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Introduction 
 

The following report serves as a handbook on the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference 

for participants in the upcoming February 7-8 simulation for the course International Security in 

a Changing World (POLS 114S/HIST 104D).  

 

The structure of this handbook is twofold. First, we review important background information 

about the NPT Review Conference including a history of the Conferences since 1975, the 

organizational structure, key delegations, and coalitions of the conference. Second, we provide 

our recommendations on how the instructors may best execute a simulation of the NPT Review 

Conference with careful attention paid to student roles, assignments, negotiation issues, and 

educational goals.  



 4 

1. Background of the NPT Review Conference 
 

Origins and Purpose: The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), a 

seminal piece of the global non-proliferation regime, opened for signature in 1968 and entered 

into force in 1970. The NPT contains three mutually reinforcing pillars: disarmament, 

nonproliferation, and peaceful uses of nuclear energy, all of which provide a foundation for 

discontinuing the spread of nuclear weapons.1 Recognizing the balance of commitments between 

non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS) and nuclear weapons states (NWS), its founders included a 

clause for review of the operation of the treaty to ensure its purpose and provisions were being 

realized. Accordingly, the first NPT Review conference was held in Geneva in 1975. An NPT 

Review conference was then held every five years thereafter, in 1980, 1985, and 1990. From 

1995 onwards, the review conferences have been held at the United Nations in New York.2  

 

Currently, 190 states have signed the treaty, including five NWS: the United States, Russia, the 

United Kingdom, France, and China. India, Israel, Pakistan, and South Sudan have not signed or 

ratified the treaty; North Korea withdrew membership in 2003.  

 

The core “bargains” of the treaty require that  

1) NWS work “in good faith” toward disarmament (Article VI) 

2) NWS not assist NNWS in acquiring nuclear weapons (Article I). 

2)  NNWS not seek or acquire nuclear weapons (Article II). 

3)  All countries be allowed access to peaceful nuclear technology (Article IV and V). 

 

1.1 History of the NPT Review Conference  
 

NPT Review Conferences have been convened every five years since 1975 for state parties to 

review the progress of the treaty. Between those five-year cycles, annual Preparatory 

Committees help with substantive preparation for the conference and considered principles, 

objectives, and ways to promote the full implementation of the Treaty – as well as universality.  

 

The objectives of each NPT Review Conference are to: 

• Review the progress of the NPT Treaty 

• Strengthen the three pillars of the conference 

• Address cases of noncompliance 

• Garner additional resources for the IAEA and broader adherence to the Additional 

Protocol 

• Produce a Final Document which: 

o Documents the Conference’s review of the Treaty as mandated by Article VIII, 

Paragraph 3 of the NPT Treaty 

 
1 “2015 NPT Review Conference Backgrounder | NTI.” NTI: Nuclear Threat Initiative. N.p., 4 May 2015. Web. 
2 “2015 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 27 April to 22 

May 2015.” UN News Center. UN, n.d. Web. 
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o Provides conclusions and recommendations for follow-up actions3 

 

Nine review conferences have been held since the state parties first convened in 1975. For your 

background, a brief synopsis of each NPT Review Conference is included below. We note which 

Conferences were able to produce a Final Document and provide a link to that Conference’s 

document where possible.  

 

1. 1975 Conference: During the first conference in 1975, discussion primarily centered on 

strengthening and implementing key treaty provisions. At the time, only three of the five NWS 

states (the Soviet Union, United States, and United Kingdom) had signed. The other two NWS – 

China and France – refused to sign. China argued the treaty was discriminatory, while France 

indicated it would not sign but “would behave in the future in this field exactly as the States 

adhering to the Treaty.” The two states ultimately acceded to the treaty in 1992. 

 

Some participants expressed regret that nuclear suppliers that were parties to the Treaty had 

continued to engage in nuclear trade and cooperation with non-parties. The Nuclear Suppliers 

Group (NSG) was founded in response to an Indian nuclear test in May 1974, first meeting in 

November 1975. Members of the NPT believed the NSG to be a prudent way to limit the export 

of nuclear material, equipment, and technology. Additionally, it was a way to bring in France, 

who was a non-member of the NPT, and Zangger Committee nations.4 

 

During debate, NWS argued most vocally for universality and safeguards. NNWS issued 

concerns during the conference over a perceived one-sided implementation of the Treaty. Their 

argument centered on NWS tendency to ignore disarmament obligations at a tense time in the 

nuclear arms race between the United States and Soviet Union. Despite these objections, present 

parties reached a Final Document affirming support for the fundamental objective of averting 

weapons proliferation. It also noted the need for greater attention to Article VI and efforts to 

scale back a mounting nuclear arms race.5 

 

Outcome: Final Document Adopted 

 

2. 1980 Conference: By 1980, the Treaty had increased its total number of signatory parties to 

112. However, previous divisions over the implementation of Article VI thwarted the 

Conference’s ability to reach a Final Declaration. Unlike the inaugural Review Conference, non-

aligned states united behind a new coalition called the Non-Aligned Movement. New concerns 

over Articles I and II criticized the lack of action by NWS to prevent the spread of nuclear 

weapons. There was also division over what developing states claimed was a restrictive export 

policy applied to peaceful, nuclear equipment and technology suppliers (a subject of Article IV).  

 

Outcome: Final Document not Adopted 

 

 
3 Weiss, Leonard. “Arms Control Today.” Nuclear-Weapon States and the Grand Bargain. Arms Control 

Association, n.d. Web. 
4 “History of the NPT 1975-1995.” History of the NPT 1975-1995. Reaching Critical Will, n.d. Web. 
5 “History of the NPT 1975-1995.” History of the NPT 1975-1995. Reaching Critical Will, n.d. Web. 

https://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/assets/WMD/Nuclear/pdf/finaldocs/1975%20-%20Geneva%20-%20NPT%20Review%20Conference%20-%20Final%20Document%20Part%20I.pdf
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3. 1985 Conference: The key achievement of this conference was the “vote” to extend the NPT 

in perpetuity. Among 131 signatories to the Treaty, many states felt that the treaty had been 

successful in meeting the fundamental objective of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. 

African and Middle Eastern countries, however, pointed to troubles with horizontal 

proliferation– namely with unsafeguarded nuclear facilities in Israel and South Africa. Under the 

auspices of Article VII, and inspired by the aforementioned concerns, participants developed the 

concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones.6 This eventually led to the adoption of the 1985 South 

Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga). Other salient topics discussed during 

this Conference included armed attacks against nuclear facilities, sparked by the June 1981 

Israeli attack on Iraq’s Osirak reactor. Iran also condemned Iraq's March 1984 bombing of its 

Bushehr reactor (Bushehr was ultimately destroyed by subsequent Iraqi raids through 1987).7 

 

Outcome: Final Document Adopted 

 

4. 1990 Conference: By 1990, and with 140 states party to the treaty, signatories praised 

progress on advancing global goals, but also pointed to troubling contradictions – particularly 

states that had not signed and developed nuclear activities. The growing number of observers to 

the conference (China and France) also signaled increased interest in non-proliferation. New 

concerns, in line with Articles I and II, were the spread of technical knowledge for weapons 

development. Simultaneously, vertical proliferation by NWS and the creation of more 

sophisticated weapon stymied the Conference’s ability to reach a Final Document. Despite that, 

the conference did bring attention to important new issues – particularly security assurances. 

Although there was no consensus on convening a separate conference to negotiate legally 

binding assurances, all five NWS reaffirmed their earlier unilateral assurances. Once more, 

differences in implementation of Article VI could not be resolved and no final document was 

reached.8 

 

Outcome: Final Document not Adopted 

 

5. 1995 Conference: This NPT Review Conference extended the treaty indefinitely and state 

parties agreed to a package deal that included a resolution calling for the establishment of a zone 

free of nuclear weapons and all weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in the Middle East. The 

establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free (NWF) zone in the Middle East has been a collectively 

endorsed Arab-Iranian objective since 1974. First put forth by Egypt in 1990, a number of states 

in the Middle East have expressed misgivings regarding horizontal proliferation and the 

unsafeguarded nuclear facilities of Israel. Arab states argued for the accession of Israel to the 

NPT, a move that would address major imbalances in commitments in the nuclear area. It would 

also present practical consequences for verification by providing full-scope safeguards on all 

nuclear activities and facilities in the region – Israeli facilities and activities included.9 

 

The resolution on the Middle East and the indefinite extension of the treaty had a far-reaching 

impact on future nuclear negotiations. Doing so not only maintained as the core the global 

 
6 “History of the NPT 1975-1995.” History of the NPT 1975-1995. Reaching Critical Will, n.d. Web. 
7 “Iraq Destroys Iran's Bushehr Reactor.” Institute for National Strategic Studies, n.d. Web. 
8 “History of the NPT 1975-1995.” History of the NPT 1975-1995. Reaching Critical Will, n.d. Web. 
9 Welsh, Susan B. “Delegate perspectives on the 1995 NPT review and extension conference.” (1995): 1-24. 

https://unoda-web.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/assets/WMD/Nuclear/pdf/finaldocs/1985%20-%20Geneva%20-%20NPT%20Review%20Conference%20-%20Final%20Document%20Part%20I.pdf
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nuclear non-proliferation regime, but also reinforced and rendered permanent the international 

legal norm against nuclear weapons proliferation.  

 

Outcome: Final Document Adopted 

 

6. 2000 Conference: States parties adopted 13 steps to implement disarmament commitments in 

the treaty and decisions reached at the 1995 conference.10 This was considered at the time to be a 

major victory for the NPT process, but many NNWS were disappointed at what they considered 

inadequate efforts to implement disarmament decisions by the NWS.  

 

Outcome: Final Document Adopted 

 

7. 2005 Conference: States parties failed to agree on a final document, largely because of 

divisions between NWS and NNWS. NWS focused on strengthening nonproliferation efforts and 

cases of noncompliance with the treaty while NNWS emphasized lack of progress toward 

meeting disarmament obligations set out in Article VI of the treaty.11 

  

Outcome: Final Document not Adopted 

 

8. 2010 Conference: The Conference’s Final Document included an action plan with 64 items 

across the NPT’s three pillars – nuclear disarmament, nonproliferation, and peaceful uses of 

nuclear energy. The plan included giving the P5 an unofficial mandate to report progress on 

strengthening the NPT in 2014 and take practical steps on implementing the 1995 Middle East 

resolution (including a 2012 conference to bring together regional states). Efforts to include a 

timeline for a negotiated nuclear weapons convention failed, but the disarmament action plan 

does include a timeline whereby the nuclear weapon states should report on their disarmament 

activities at the 2014 NPT Preparatory Committee meeting. This marked the first time a deadline 

for action had been reached in consensus decision.12  

 

Outcome: Final Document Adopted 

 

9. 2015 Conference: The main points of contention during the 2015 Review Conference 

concerned disarmament and the proposed nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East. NWS 

openly dismissed the credibility of the Humanitarian Impact of Nuclear Weapons (HINW). They 

argued against the need for a legally binding treaty, convention, or instrument to close the legal 

gap in Article VI of the NPT on “effective measures” to prohibit nuclear weapons and achieve 

nuclear disarmament. The New Agenda Coalition (NAC) advocated a menu of options: (a) 

comprehensive nuclear-weapons convention; (b) nuclear-weapons-ban treaty; (c) framework 

agreement comprising mutually supporting instruments; and (d) hybrid arrangement. The Non-

Aligned Movement (NAM) proposed a plan of action for the elimination of all nuclear weapons 

 
10 Wulf, Norman A. “Observations from the 2000 NPT review conference.” Arms Control Today 30.9 (2000): 3. 
11 Müller, Harald. The 2005 NPT Review Conference: Reasons and consequences of failure and options for repair. 

No. 31. Stockholm: Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission, 2005. 
12 Dhanapala, Jayantha. Evaluating the 2010 NPT Review Conference. US Institute of Peace, 2010. Müller, 

Harald. “A Nuclear Nonproliferation Test: Obama’s Nuclear Policy and the 2010 NPT Review Conference,” The 

Nonproliferation Review 18, no. 1 (2011): 219-236. 

http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/NPT_Review_Conferences.shtml
http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/2000-NPT/pdf/FD-Part1and2.pdf
http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2010/
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in an irreversible and verifiable manner, in three successive phases: first phase 2015-2020; 

second phase 2020-2025; and third phase: 2025-2030.  

 

With regards to the proposed nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East, a modified version 

of the Egyptian proposal appeared in the final document of the 2015 NPT Review Conference. 

The draft called for the UN Secretary General to convene a conference by March 1, 2016, aimed 

at “launching a continuous process of negotiating and concluding a legally binding treaty that 

establishes a WMD-free zone in the Middle East.” The United States, the UK, and Canada 

decided not to support the draft final document, objecting to the proposed “unworkable 

conditions” and “arbitrary deadlines” set by Egypt and its supporters. Disagreement over the 

proposed zone in the Middle East ultimately undermined the success of the conference in 

reaching a final document.13  

 

Outcome: Final Document not Adopted 

 

FAQ: Why was the 2010 NPT Review Conference successful but not 2015?  

 

The 2015 NPT Review Conference ended in frustration over the lack of agreement to produce a 

Final Document. This primarily stemmed from the inability of NNWS to extract concessions 

from nuclear powers granting clear commitments and legally binding instruments for 

disarmament.  

 

The 64-point action plan, the outcome of the 2010 Review Conference, since its passage has 

regrettably achieved little in implementation. Some states have even withdrawn support from 

previously agreed steps. The growing divide over commitments to disarmament by NWS 

combined with disputes over the proposed WMD Free Zone in the Middle East to produce 

gridlock. Israel (backed by the United States) argued against the proposal – with Egypt issuing 

demands for universality of the treaty. In some ways, the 2010 Conference set up the subsequent 

conference for failure, with issues like the WMD Free Zone in the Middle East, the inflexibility 

of delegations, improper implementation of the strengthened review process, and an absence of 

leadership ultimately defeating passage of the Final Document.14 

 

1.2 Contemporary Non-proliferation and Disarmament Updates  
 

The Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons: 

 

On July 7, 2017, the United Nations General Assembly passed The Treaty on the Prohibition of 

Nuclear Weapons, the first international agreement to prohibit nuclear weapons, with the 

ultimate goal of moving toward total global disarmament. Thus far, 80 states have signed the 

 
13 Wan, Wilfred. “Why the 2015 NPT Review Conference Fell Apart - United Nations University Centre for Policy 

Research.” Why the 2015 NPT Review Conference Fell Apart - United Nations University Centre for Policy 

Research. United Nations University, 28 May 2015. Web. 
14 Baklitskiy, Andrey. “Arms Control Today.” The 2015 NPT Review Conference and the Future of the 

Nonproliferation Regime. Arms Control Association, July-Aug. 2015. Web. Potter, William C. “Disarmament 

Diplomacy and the Nuclear Ban Treaty,” Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 59, no. 4 (August-September 2017): 

75-108. 
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treaty and 34 have ratified it.15 The treaty will enter into force 90 days after 50 states ratify it. 

The treaty requires state parties to the treaty to never undertake the following:  

“(a) Develop, test, produce, manufacture, otherwise acquire, possess or stockpile nuclear 

weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;  

(b) Transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or 

control over such weapons or explosive devices directly or indirectly;  

(c) Receive the transfer of or control over nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices 

directly or indirectly;  

(d) Use or threaten to use nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;  

(e) Assist, encourage or induce, in any way, anyone to engage in any activity prohibited to a 

State Party under this Treaty;  

(f) Seek or receive any assistance, in any way, from anyone to engage in any activity prohibited 

to a State Party under this Treaty;  

(g) Allow any stationing, installation or deployment of any nuclear weapons or other nuclear 

explosive devices in its territory or at any place under its jurisdiction or control.”16 

 

Controversy Surrounding the Nuclear Ban Treaty: 

The nuclear ban treaty came about because of growing dissatisfaction amongst NNWS and civil 

society groups with regard to progress made toward disarmament in good faith by NWS. 

However, only NNWS have signed and/ or ratified the nuclear ban treaty thus far. This means 

that no NWS, or umbrella states, are currently bound by the nuclear ban treaty’s terms.  

 

Since its inception, the nuclear ban treaty has been mired in controversy. Advocates look at the 

treaty and see potential for normative change. They argue that if the treaty can succeed in 

reframing nuclear weapons possession as fundamentally antithetical to humanitarian aims, the 

global nuclear order as we know it will eventually be rendered illegitimate.17  

 

 
15 “Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons: Status of the Treaty,” United Nations Office for Disarmament 

Affairs, accessed January 15, 2020, http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/tpnw. 
16 “United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading towards 

their total elimination,” New York, March 27-31 and June 15- July 7, 2017. http://undocs.org/A/CONF.229/2017/8. 

For additional resources, see Nuclear Threat Initiative’s “Understanding the New Nuclear Weapons Ban,” October 

2, 2017, http://www.nti.org/analysis/articles/understanding-new-nuclear-weapons-ban/, the Arms Control 

Association’s “The Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons at a Glance,” July 2017,  

https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclearprohibition, and John Mecklin’s “Overview: The Treaty on the 

Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons,” Bulletin of Atomic Scientist, October 6, 2017, https://thebulletin.org/overview-

treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons11174.  
17 “Nuclear Ban: Learn More,” International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons, accessed January 17, 2020,  

http://nuclearban.org/#learnmore.  

http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/t/tpnw
http://undocs.org/A/CONF.229/2017/8
http://www.nti.org/analysis/articles/understanding-new-nuclear-weapons-ban/
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclearprohibition
https://thebulletin.org/overview-treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons11174
https://thebulletin.org/overview-treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons11174
http://nuclearban.org/#learnmore
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Opponents of the nuclear ban treaty, on the other hand, see a host of issues. With regard to the 

strategic aims of the treaty, some opponents argue that the treaty jumps the gun by demanding 

disarmament before the global security environment is rid of the factors that motivate states to 

possess nuclear weapons. Opponents also argue that the treaty’s focus on catalyzing a normative 

shift will only impact democratic NWS, to the potential benefit of non-democratic NWS.18 

 

Legally speaking, opponents have expressed concern about the nuclear ban treaty’s supporters 

seeking a second International Court of Justice advisory opinion on nuclear weapons and/ or 

customary international law status for the treaty.19 Additionally, the U.S. has presented concerns 

about its allies or partners signing and ratifying the treaty because of the legal obstacles to 

propagating extended deterrence that such accession could present.20  

 

On the relationship between the nuclear ban treaty and the broader nonproliferation and 

disarmament regime, some opponents worry that with the existence of a treaty structure separate 

from the NPT, states could be encouraged to “forum-shop.” The thinking goes that states would 

be incentivized to ultimately elect to participate in the nuclear ban treaty as opposed to the NPT 

because of the nuclear ban treaty’s lack of specified verification requirements.21 Others still 

argue that focus on the comparatively nebulous nuclear ban treaty by NWS and NNWS alike will 

divert necessary attention from concrete, existing efforts: the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, 

which is yet to enter into force, and the Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty, for which negotiations 

are yet to begin.22  

 

U.S. Withdrawal from the JCPOA & Aftermath:  

On May 8, 2018 President Trump withdrew the U.S. from the Joint Comprehensive Plan of 

Action (JCPOA), setting into motion his administration’s “maximum pressure campaign” against 

the Iranian government.23 After withdrawal, the U.S. promptly re-imposed pre-JCPOA economic 

sanctions, which primarily target Iranian oil export capabilities. The European parties to the 

deal—France, Germany, and the United Kingdom—attempted to help keep the Iranian economy 

afloat by establishing a barter system that aims to operate beyond the reach of U.S. banks. 

However, the limitations of this system coupled with increasing pressure from the U.S. corner 

served as the impetus for Iran to begin to incrementally breach the JCPOA.24 Then, in the 

 
18 Shanelle Van, “Revisiting the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons,” Lawfare, November 27, 2018, 

https://www.lawfareblog.com/revisiting-treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons. 
19 Andrea Berger, “After Adoption: Recommendations for Strengthening the Non-Proliferation Treaty,” in 

Breakthrough or Breakpoint? Global Perspectives on the Nuclear Ban Treaty, eds. Shatabhisha Shetty and Denitsa 

Raynova, European Leadership Network, December 8, 2017, https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/12/ELN-Global-Perspectives-on-the-Nuclear-Ban-Treaty-December-2017.pdf. 
20 Matthew Harris, “The Real Problem with the Nuclear Ban Treaty,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 

March 5, 2017, https://carnegieendowment.org/2017/03/15/real-problem-with-nuclear-ban-treaty-pub-68286.  
21 Adam Mount and Richard Nephew, “A nuclear weapons ban should first do no harm to the NPT,” Bulletin of the 

Atomic Scientists, March 7, 2017, https://thebulletin.org/2017/03/a-nuclear-weapons-ban-should-first-do-no-harm-

to-the-npt/.  
22 Shanelle Van, “Revisiting the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons,” Lawfare, November 27, 2018, 

https://www.lawfareblog.com/revisiting-treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons 
23 “Timeline of Nuclear Diplomacy with Iran,” Arms Control Association, accessed January 17, 2020, 

https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheet/Timeline-of-Nuclear-Diplomacy-With-Iran.  
24 Zachary Laub and Kali Robinson, “What is the Status of the Iran Nuclear Agreement?” Council on Foreign 

Relations, accessed January 17, 2019, https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-status-iran-nuclear-agreement.  

https://www.lawfareblog.com/revisiting-treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/ELN-Global-Perspectives-on-the-Nuclear-Ban-Treaty-December-2017.pdf
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/ELN-Global-Perspectives-on-the-Nuclear-Ban-Treaty-December-2017.pdf
https://carnegieendowment.org/2017/03/15/real-problem-with-nuclear-ban-treaty-pub-68286
https://thebulletin.org/2017/03/a-nuclear-weapons-ban-should-first-do-no-harm-to-the-npt/
https://thebulletin.org/2017/03/a-nuclear-weapons-ban-should-first-do-no-harm-to-the-npt/
https://www.lawfareblog.com/revisiting-treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheet/Timeline-of-Nuclear-Diplomacy-With-Iran
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-status-iran-nuclear-agreement
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aftermath of the U.S. drone strike which killed Iranian commander Qassem Soleimani on 

January 3, 2020, Iran announced that it would no longer limit uranium enrichment, yet would 

allow IAEA inspectors to remain in the country.25  

 

2019 NPT Preparatory Committee Meeting:  

In April and May 2019, states-parties to the NPT met for two weeks in order to generate a set of 

consensus recommendations for the fast-approaching 2020 NPT Review Conference. The states, 

however, did not succeed in coming to a consensus agreement on these recommendations due to 

persistent division between NNWS and many NWS over the second version of the draft.26 Major 

disagreements that came about with regard to the contents of the second draft were as follows:  

 

1) Unsurprisingly, the nuclear ban treaty was front and center in NWS’ objections to the second 

draft. The second draft endorsed “the need for a legally-binding norm to prohibit nuclear 

weapons in order to achieve and maintain a world without nuclear weapons,” as well as noted 

“the support of many states for the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons and its 

complementarity with the NPT.”27 

 

2) The second draft explicitly called upon the U.S. and Russia to extend the Treaty on Measures 

for Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (New START Treaty), which 

is set to expire in 2021.28,29 

 

3) The first draft included a portion which implored Syria to comply with its safeguards 

obligations under the NPT, which it is failing to do at present. This language was removed from 

the second draft, which prompted the U.S. (with the support of 51 other states) to make a 

statement concerning Syria’s non-compliance and refusal to cooperate with the IAEA 

completely.30 

 

 
25 “A Sea of Mourners in Iran, and New Threats from Both Sides,” New York Times, updated January 7, 2020, 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/06/world/middleeast/iran-soleimani.html#link-7da09c81.  
26 Alicia Sanders- Zakre, “Reporting on the 2019 PrepCom,” Arms Control Association, May 10, 2019,  

https://www.armscontrol.org/blog/2019-05-10/reporting-2019-npt-prepcom.  
27 “Preparatory Committee for the 2020 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons: Recommendations to the 2020 Review Conference,” April 29- May 10, 2019, p. 3, 

https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-

review-conference-002-.pdf. 
28

 “Preparatory Committee for the 2020 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons: Recommendations to the 2020 Review Conference,” April 29- May 10, 2019, p. 2, 

https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-

review-conference-002-.pdf. 
29 Pranay Vaddi, Nicholas Blanchette, Garrett Hinck, “What Happens if the Last Nuclear Arms Control Treaty 

Expires?” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, September 15, 2019, 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/09/05/what-happens-if-last-nuclear-arms-control-treaty-expires-pub-79782. 
30 Alicia Sanders- Zakre, “Reporting on the 2019 PrepCom,” Arms Control Association, May 10, 2019,  

https://www.armscontrol.org/blog/2019-05-10/reporting-2019-npt-prepcom. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/06/world/middleeast/iran-soleimani.html#link-7da09c81
https://www.armscontrol.org/blog/2019-05-10/reporting-2019-npt-prepcom
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/09/05/what-happens-if-last-nuclear-arms-control-treaty-expires-pub-79782
https://www.armscontrol.org/blog/2019-05-10/reporting-2019-npt-prepcom
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4) The first draft focused its JCPOA commentary on Iranian non-compliance, while the second 

draft instead shifted to emphasize UN Security Council Resolution 2231, which demands all 

states involved with the JCPOA uphold the obligations which they agreed to.31 

 

5) The second draft included an outright demand for Israel, India, Pakistan, and South Sudan to 

accede to the NPT without conditions.32  

 

1.3 Rules and Organizational Structure Governing Participation in the Conference 
 

1. United Nations and International Atomic Energy Agency:  

Under Rule 44.2 of the draft rules of procedure, the Secretary-General of the United Nations and 

the Director-General of the IAEA shall be entitled to attend meetings and receive Review 

Conference documents. They shall also be entitled to submit material orally and in writing.  

 

2. Non-governmental organizations:  

Non-governmental organization representatives will be allowed to attend meetings of the plenary 

or of the Main Committees and receive documents of the Review Conference33. 

 

The real-life Review Conference produces decisions in the form of an outcome paper, called the 

“Final Document.” The bulk of the work of the conference is divided between three Main 

Committees. During the Conference, the Drafting Committee and the Conference’s President  

assemble the findings and conclusions of each Main Committee into a single draft document. 

Each Main Committee and subsidiary body meeting features open debate, moderated by the 

Chairman of the respective committee.34 

1.2.1 Plenary Sessions 
 

Opening:  

 

Conferences are typically opened by a President of the preceding plenary sessions. The Parties to 

the Treaty will then move to elect a President, who addresses the audience by providing a brief 

history of the NPT Review Conference and its purpose. He will also bring forward 

recommendations from the preceding Preparatory Committees.  

 
31 “Preparatory Committee for the 2020 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons: Recommendations to the 2020 Review Conference,” April 29- May 10, 2019, p. 7, 

https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-

review-conference-002-.pdf. 
32 “Preparatory Committee for the 2020 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons: Recommendations to the 2020 Review Conference,” April 29- May 10, 2019, p. 8, 

https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-

review-conference-002-.pdf. 
33Adriano, Alex, Jasper Pandza, Jesus Perez, and David Toscano. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 

Conference Background Guide 2011.”National Model United Nations (n.d.): n. pag. Nmun.org. Model United 

Nations. Web. 
34Adriano, Alex, Jasper Pandza, Jesus Perez, and David Toscano. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 

Conference Background Guide 2011.”National Model United Nations (n.d.): n. pag. Nmun.org. Model United 

Nations. Web. 

https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
https://papersmart.unmeetings.org/media2/21492287/nptconf2020pciiicrp4rev1-recommendations-to-the-2020-review-conference-002-.pdf
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Afterwards, the United Nations Secretary General is invited to address the conference followed 

by the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The Secretary-General’s 

speech typically highlights successes achieved from nuclear cooperation. In 2015 he recalled the 

2010 64-point Action Plan and diplomatic achievements with Iran’s nuclear program. The IAEA 

Director General’s speech concerns technical language, but more broadly addresses IAEA 

successes and areas of concern (among them, the events of Fukushima Daiichi, nuclear medicine 

and radiation oncology services, and safeguards implementation in the Islamic Republic of Iran).  

 

Main Committees meet separately to create drafts of their recommendations and follow-up 

actions which are then submitted to the Drafting Committee to create the Final Document. The 

final plenary session of the Review Conference considers and debates this draft of the Final 

Document. During plenary sessions, delegates may review working papers submitted prior to the 

conference by various delegations and coalition groups.35 

 

Powers of the President:  

 

In addition to aforementioned powers, the President shall declare the opening and closing of each 

meeting, direct discussions, ensure rules observance, allow delegates to speak, adjudicate voting, 

and announce decisions. The President has complete control over the proceedings of the Review 

Conference and over the maintenance of order at meetings. He or she will rule on points of 

order.36  

 

Speeches:  

 

No one may address the Review Conference without permission, but Main Committee and 

Subsidiary Body meeting representatives are given a greater degree of latitude to speak openly. 

During plenary, the president will call upon speakers in the order they signify a desire to speak. 

Time may be limited by the President. Similar power will be accorded Chairs of the respective 

Main Committees, though more flexibility is granted to individual delegations to debate the 

merits of proposed draft legislation.37  

 

1.2.2 Main Committees  
 

There are three main committees and three subsidiary bodies that meet during the Conference. 

NOTE: in our Simulation we will have only Main Committees I and II which will be 

chaired by a UN assistant secretary. 

 
35 Colussi, Ilaria Anna, and Maurizio Martellini. “Best Practice Guidelines for Cooperative Compliance with 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Obligations.” Nuclear Non-Proliferation in International Law. TMC Asser Press, 2016. 

265-286. 
36 Bourantonis, Dimitris. “The International Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Framework under the NPT and 

Related Instruments.” The EU and the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Strategies, Policies, Actions (2015): 

33. 
37 Adriano, Alex, Jasper Pandza, Jesus Perez, and David Toscano. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 

Conference Background Guide 2011.”National Model United Nations (n.d.): n. pag. Nmun.org. Model United 

Nations. Web. 
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Main Committee I:  

Chairman: representative of the Group of Non-Aligned States Parties to the Treaty 

Principal Focus: nuclear disarmament and negative security assurances 

Articles: Articles I and II and preambular paragraphs 1 to 3; (ii) Article VI and 

preambular paragraphs 8 to 12; (iii) Article VII (b) Security assurances: (i) Security 

Council resolutions 255 (1968) and 984 (1995); Non-proliferation education  

 Subsidiary body 1: Nuclear disarmament by NWS  

 

Main Committee II:  

Chairman: representative of the Group of Eastern European States 

Principal Focus: nonproliferation and regional issues 

Secondary Focus: Article III and preambular paragraphs 4 and 5, especially in their 

relationship to article IV and preambular paragraphs 6 and 7; (ii) Articles I and II and 

preambular paragraphs 1 to 3 in their relationship to articles III and IV; (iii) Article VII 

 Subsidiary body 2: Examine regional issues, including with respect to the 

 Middle East and implementation of the 1995 Middle East resolution  

 

1.2.3 Drafting Committee 
 

A Drafting Committee shall be established to coordinate the drafting and editing of all texts 

created for and during the Conference. Without significantly altering substance, the committee 

will focus on formulating drafts and providing advice requested during the Review Conference38. 

 

1.2.4 Final Document 
 

The real NPT Review Conference produces decisions in the form of an outcome paper, called the 

“Final Document.” The bulk of the work of the conference is divided between three Main 

Committees. We have referenced parts of the 2010 document here for legal language. 

 

The Final Document includes the following information: 

• Preamble reaffirming, if possible, parties’ commitment to the NPT and their commitment 

to the three principle articles (Part I, para. 1-8) 

o Comment on legally binding language and rights of withdrawal of NPT (Part I, 

para. 118-121) 

o Comment on IAEA, safeguards, verification, and transparency to adhere to NPT 

treaty (Part I, para. 9-30) 

o Comment on nuclear energy and other peaceful uses (Part I, para. 31-77) 

o Comment on disarmament efforts, arms control treaties, and progress in 

strengthening or enforcing these (Part I, para. 78-96) 

o Comment on nuclear-weapons free zones, security of non-nuclear weapon states, 

and regional security problems including South Asia and the Korean Peninsula 

(Part I, para 97-108) 

 
38 “NPT Review Conference Briefing Book.” NPT Review Conference Briefing Book. King's College London, n.d. 

Web. 
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• Conclusion and recommendations for follow-on actions about: 

o Nuclear Disarmament 

o Security Assurances 

o Nuclear Testing 

o Access to Fissile Material 

o Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy 

o Middle East Nuclear Free Zone 

o Other Regional Issues (namely, North Korea) 

• Copies of working papers submitted to the Conference 

• Attendance list of all delegations, representatives, and their roles at the conference39  

 
39 “NPT Review Conference Briefing Book.” NPT Review Conference Briefing Book. King's College London, n.d. 

Web. 
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2. Simulation Logistics 

2.1 Objectives 
 

The 2020 NPT Review Conference simulation should attempt to produce a “Final Document.” 

Following the template of the 2010 Final Document, it should include the following information: 

• Preamble reaffirming, if possible, parties’ commitment to the NPT and their commitment 

to the three principle articles (Part I, para. 1-8) 

• Conclusion and recommendations for follow-on actions about: 

o Nuclear Disarmament 

o Security Assurances 

o Nuclear Testing 

o Access to Fissile Material 

o Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy 

o Middle East Nuclear Free Zone 

o Other Regional Issues (namely, North Korea) 
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2.2 Pre-Simulation Preparation for Head of States 
 

We recommend here some advice for Head of States to ensure that students are adequately 

prepared for the simulation and to know what our educational goals are with the simulation. 

 

Prior to the simulation, Head of States should: 

• Be familiar with your country’s general position on nuclear disarmament, proliferation, 

and peaceful uses of nuclear energy 

• Be aware of general geopolitical relations and constraints on your foreign policy-making 

abilities 

• Read the memos prepared by your head of delegation and prepare a one or two-page list 

of goals and strategies for them. These are in essence their “marching orders.”  One 

example of such a document from a past 114S simulation is attached as a model. 

 

During the Head of State meeting, Heads of State should ask students to discuss the 

following kinds of issues: 

• Their state’s specific goals and interests for the 2020 NPT Review Conference 

• Their state’s position and opinion on strengthening the three main aspects of the NPT 

• Identify country-specific goals and interests for the 2020 NPT Review Conference 

• Their state’s role in the 2010 and 2015 Review Conferences40 

• Identify relevant allies and adversaries  

• Discuss strategies for achieving their goals giving due consideration to geopolitical and 

domestic political constraints  

 

During the Head of State meeting, Heads of State should: 

• Assign additional research to be conducted within a 12-18 hour period if necessary. 

• Discuss and present your goals document to them. 

• Remind them to communicate with you regularly providing updates on the negotiations 

and remind them not to agree to anything without a written confirmation from you. 

• Communicate need for delegates to follow your orders, protect the national interests and 

not get an agreement for the sake of an agreement. 

 

During the simulation, Heads of States should: 

• Only communicate through designated email accounts; feign ignorance if approached in 

the back of the room 

• Require students to send summaries of all meetings, deals, or offers 

• Reject deals incompatible with their state interests conditional on concessions gained 

• Ensure delegations develop communication with allies and  coalitions to speak on behalf 

of common interests 

 
40 This might include understanding major conflicts that arose during the 2015 NPT Reivew 

Conference even if their delegation had a perennial role, e.g. the NWFZME.  
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2.3 Recommendations on Student Assignments and Preparation 

2.3.1 Student Pre-Simulation Assignment 
 

Teaching assistants should circulate a sample copy of a working paper and discuss the 

assignment with students in section in order to avoid any problems about what kind of goals or 

interests we expect students to research. Grading should reflect the memo’s practicality, reality, 

and creativity. 

 

During real NPT Review Conferences, delegations submit working papers summarizing their 

state’s principle interests at the upcoming Conference as well as their own Department or 

Ministry’s recommendations about what should be included in the Final Document. Examples of 

these working papers can be found here. To that end, we recommend students write a pre-

conference working paper (500 – 1,000 words) to their Delegation Chair or Head of State.  

 
This memo should propose two to three goals for your delegation during the simulation from the 

perspective of your assigned role. For example, the Representative from the Defense Ministry 

should provide two to three goals related to disarmament, non-proliferation, or peaceful uses of 

nuclear energy based on your state’s security and defense interests. Do not be surprised if your 

Head of State dismisses overly general or unfeasible goals. Be specific. 

 

The memo should answer the following questions from the perspective of your assigned role: 

• What goals should guide your state’s behavior during the upcoming NPT Review 

Conference meeting? 

• What strategies should your delegation adopt to best achieve these goals? How will you 

achieve them? 

• What are some potential obstacles to achieving these objectives?  

• How do your goals complement or conflict with the interests of other delegations at the 

conference?  

  

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/1dq2j1y5lebsrkl/AAAY5sSZKhaP73vgjHlCRYTMa?dl=0
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2.3.2 Student Pre-Simulation Preparation 
 

We identify three key areas of preparation for students. Teaching assistants should work with 

instructors as necessary to make sure students are prepared. 

 

1. Students should be intimately aware of the three major articles of the NPT and the controversy 

associated with each provision. We advise teaching assistants to review these components as 

necessary to ensure students are adequately prepared. Students are encouraged to think about 

both sides of the controversy to try and understand why certain countries may be unwilling to 

change their position easily during the simulation. 

 

2. Students should engage in a bargaining exercise the week prior to the simulation in order to 

practice their diplomacy skills. The objectives of this bargaining exercise should be: 

• Understand the importance of background work going into meetings. Namely, they 

should understand why it is important to identify, prior to the simulation, whom they 

would like to meet with, what interests they have in common, and what differences they 

will need to overcome. 

• Identify the relative importance of certain goals. Students should be able to rank-order 

key concessions and goals before meetings so that they do not offer their most prized 

concession immediately (a problem in some negotiations last year). 

• Recognize why collective action problems exist and think of strategies to overcome 

them. This year, students will break out into two subcommittees of 20 students where 

they will, as a group, need to reach an agreement on a handful of specific topics.  

• Stand your ground. One lesson from the 2015 simulation was that too many students 

last year came out of meetings with each other declaring a success because they had 

offered everything on the table and then received everything in return. We would like 

students to be a bit more resolved this year.  Their heads of state will not approve 

agreements that do not reflect the orders that the delegates received. 

3. Students should also be very comfortable with their country’s domestic political and foreign 

relations. TAs may recommend additional country-specific resources if possible like NTI. They 

should know, in advance, that their Head of State will likely request additional information from 

them in order to prepare their final set of objectives. 
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2.4 Recommendations on Delegation Sizes and Roles  
 

There will be 26 delegations at the 2020 NPT Review Conference. Each delegation will have a 

minimum of five members and the TAs will assign roles.  We recommend that each delegation 

have one Chair, at least one representative from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (add extra ones 

if available), one representative from the Ministry of Defense, one from the Intelligence Services 

(usually labeled as from Ministry of Foreign Affairs) and one from the Energy Department  

 

South Africa (l’Afrique du Sud)  

 

South Africa has emerged as a champion of both the nuclear nonproliferation regime and equal 

access to peaceful nuclear technology; the country was instrumental in helping to negotiate 

indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995, and played a leading role in the successful conclusion of 

the 2000 NPT Review Conference.).41 

 

Germany (l'Allemagne)  

 

As a member of the P5+1, Germany will play an important role in all Main Committee meetings. 

Germany will align itself with other members of NATO, as it is a nuclear weapons sharing state.  

 

Saudi Arabia (l’Arabie Saoudite)  

 

It is most important that Saudi Arabia attend Main Committee II meetings – as it will play a 

central role in discussion of the NWF Zone in the Middle East.  

 

Argentina (la Argentine)  

 

 

Australia (l’Australie)  

 

Australia, as a member of both the NPDI and Vienna Group of 10, will provide a strong voice 

for both disarmament and the potential humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. It will 

ally itself with other coalition members to concentrate interests during the simulation.  

 

Austria (l’Autriche)  

 

As the presumptive leader of the Vienna Group of 10 and Humanitarian Initiative, it is most 

important that Austria participate in Main Committee I and II meetings, discussing building 

blocks for disarmament and non-proliferation efforts respectively. It is a champion of the 

Prohibition Treaty. 

 

 

Brazil (le Brésil)  

 

China (la Chine)  

 
41 “Profile for South Africa | NTI.” NTI: Nuclear Threat Initiative. NTI, n.d. Web. 



 21 

 

China’s transparancy over its nuclear program will likely be a source of some controversy 

during the upcoming simulation. It is unlikely that China will be a fierce proponent of 

disarmament, but it will likely advocate strongly for the promotion of peaceful nuclear energy 

infrastructure.42 

 

South Korea (la Corée du Sud)  

 

South Korea will be a prominent advocate for disarmament and non-proliferation, drawing from 

its security concerns over nuclear threats issued from North Korea.  

 

Costa Rica (le Costa Rica) 

 

Cuba (las Cuba)  

 

Egypt (l’Egypte)  

 

Egypt’s delegation will feature most prominently in Main Committee II and Subsidiary Body 2, 

where the group will be discussing the merits of the proposed NWF Zone in the Middle East.  

 

United Arab Emirates (l’Émirats Arabes Unis) 

 

United States of America (les États-Unis d'Amérique)  

 

The US delegation will likely argue vehemently against legally-binding pathways to nuclear 

disarmament, a subject of Main Committee I. Additionally, the U.S. will likely advocate on 

behalf of Israel during discussions surrounding the NWF Zone in the Middle East.  

 

France (la France)  

 

France, as a member of the P5+1, will play a prominent role in the all committees. However, 

France will play a particularly important role in Main Committee III – dedicated to peaceful 

uses of nuclear energy.  

 

Indonesia (l'Indonésie)  

 

Indonesia will likely be a prominent spokesperson for the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), 

speaking on behalf of disarmament initiatives. Indonesia in 1999 became the first member of the 

Association for Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) to sign the IAEA Additional Protocol. They 

have been an important actor within non-proliferation, nuclear security, and nuclear safety.43  

 

Iran (l'Iran)  

 
42 “Profile for China | NTI.” NTI: Nuclear Threat Initiative. NTI, Dec. 2015. Web. 
43 Lieggi, Stephanie. “The Nonproliferation Tiger: Indonesia's Impact on Nonproliferation in Asia and Beyond | 

NTI.” NTI: Nuclear Threat Initiative. NTI, 5 Mar. 2012. Web. 
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Iran is a prominent member of the Non-Aligned Movement. During the 2015 NPT Review 

Conference, Javad Zarif spoke on behalf of the coalition often. In addition to discussions 

centering on the proposed NWF Zone in the Middle East (Main Committee II), Iran will also 

feature prominently in Main Committee III – arguing for the peaceful uses of its nuclear 

program.  

 

Japan (le Japon)  

 

Japan’s commitment to nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation and its support to the NPT 

have remained unchanged since it acceded to the treaty in 1976. However, Japan’s public 

statements regarding disarmament have been tempered by the United States as a beneficiary of 

U.S. extended nuclear deterrence. Of important discussion in Main Committee III (peaceful uses) 

will be the disaster at Fukushima Daiichi and Japan’s strides to remedy consequences of 

fallout.44 

 

Mexico (le Mexique)  

 

As a representative of the NAM, NAC, and NPDI, Mexico will play key roles in the promotion of 

transparency-building and binding legal measures for nuclear disarmament. Therefore, its 

presence will be most needed in Main Committees I and II.  

 

Nigeria (le Nigeria) 

 

Norway (la Norvège)  

 

Ukraine (l’Ukraine) 

 

Czech Republic (République Tchèque)  

 

United Kingdom (Royaume-Uni)  

 

As a member of the P5+1, the United Kingdom will play a strong role in both Main Committees. 

However, the UK will likely join with the United States in rejecting parts of Egypt’s proposal for 

the NWF Zone in the Middle East (due to Israel’s lack of support).  

 

Russia (la Russie)  

 

Turkey (la Turquie)  

 

  

 
44 “Profile for Japan | NTI.” NTI: Nuclear Threat Initiative. NTI, Nov. 2015. Web. 
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3. Simulation Day 1 
 

3.1 Plenary Sessions 
 

The President shall declare the opening and closing of each meeting, direct discussions, ensure 

rules observance, allow delegates to speak, adjudicate voting, and announce decisions. The 

President has complete control over the proceedings of the Review Conference and over the 

maintenance of order at meetings. They will rule on points of order.  

 

During the first plenary session, each delegation will be given 5 minutes to present their 

country’s official position as approved by the Head of State for strengthening the NPT. All 

members of the delegation must attend each plenary meeting, but only the Delegation Chair will 

present the first speech at the opening plenary session. 

 

No one may address the Review Conference without permission, but Main Committee meeting 

representatives will be given a greater degree of latitude to speak openly than coalitions. 

Individual delegations are invited to debate the merits of proposed draft legislation. We are not 

allowing side votes or irrelevant proposals to be debated. If presented, the President has the 

authority to indefinitely table the proposal. 

 

During the second and third plenary, the President will call upon speakers in the order they 

signify a desire to speak.  They should email the President prior to the plenary session to get on 

the docket. The President will limit the time to speak to two minutes. The Chairs of the Main 

Committees may assist the President during these plenary sessions as will Jack, our special NPT 

liaison.45  

  

 
45 Adriano, Alex, Jasper Pandza, Jesus Perez, and David Toscano. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 

Conference Background Guide 2011.”National Model United Nations (n.d.): n. pag. Nmun.org. Model United 

Nations. Web. 
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3.2 Committee Proceedings and Goals 
 

Delegations will send one representative to Main Committee I and Main Committee II.  

 

Each committee will be chaired by a law student or other qualified individual. The Committee 

Chair is responsible for collectively taking recommendations from different delegations and the 

legal language as well as moderating debate and discussion within the committee. The Chair is 

encouraged to play up differences and divergent interests in order to provide a more educational 

experience.  

 

The Committee is responsible for submitting draft final conclusions and follow-up actions to be 

placed in a draft of the Final Document by the end of the third Committee meeting. The language 

of these recommendations should mimic, to the best of our ability, the language in the actual 

Final Document. Please see the 2010 and 2015 Final Documents for further guidance. 

 

Main Committee I:  

 

Key Issues for Discussion and Resolution: 

• Nuclear Disarmament Progress and the Prohibition Treaty 

• Nuclear Security Assurances 

• Review language of Articles I and II and preambular paragraphs 1 to 3; (ii) Article VI 

and preambular paragraphs 8 to 12; (iii) Article VII (b) Security assurances: (i) Security 

Council resolutions 255 (1968) and 984 (1995); Non-proliferation education  

 

Main Committee II:  

 

Key Issues for Discussion and Resolution: 

• Nonproliferation efforts 

• Nuclear Testing 

• Regional security efforts including South Asia and North Korea 

• Middle East Nuclear Free Zone 

 

 

4. Simulation Day 2 
 

4.1 Drafting the Final Document 
 

Each committee is responsible for submitting a synthesized set of goals and recommendations by 

the end of the third committee meeting on day 2 of the simulation even if the committees have 

not unanimously decided to support certain provisions. Committee delegation members will be 

informed that they have a final chance to modify this legal language during the last collective 

plenary session on day 2.  
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After the final committee meeting on the afternoon of day 2, the chairs of each Main Committee 

will create a synthesized legal document with each of the three Main Committee’s 

recommendations and conclusions for follow-up action. The merits of the Final Document draft 

language will be argued and refined in the final plenary session. There is a set break of 1.5 hours 

in between the final committee breakout session and the third plenary session to provide 

Committee Chairs time to finalize the document. The 2010 Final Document should serve as a 

template for the organization of these recommendations.  

 

4.2 Debating the Final Document 
 

During the last plenary session on day two, all delegations will re-convene to consider the 

language of the proposed Final Document.  The Secretary assisted by legal assistants from the 

other committees will display the text in a Google Document/Microsoft Word and go clause by 

clause through the principle conclusions and recommendations for follow-up action submitted by 

each Main Committee. Delegations are invited to speak to debate the merits of the language and 

propose refinements. A final vote on the document will be taken near the end of the plenary 

session. States should make every effort to reach consensus on substantive matters.   

 

Where consensus cannot be achieved, the Review Conference’s Rules require a 48-hour period 

of reflection before the Conference may consider passing decisions by a two-thirds majority. In 

reality, no Review Conference session that has failed to achieve consensus has resorted to a two-

thirds majority, instead allowing the Final Document to fail with no outcome.46 

  

 
46 Adriano, Alex, Jasper Pandza, Jesus Perez, and David Toscano. “Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 

Conference Background Guide 2011.”National Model United Nations (n.d.): n. pag. Nmun.org. Model United 

Nations. Web. 
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5. Complete Simulation Schedule 
 

Tuesday, January 28th 

• Delegation assignments and roles posted on Canvas.    

 

Friday, January 31st   

• The Past and Future of US-Russian Arms Control with guest speaker Rose 

Gottemoeller 

• Information on meeting times and locations with heads of state posted on Canvas.   

• Gmail account contact information posted on Canvas. 

 

Monday, February 3rd, 5:00 pm 

• Iran, the U.S. and the JCPOA with guest speaker Colin Kahl 

• Professor Sagan will go over the logistics for the simulation, so attendance of this lecture 

is required. 

• Individual students’ memoranda due to Delegation Chairs. E-mail your memorandum 

to your TA and your Delegation Chair (at their delegation Gmail address). The 

Delegation Chair is exempt from this assignment. 

 

Tuesday, February 4, 5:00pm 

• Delegation Chairs’ memoranda for Heads of State are due by 5:00pm. Email them to 

your TA and your Head of State. This assignment applies only to Delegation Chairs. 

 

Wednesday, February 5th  

• Delegations make formal presentations to their Heads of State during one-hour delegation 

meetings. Students should wear professional attire during the entire simulation but are 

neither expected nor encouraged to buy clothes for this exercise. Appropriate protocol is 

mandatory, and hard copies of all students’ memoranda must be brought to this meeting. 

Precise times and locations of meetings will be e-mailed on Friday, January 31st.  

 

Thursday, February 6th 

• Prepare PowerPoint presentations for the opening plenary session Friday morning. 

PowerPoint presentations must be emailed to Katie McKinney (katiemck@stanford.edu)  

no later than 7:00 am on Friday, February 7th.  

 

Friday, February 7th  

• 9:15 am - 11:15 am: Opening Plenary Session [Bechtel Conference Center] 

 

All Delegation Chairs give opening presentations of their official positions. Negotiations 

officially begin after opening statements conclude, continuing as necessary.  Note:  

Representatives of observer delegations speak at plenary sessions and attend drafting 

meetings, but will not vote on the Final Document.   

 

Order of Delegations, First Plenary Session 

1. South Africa (l’Afrique du Sud) 

mailto:katiemck@stanford.edu
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2. Germany (l'Allemagne) 

3. Saudi Arabia (l’Arabie Saoudite) 

4. Argentina (la Argentine) 

5. Australia (l’Australie) 

6. Austria (l’Autriche) 

7. Brazil (le Brésil) 

8. China (la Chine) 

9. Cuba (las Cuba) 

10. South Korea (la Corée du Sud) 

11. Costa Rica (le Costa Rica) 

12. Egypt (l’Egypte) 

13. United Arab Emirates (l’Émirats Arabes Unis) 

14. USA (les États-Unis d'Amérique) 

15. France (la France) 

16. Indonesia (l'Indonésie)  

17. Iran (l'Iran) 

18. Japan (le Japon) 

19. Mexico (la Mexique) 

20. Nigeria (le Nigeria) 

21. Norway (la Norvege) 

22. Czech Republic (République Tchèque)  

23. UK (le Royaume-Uni) 

24. Russia (la Russie) 

25. Turkey (La Turquie) 

26. Ukraine (l’Ukraine) 

 

• 11:30 am - 12:45 pm: First Committee Breakout Session   

Students will meet in individual rooms for their main committee or coalition assignment. 

Participating delegations in coalition meetings are responsible for electing a Coalition 

Chair and establishing their official, united position to be presented during the second 

plenary session. States may join coalitions in later breakout sessions, upon permission by 

the Coalition Chair. Meanwhile, E101 will serve as the ‘Control Room’ where all 

heads of state can gather throughout the simulation. It will be open starting at 

11AM on Friday, February 9th until 5PM on Saturday, February 10th.  

 

Meeting Room 

Committee I (Disarmament) William J. Perry 

Conference Room, 2nd floor 

of Central Encina Hall 

Committee II (Non-Proliferation) Reuben Hills Conference 

Room, 2nd floor of East 

Encina Hall 

 

• 12:50 pm - 1:45 pm: Lunch for heads of state [E101, first floor of East Encina Hall] 
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• 1:45 pm - 3:30 pm: Individual Group Meetings and Negotiations [In Encina Hall: 

Falcon Lounge, Goldman Conference Room, Okimoto Conference Room, William J. 

Perry Conference Room, Reuben Hills Conference Room] 

 

• 3:30 pm – 4:00 pm: Break  

 

• 4:00 pm – 5:30 pm: Second Plenary Session [Bechtel Conference Center] 

Attendance by all delegates is mandatory. Delegates must contact the presiding officer 

for the plenary sessions to get on the speakers’ list and should take turns speaking, when 

called on, at the podium on behalf of their delegations. 

 

 

• 5:30 pm – 6:30 pm: Media Briefings and Press Conference [Bechtel Conference 

Center] 

 

 

Saturday, February 8th: 

 

• 10:00 am - 11:15 am: Third Plenary Session [Bechtel Conference Center, Encina 

Hall] 

• 11:30 am - 12:15 pm: Second Committee Breakout Sessions  

Students will meet in individual rooms for their main committee or coalition assignment 

to continue drafting the Final Document. 

 

• 12:20 pm - 1:15 pm: Lunch for heads of state [E101, first floor of East Encina Hall] 

 

• 2:45 pm - 3:45 pm: Individual Group Meetings and Negotiations [In Encina Hall: 

Bechtel Conference Center, Falcon Lounge, Goldman Conference Room, Okimoto 

Conference Room, William J. Perry Conference Room, Reuben Hills Conference 

Room] 

 

• 3:45 pm – 4:00 pm: Break 

 

• 4:00 pm – 6:00 pm: Fourth Plenary Session [Bechtel Conference Center, Encina 

Hall] 

o Final Document draft will be put up for review and voted upon by the complete 

session of the NPT Review Conference. 

Meeting Room 

Main Committee I (Disarmament) William J. Perry 

Conference Room, 2nd 

floor of Central Encina 

Hall 

Main Committee II (Non-Proliferation) Reuben Hills Conference 

Room, 2nd floor of East 

Encina Hall 
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6. Student Research Resources  
 

Below are some useful online resources to help in writing your memos.  Students should also 

check news sources and government websites (such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) for their 

assigned country’s technical position. 

 

• Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy: www.acronym.org.uk 

• Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean: 

www.opanal.org 

• Arms Control Association: www.armscontrol.org 

• Arms Control Wonk:  armscontrolwonk.com 

• Brookings Institution, Foreign Policy Studies Program: www.brookings.edu/fp/fp_hp.htm 

• Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists: http://www.thebulletin.org/ 

• Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: www.ceip.org 

• Council on Foreign Relations: www.cfr.org 

• Center for International Security and Cooperation: cisac.stanford.edu 

• Center for Nonproliferation Studies: cns.miis.edu 

• Center for Strategic and International Studies: www.csis.org 

• Central Intelligence Agency (USA): www.cia.gov 

• Global Security: www.globalsecurity.org 

• Nuclear Threat Initiative: http://www.nti.org/ 

• Institute for Science and International Security: http://www.isis-online.org/  

• International Atomic Energy Agency: 

http://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/Focus/IaeaIran/index.shtml 

• National Security Archive: www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv 

• NPT News in Review: NPT News in Review 

• Policy Memo Advice: Harvard Belfer Center Policy Memo 

• RAND Corporation: www.rand.org 

• Reaching Critical Will: www.reachingcriticalwill.org.  

• Russian-American Nuclear Security Advisory Council: www.ransac.org 

• Stimson Center: www.stimson.org 

• Union of Concerned Scientists: www.ucsusa.org 

• United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research: www.unidir.org 

• United Nations: www.un.org 

• United Nations Association of the United States (UNA-USA): www.unausa.org 

• The Washington Institute for Near East Policy: http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/ 

• Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control:  www.iranwatch.org/  

 

  

http://www.acronym.org.uk/
http://www.opanal.org/
http://www.armscontrol.org/
http://www.brookings.edu/fp/fp_hp.htm
http://www.thebulletin.org/
http://www.ceip.org/
http://www.cfr.org/
file:///C:/Users/CISAC/AppData/Local/Temp/cisac.stanford.edu
file:///C:/Users/CISAC/AppData/Local/Temp/cns.miis.edu
http://www.csis.org/
http://www.cia.gov/
http://www.globalsecurity.org/
http://www.nti.org/
http://www.isis-online.org/
https://webmail.stanford.edu/horde/util/go.php?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.iaea.org%2FNewsCenter%2FFocus%2FIaeaIran%2Findex.shtml&Horde=82416807ecb889461bf6d1da10d80ab6
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv
http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/disarmament-fora/npt/2015/nir
/â�¢%09http/::www.hks.harvard.edu:content:download:66717:1239678:version:1:file:sample-policy-memo.pdf
http://www.rand.org/
http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/
http://www.ransac.org/
http://www.stimson.org/
http://www.ucsusa.org/
http://www.unidir.org/
http://www.un.org/
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/
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