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Madam Chairperson, 
 
First of all, please allow me to thank you, as well as the UNODA, for 
organizing this informal consultative meeting in the framework of the 
HLPEG on the FMCT. 
 
I would also like to commend you for the outstanding manner in which 
you lead, with you team, the work of the group. Be assured of the 
constructive engagement, as well as of the full support, of France as you 
perform your important responsibilities.  
 
Furthermore, I would like to thank the panelists for the very informative 
presentations that we have heard this morning. The variety and the 
quality of these interventions reflect the maturity of this topic, as well as 
the importance that we all attach to it. 
 
In this respect, let me recall that the political timing and relevancy of an 
FMCT, as an inevitable and irreplaceable step for concrete progress 
towards a world without nuclear weapons, still remain true today. The 
creation of the High-level expert preparatory group during the 71st 



UNGA, supported by a large number of countries, was indeed an 
obvious proof of this.  
 
The first session of this group, that took place in August 2017 under your 
active chairmanship, was focused on different core elements of a future 
FMCT, and particularly on the verification of the obligations created by 
the treaty. This work is an example of our efforts towards implementing 
our engagements regarding the NPT. 
 
 
Madam Chairperson, distinguished colleagues, 
 
I would like to focus my intervention on two specific topics, which covers 
different aspects of the interventions that we have heard this morning, 
namely the issue of definitions on the one hand, and of the shut-down of 
production facilities, with for both topics, their related implications with 
regard to verification. 
 
 
A/ Let’s start with a few elements on definitions and verification 
 
The central obligation of an FMCT is to cease the production of fissile 
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. After 
the entry into force of the treaty, fissile material can only be produced for 
civilian or non-prohibited uses.  
 
In order to assess the credibility of the treaty, this obligation must 
absolutely be verified in an efficient, adapted and cost-effective way in 
order to provide a credible level of assurance.  
 
Several questions must be asked to determine the right scope of 
verification: which fissile materials? What production activities need to be 
verified? Which production facilities are concerned? What is the aimed 
level of assurance? What can be the possible constraints related to 
information sensitiveness? What is the agreed level of resources 
needed?  
 
France conducted an analysis that aims at answering these questions 
and defines the objectives and modalities of a verification regime 
adapted to specific cases.  
 
The objective was for us to feed the reflection on the way to verify, in the 
most adequate and efficient manner the respect of the engagements 



taken by states within the frame of an FMCT, while protecting sensitive 
information regarding non-proliferation engagements, safety and 
security.  
 
1/ Let us first address the issue of the scope of verification.  
 
Within the frame of an FMCT, the scope of verification is determined 
by the definition of the fissile materials whose production should be 
ceased by the treaty.  
 
France considers that the definition of un-irradiated direct-use fissile 
material from the IAEA Safeguards Glossary is the most appropriate to 
put an end to the production of fissile material designed for the 
manufacturing of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. 
 
 These materials are:  
 

a. Uranium containing 20% or greater enrichment in the isotopes 
U235 or U233;  
 

b. Separated plutonium other than that whose isotopic composition 
includes 80% or greater Pu238; 
 

c. Any un-irradiated material that contains at least one of the 
materials defined in a) or b) above.  

 
The production of these materials concerns two crucial steps in the 
nuclear fuel cycle:  

 Enrichment of Uranium 235 to an enrichment of 20% or 
greater by any isotopic enrichment process;  
 

 Separation of plutonium and U 233 from fission products in 
irradiated material.  

 
Enrichment plants and reprocessing facilities with a significant 
production threshold regarding the objectives of the Treaty would 
therefore be concerned by verification. 
 
 
2/ Once these definitions are set, and therefore limit the scope of an 
FMCT, the objectives and modalities of verification can be 
elaborated.  



 
A FMCT verification system, based on an exhaustive declaration of 
production facilities, should achieve four main objectives to be credible: 

1. Certify that the fissile material production units are no more 
dedicated to the manufacturing of nuclear weapons: firstly, the 
verification mechanism should consist of a comprehensive 
declaration of production facilities by the state party, and then the 
verification regime will entail more or less intrusive and frequent 
inspections according to the characteristics of the production facility.   

2. Detect any production of fissile material in un-declared 
facilities. In case of substantiated presumption of clandestine 
activities, a challenge inspection with specific implementation 
modalities can be conducted.  

3. Prevent diversion to nuclear-weapon purposes of fissile 
material produced for civilian purposes. This objective fits with 
the IAEA Safeguards system, and demands to follow final material 
until they final civilian use.  

4. Consideration of a fuel cycle for non-prohibited activities 
related to defense, such as nuclear propulsion.  It is necessary 
to ensure that such a specific cycle is not diverted to nuclear-
weapon use  

A verification regime is therefore characterized by its scope and its 
modalities of implementation. We have tried to address those in order to 
draw the base of a credible verification regime that provides a sufficient 
level of assurance to assess the respect of the treaty obligations.  
 
 
B/ Let’s now turn to my second point, namely the becoming of 
production facilities, as well as their implications for a verification 
regime 
 
As I just said, production should be defined so as to cover the processes 
by which the resulting fissile material is directly usable for manufacturing 
nuclear weapons, namely enrichment and reprocessing. 
 
To comply with its obligations, the State party can choose several 
options: 

 convert the facilities for civil use,  

 close them down,  

 decommission them,  



 dismantle them. 

Those four statuses are inspired from the IAEA Safeguards Glossary. 
Consequently, the approach and modalities for verification will need 
to be adapted to the declared status of each production facility.  
 
The first and most important step of the verification mechanism should 
be a declaration by the State of its production facilities (enrichment 
plants and reprocessing plants) and their associated status that will 
frame the modalities for verification. 

 In a converted facility, verification modalities of fissile materials 
are expected to be similar to those applied under IAEA safeguards, 
in order to guarantee the exclusively civilian final use of the 
production. 
 

 In a closed-down facility (referring to the IAEA Safeguards 
Glossary a closed-down facility is “an installation where 
operations have been stopped and the nuclear material removed 
but which has not been decommissioned”) the production facility is 
still operational and the objective of verification is to attest the 
permanent “freezing” of the facility to the IAEA, through inspections 
or implementation of containment and surveillance systems. 
 

 -In a decommissioned (“an installation at which residual structures 
and equipment essential for its use have been removed or 
rendered inoperable.”) or a dismantled facility (which is the 
ultimate phase of decommissioning, leading to complete 
equipment destruction and, possibly, buildings’ destruction), the 
modalities of verification will need to be strictly adjusted to each 
case. In any case, these modalities will need to assess the 
irreversibility of the decommissioning process. 

 
Whatever the chosen option is, the State and the verification 
institution will have to define what relevant available information is 
needed for each facility, as well as the number and nature of access to 
the different sites. These modalities will also include specific 
requirements aimed at protecting sensitive information regarding non-
proliferation engagements, national security, or industrial constraints.  
 
This process is thus made of several steps, starting with national 
declarations by States regarding their production facilities, and moving 



forward with an extensive and efficient dialogue with verification 
authorities.  
 
Madam Chairperson, distinguished colleagues, 

 
As a conclusion, let me recall that France ceased its production of fissile 
material for nuclear weapons in 1992 concerning plutonium and 1996 for 
uranium. Since then, France has been engaged in a dismantlement 
process of its production facilities in Marcoule and Pierrelatte, ultimate 
phase of decommissioning.  
 
This still ongoing dismantlement is irreversible, and represents a 
considerable challenge in terms of financial engagement and expertise. 
France is to date the only NWS who engaged in such an effort. France 
has organized visits of these facilities in 2008 and 2009. These 
transparence and confidence-building measures were implemented to 
demonstrate our commitment to the article VI of the NPT. 
 
I thank you./. 


