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Good afternoon everyone – it is a privilege for me to be here today.   

 

I would like to start by congratulating Ambassador Baher Al-Uloom for his nomination to the 

role of Chair of this year’s First Committee.  I would also like to warmly thank High 

Representative Nakamitsu for her kind invitation for me to address this distinguished committee.  

 

It is hard to believe that nearly one year has passed since this First Committee adopted Canada’s 

resolution establishing the High-level fissile material cut-off treaty expert preparatory group. 

And while this name just rolls off the tongue, I will refer to it hereafter as the “preparatory 

group”.   That resolution, co-sponsored by Germany and the Netherlands and supported by 177 

delegations in this room, was the genesis of an important process -- one that I genuinely believe 

has the potential to serve as a catalyst for the negotiation of this treaty.  I’ll explain my reasoning 

for that in a few moments, but in the meantime, allow me to extend my sincere thanks to every 

delegation in this room which supported Canada’s efforts to advance this treaty in particular over 

the last year. 

 

According to UNGA resolution 71/259, the FMCT Preparatory Group is mandated to consider 

and make consensus recommendations on substantial elements of a future treaty banning the 

production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices on the basis 

of CD/1299 and the mandate contained therein. It is also mandated to examine with a view to 

making possible recommendations, the report of the 2014-2015 FMCT Group of Governmental 

Experts (GGE) as well as the views submitted by Member States on this treaty in 2013 and 2016. 

 

The Preparatory Group has met once since being established, from July 31 to August 11 in 

Geneva. It is an honour to serve as the Chair of this process and it is in this capacity that I 

address you today. However, I wish to stress that the summary I will provide constitutes my own 

impressions of the work of the 25 experts participating in the Group, and is without prejudice to 

our final deliberations and recommendations. 
 

Before getting into the detail of the Preparatory Group’s first session, I’d like to take a moment 

to contextualize the FMCT Preparatory Group process, a bird’s eye view, if you will, of the 

FMCT in the broader nuclear disarmament environment.   The FMCT Preparatory Group was 

not the only significant initiative launched by this Committee last year. The FMCT process was 

created at the same time as the GGE on Nuclear Disarmament Verification which will begin its 

work next year. One thing that was clear from the Preparatory Group meeting this summer is that 

more work on the technical side of nuclear disarmament can only be to the benefit of our 

collective efforts, and I am confident that group is in good hands with the Norwegians. 
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The FMCT process has also run parallel to the negotiation and adoption of a Treaty on the 

Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (Prohibition Treaty).  I am certain you will have all heard 

Ambassador Whyte’s interesting briefing yesterday on the Ban Treaty.   One thing that struck 

me in her presentation was the importance of ensuring an inclusive process responsive to 

the new international context.    That context makes clear just how high the stakes are these 

days when it comes to nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament.     
 

Needless to say, this room is composed of delegates from states representing the full range of 

views on the Prohibition Treaty -- from its strongest supporters to its biggest skeptics. One point 

on which I am convinced that views converge, however, is that the Prohibition Treaty is not in 

conflict with the FMCT process.  Irrespective of your position on the Prohibition Treaty, it is 

clear that concrete steps, such as an effective legal prohibition on the production of those 

materials required to make nuclear weapons, remain critical to progress on nuclear non-

proliferation and disarmament.   

 

There has been some debate in public discourse regarding the continued relevance of an FMCT 

in the context of the Prohibition Treaty.  Even prior to the conclusion of that treaty, there were 

those who argued that the time for an FMCT has passed.  I could not disagree more.  In fact, I 

would argue that the FMCT is now – more than ever -- a relevant pursuit. 

 

We all know that the debate on nuclear disarmament has become increasingly polarized..  While 

the FMCT Preparatory Group is not a panacea for the current dysfunction in our disarmament 

machinery, it does provide an effective forum to reduce tensions and engage in much needed 

bridge-building, with the involvement of NWS, NNWS, and states that are party to various 

political blocs and multilateral security frameworks and with parties on all sides of the 

Prohibition Treaty equation.  This is the precisely the constellation of interests which must be 

taken into account if progress is to be achieved on an effective, internationally verifiable FMCT.  

 

The theme of inclusivity weaves its way throughout this process and extends outside of this 25-

member Preparatory Group, as well.  Last year’s resolution also decided that, as Chair, I would 

convene two Informal Consultative Meetings here in New York.  This represents a truly 

innovative mechanism for engaging the broader UN membership on the work of the Preparatory 

Group.   I thank the many of you – in fact the more than one hundred delegations-- that attended 

the first Informal Consultative Meeting in March, which I view as a mark of the continued and 

widespread interest in this treaty.  

 

More than that, the Informal Consultative Meeting mechanism is critical to ensure that the entire 

UN General Assembly remains engaged in the necessary diplomacy required to hold the CD to 

account for the negotiation of this treaty.  I would therefore challenge those who consider the 

FMCT Preparatory Group to be an exclusive club. As Chair, I am personally committed to 

ensuring that the views of the entire international community are taken into account in the 

Preparatory Group’s work at every step in the process.  The inclusive character of this effort – 

and the iterative path it follows between the Preparatory Group and the General Assembly -- is 

something I view as one of the greatest strengths of the Preparatory Group as it moves forward 

toward an outcome next year.  
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A few words now on the Preparatory Group’s meetings to date.  

 

The Preparatory Group’s first session took place in Geneva in July and August.   Its deliberations 

were substantive and highly interactive. I was struck in particular by the genuine spirit of 

goodwill and the collegial atmosphere that pervaded the meeting from the start.  It is a true 

privilege to Chair such a group of distinguished and professional experts.   

 

Clarity of purpose has been key to ensuring this discussion remained productive and substantive.   

In this regard, it is useful to remind ourselves what this Preparatory Group is not doing;    

 
- We are NOT negotiating; 

- We are NOT seeking to narrow the range of options for a future treaty, 

unless of course some narrowing occurs naturally; 

- We are NOT taking issues off the table; 

- We are NOT triaging or setting aside contextual issues, including the 

challenging dynamics in the international security environment; 

- We are NOT seeking to resolve political issues preventing action in the CD. 

What this group IS doing, as its name suggests, is preparing negotiations.  This means doing 

everything possible, short of actual negotiations, to facilitate that work when it does occur.   In 

this regard, a key priority for me as Chair was to maintain the fact-based, policy neutral approach 

to discussions that was started in the GGE. I encouraged the Group to focus its work on the value 

added that this Group can bring to the debate, and especially to avoid simply repeating the 

substantial reflection on treaty aspects carried out by the previous 2014-2015 GGE.  

 

Experts were not expected to make concessions on their national positions, which would of 

course be detrimental for any future negotiating posture.  This created the freedom for this group 

to openly and collectively debate the merits of all options, and examine how they would relate to 

one another as part of a future treaty’s architecture.  In particular, the group succeeded in 

distilling a concise, plain-language menu of potential treaty provisions across all treaty aspects, 

including its definitions, scope, verification and legal and institutional framework. This means 

that whatever recommendations can be ultimately agreed at the Group’s final session will have 

been fully considered from every angle. 

 

I was also impressed with some unexpected substantive progress, most notably in legal and 

institutional arrangements, themes which the earlier GGE did not have time to explore in full 

back in 2014-2015.  On this, the Group also benefited from expert presentations on a number of 

issues, including legal and governance issues, treaty verification and transparency and 

confidence building measures.  In keeping with the spirit of inclusivity, the Secretariat presented 

the views submitted to the Secretary General last year on the previous GGE report by member 

states not represented in the Preparatory Group.  As Chair, I was also pleased to convey my 

summary of the March Informal Consultative Meeting to the Group.  
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The group’s mandate was (thankfully) not to resolve the challenges in the Conference on 

Disarmament, and the group was successful in avoiding protracted debates on where negotiations 

should take place.  I found the detailed and technical discussions that occurred on the core issues, 

which went well beyond well-worn political positions,  including among states that possess 

nuclear weapons, to be heartening.  I firmly believe that this type of dialogue pays dividends of 

its own. In fact, while Canada is determined to see a successful outcome from this process, we 

also see the process itself as an important transparency and confidence-building measure. The 

goodwill that existed at this meeting was encouraging and I truly hope to see this type of 

conversation continue into the final session next year. While I am pleased at our success so far, I 

note that the group is very pressed for time.  We are already halfway done and a great deal of 

work remains at our second session.  While the tone of the first meeting bodes well for success, it 

is too soon to speak of results.  

 

In conclusion, Mr. Chair, I would note that one sentiment that was clear from most experts in the 

Group was regret that a treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons and 

other nuclear explosive devices has not already been negotiated, a position Canada very much 

shares in our national capacity.  In the absence of agreement within the CD  on a comprehensive 

and balanced program of work that includes negotiation of an FMCT, the Preparatory Group will 

continue its current deliberations consistent with resolution 71/259, and do its utmost to submit a 

report to the UN Secretary General that meets the expectations of this distinguished Committee. 

 

In the meantime, I look forward to convening another Informal Consultative Meeting here in 

New York in February 2018 in order for the broader membership to have an opportunity to 

provide input on what they view as essential elements of an eventual FMCT.   I  hope all of your 

delegations will be able to attend and participate in that session.    

 

Before concluding, allow me to again extend warm thanks to my German and Dutch colleagues 

for their co-sponsorship of last year’s resolution, this year’s decision and their strong support in 

all that has occurred in-between.   Thanks also to the overwhelming number of delegations in 

this room which register, year after year, an overwhelming conviction that a treaty banning the 

production of fissile material for nuclear weapons will make a substantive contribution to peace 

and security.  Most of all, thank you to the members of the Preparatory Group, many of whom 

are in this room today, for the dedication and professionalism you have brought to this process.      

 

If we can produce a final report which distils the full range of options for treaty provisions, in 

plain language, as well as additional considerations that will need to be brought to bear, it will 

constitute a real and meaningful step towards the negotiation of this Treaty.    

 

I thank you Mr. Chair.  
 


