as well as other relevant present,
      past and future proposals. It furthermore acknowledged the fact that the Conference on Disarmament had held a
      series of substantive formal and informal discussions on items on the agenda of the Conference and requested all
      States members of the Conference on Disarmament to cooperate with the current President and successive Presidents
      in their efforts to guide the Conference to the early commencement of its substantive work, including
      negotiations, at its 2017 session.
    


    
      First Committee. In a general statement, Cubar advocated convening as soon as possible the fourth special session of the
      General Assembly on disarmament, which could contribute to the revitalization and strengthening of the
      disarmament machinery. It stressed the positive role played by the United Nations Regional Centres for Peace and
      Disarmament, which were celebrating their thirtieth anniversary. It believed that the United Nations regular
      budget should guarantee the minimum resources necessary.
    


    
      71/82. Report of the Disarmament Commission
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Vanuatu (24 Oct.) GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 256-259.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly noted the consultations with Member States conducted by the Chair of the Disarmament
      Commission during its intersessional period regarding a working paper containing a proposal for the inclusion of
      a third item in its agenda for the remaining period of the present triennial cycle in the context of considering
      ways and means to implement General Assembly resolution 69/77, in accordance with Assembly decision 52/492, and encourages the Commission to hold informal
      discussions on the subject contained in the above-mentioned working paper during the substantive session of the
      Commission in 2017, without prejudice to the deliberations on the existing agenda items.
    


    
      First Committee. See also the statement of Cuba with respect to
      resolution 71/81 above.
    


    
      71/517. Open-ended Working Group on the fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to
      disarmament (decision)
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Indonesia (26 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: 179-0-5 (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: 175-0-5 (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text, sponsors and voting pattern, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 301-302.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly, recalling its resolution 65/66 of
      8 December 2010 and its decisions 67/518 of 3 December 2012, 69/518 of 2 December 2014 and 70/551 of 23 December
      2015, decided to include in the provisional agenda of its seventy-second session, under the item entitled
      “General and complete disarmament”, a sub-item entitled “Convening of the fourth special session of the General
      Assembly devoted to disarmament”.
    


    
      First Committee. Indonesia delivered a general statement, saying that
      in order for the Open-ended Working Group on the fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to
      disarmament to present its report, it had been procedurally necessary to introduce the draft decision. It hoped
      that the draft decision could be adopted without a vote.
    


    
      After abstaining, France took the floor also on behalf of the United States and the United
      Kingdom to explain that their abstentions were based on budgetary and substantive reasons. They raised concerns
      about the merit of convening a fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.
    


    
      See also the statement of Cuba with respect to resolution 71/81 above.
    


    
      Chapter VII. Information and outreach
    


    
      71/57. United Nations study on disarmament and non-proliferation education
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Mexico (1 Nov.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 145-147.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly reiterated its request to the Secretary-General to fully utilize electronic means to
      disseminate information related to the United Nations study on disarmament and non-proliferation education and
      any other information that the Office for Disarmament Affairs gathered on an ongoing basis in connection with
      that study. It also requested the Secretary-General to maintain the website “Disarmament education: resources for
      learning”, including the “Disarmament today” series of podcasts, as an efficient and effective tool to promote
      disarmament and non-proliferation education.
    


    
      71/73. United Nations disarmament fellowship, training and advisory services
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Nigeria (18 Oct.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 224-225.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly expressed its appreciation to all Member States and organizations that have consistently
      supported the programme throughout the years, in particular to the Governments of China, Germany, Japan,
      Kazakhstan, the Republic of Korea, Switzerland and the United States for continuing extensive and highly
      educative study visits for the participants in the programme during 2015 and 2016. It furthermore expressed its
      appreciation to the International Atomic Energy Agency, the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons,
      the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization, the International Court of
      Justice, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe and the Vienna Centre for Disarmament and
      Non-Proliferation for organizing specific study programmes in the field of disarmament in their respective areas
      of competence, thereby contributing to the objectives of the programme.
    


    
      71/74. United Nations Disarmament Information Programme
    


    
      
        Introduced by: Mexico (1 Nov.)
      


      
        GA vote: w/o vote (5 Dec.)
      


      
        1st Cttee vote: w/o vote (1 Nov.)
      


      
        For text and sponsors, see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 226-228.
      

    


    
      The General Assembly recommended that the United Nations Disarmament Information Programme continue to inform,
      educate and generate public understanding of the importance of multilateral action and support for it, including
      action by the United Nations and the Conference on Disarmament, in the field of arms control and disarmament, in
      a factual, balanced and objective manner, and that it focus its efforts to, inter alia, continue the publication
      of the United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, the flagship publication of the Office for
      Disarmament Affairs, in all official languages, as well as its Occasional Papers, Study Series and other ad hoc
      information materials in accordance with the current practice.
    


    


    
      a See A/C.1/71/PV.22-26 for the full text of the statements.
    


    
      b Abbreviations used in the boxes: o.p.
      = operative paragraph; p.p. = preambular paragraph. The order of the numbers for the voting statistics indicates
      the votes in favour, the votes against and the abstentions, respectively.
    


    
      c This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolutions 71/47 and 71/55.
    


    
      d Ibid.
    


    
      e Ibid.
    


    
      f This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolution 71/258.
    


    
      g This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolution 71/63.
    


    
      h This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolutions 71/54, 71/55, 71/63, 71/71 and 71/258.
    


    
      i The initial draft resolution was
      introduced by Norway. The revised draft resolution was submitted by the sponsors.
    


    
      j This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolution 71/29.
    


    
      k This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolutions 71/36, 70/50 and 71/68.
    


    
      l The initial draft resolution was
      introduced by Germany. The revised draft resolution was submitted by the sponsors.
    


    
      m The draft resolution was submitted by
      Netherlands.
    


    
      n The draft resolution was submitted by
      the sponsors.
    


    
      o This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolutions 71/32 and 71/42.
    


    
      p This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolution 71/56.
    


    
      q The draft resolution was submitted by
      France.
    


    
      r This statement was delivered also with
      respect to resolutions 71/82 and 71/517.
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      Honourable Mention, United Nations Poster for Peace Contest 2016
      

      Clear Nuclear Weapons from the World
      

      Roberto Losada Maestre (Spain)
    


    






    
       
    


    
      APPENDIX IV
    


    
      Acronyms
    


    
      
        
          	AP

          	additional protocol
        


        
          	ASEAN

          	Association of Southeast Asian Nations
        


        
          	ATT

          	Arms Trade Treaty
        


        
          	AU

          	African Union
        


        
          	BMS

          	Biennial Meeting of States
        


        
          	BWC

          	Biological Weapons Convention; Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and
          Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction
        


        
          	CANWFZ Treaty

          	Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia
        


        
          	CARICOM

          	Caribbean Community
        


        
          	CASA

          	Coordinating Action on Small Arms
        


        
          	CBM

          	confidence-building measure
        


        
          	CBRN

          	chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
        


        
          	CCW

          	Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed
          to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects; Convention on Certain Conventional
          Weapons
        


        
          	CSA

          	comprehensive safeguards agreement
        


        
          	CTBT

          	Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
        


        
          	CTBTO

          	Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization
        


        
          	CWC

          	Chemical Weapons Convention; Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling
          and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction
        


        
          	DDR

          	disarmament, demobilization and reintegration
        


        
          	DNP

          	Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Education
        


        
          	ECCAS

          	Economic Community of Central African States
        


        
          	ECOWAS

          	Economic Community of West African States
        


        
          	ERW

          	explosive remnants of war
        


        
          	EU

          	European Union
        


        
          	FFM

          	Fact-Finding Mission
        


        
          	GEM

          	Group of Eminent Persons
        


        
          	GGE

          	Group of Governmental Experts
        


        
          	GIS

          	Group of Interested States in Practical Disarmament Measures
        


        
          	HCOC

          	The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation
        


        
          	IAEA

          	International Atomic Energy Agency
        


        
          	IATG

          	International Ammunition Technical Guidelines
        


        
          	ICBM

          	intercontinental ballistic missile
        


        
          	ICCA

          	International Council of Chemical Associations
        


        
          	ICRC

          	International Committee of the Red Cross
        


        
          	IED

          	improvised explosive device
        


        
          	IMPACS

          	Implementation Agency for Crime and Security
        


        
          	IMS

          	International Monitoring System
        


        
          	INF Treaty

          	Treaty on the Elimination of Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles
        


        
          	INTERPOL

          	International Criminal Police Organization
        


        
          	ISACS

          	International Small Arms Control Standards
        


        
          	ISIL

          	Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant
        


        
          	ISU

          	Implementation Support Unit
        


        
          	ITI

          	International Instrument to Enable States to Identify and Trace, in a Timely and Reliable Manner, Illicit
          Small Arms and Light Weapons; International Tracing Instrument
        


        
          	IUPAC

          	International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry
        


        
          	JCPOA

          	Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
        


        
          	JIM

          	Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons–United Nations Joint Investigative Mechanism
        


        
          	JPA

          	Joint Plan of Action
        


        
          	LAS

          	League of Arab States
        


        
          	LAWS

          	lethal autonomous weapon system
        


        
          	MOTAPM

          	mines other than anti-personnel mines
        


        
          	MTCR

          	Missile Technology Control Regime
        


        
          	NAM

          	Non-Aligned Movement
        


        
          	NATO

          	North Atlantic Treaty Organization
        


        
          	NDC

          	National Data Centre
        


        
          	New START

          	Treaty on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
        


        
          	NPC

          	national point of contact
        


        
          	NPT

          	Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
        


        
          	NSG

          	Nuclear Suppliers Group
        


        
          	NSS

          	Nuclear Security Summit
        


        
          	NWFZ

          	nuclear-weapon-free zone
        


        
          	OEWG

          	Open-ended Working Group
        


        
          	OIE

          	World Organisation for Animal Health
        


        
          	OPANAL

          	Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean
        


        
          	OPCW

          	Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
        


        
          	OSCE

          	Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
        


        
          	OSI

          	On-Site Inspection
        


        
          	PSSM

          	physical security and stockpile management
        


        
          	RECSA

          	Regional Centre on Small Arms in the Great Lakes Region, the Horn of Africa and Bordering States
        


        
          	SALW

          	small arms and light weapons
        


        
          	SDG

          	Sustainable Development Goal
        


        
          	SEESAC

          	South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons
        


        
          	SLBM

          	submarine-launched ballistic missile
        


        
          	SQP

          	small quantities protocol
        


        
          	SSOD IV

          	fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
        


        
          	UNDP

          	United Nations Development Programme
        


        
          	UNIDIR

          	United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
        


        
          	UNLIREC

          	United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin America and the
          Caribbean
        


        
          	UNODA

          	United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs
        


        
          	UNODC

          	United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
        


        
          	UNRCPD

          	United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific
        


        
          	UNREC

          	United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa
        


        
          	UNROCA

          	United Nations Register of Conventional Arms
        


        
          	UNSAC

          	United Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security Questions in Central Africa
        


        
          	UNSCAR

          	United Nations Trust Facility Supporting Cooperation on Arms Regulation
        


        
          	WHO

          	World Health Organization
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      Honourable Mention
      

      United Nations Poster for Peace Contest 2016
      

      Be Zero
      

      Kumi Nakazato (Japan)
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United Nations Disarmament Yearbook

Arich source of historical knowledge of developments, trends and achievements
of multilateral disarmament for more than 40 years. Part I contains an annual
compilation of text and statistics of disarmament-related resolutions and
decisions of the General Assembly. Part Il presents the main topics of multilateral
consideration during the year and a convenient issues-oriented timeline.

Available online at www.un.org/disarmament.

UNODA Update

An clectronic newsletter giving information on the activities of UNODA in all
relevant areas of disarmament.

Available at www.un.org/disarmament.

UNODA Occasional Papers

A biannual publication with edited presentations made at international meetings,
symposia, seminars or workshops organized by UNODA or its regional centres
in Lima, Lom¢ or Kathmandu.

Available at www.un.org/disarmament.

UNODA Website—www.un.org/disarmament

A comprehensive website on all issues in the purview of UNODA in the field of
disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control, featuring:

+ Scarchable database of disarmament resolutions and decisions going back to the
sion (1997) of the General Assembly

United Nations Register of Conventional Arms—unique information exchange
on international arms transfers

Text and status of treaties and agreements—database
Dedicated working websites for conferences and meetings (NPT and Small Arms)
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