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E-mail Message

From:

To: [SMTP:Woolcott, Peter], [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(1i)
Cc: - ‘ : [SMTP:Robinson, Jeff]

Sent; 1/10/2013 at 2:55 AM

Received: 1/10/2013 at 2;:55 AM

Subject:. RE: Various [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Thanks Peter

s 22 1(a)(ii)

On the humanitarian consequences, that is a2 useful steer...we're not pushing
anything of course, but the key development is that Japan lock now likely to sign
up..which has some interesting implications for a few countries, depending on what
changes they bring to the text.

s 22 1(a)(ii)

From: Woolcott, Peter

SenlL: Monday, 30 September 2013 4:38 PM
To: §22 1(a)(ii)

‘Cc: Robkinson, Jeff

Subject: Re: Various [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Clasgification: UNCLASSIFIED
s 22 1(a)(i)

Thanks
s 22 1(a)(ii)

On the humanitarian consequences we need to be careful here as neither the
Secretary nor the Minister will want to wander far from the narrow path we are on
land they are right). I want to see the MinSub on this {and there will need to be
one} . :
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s 22 1(a)(ii)

Best

Peter

From: § 22 1(a)(i)

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2013 10:21 AM
To: Woolcott, Peter

Subject: Various [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Peter

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Cheers

s 22 1(a)(ii)

p.s.s5.8 welcome any thoughts you might have on the humanitarian consequences e
mail exchanges I‘ve sent on High (not sure if you've had a chance to see them)

§ 22 1(2)(ii)
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From: s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Friday, 4 Qctober 2013 8:53 AM

To: s 22 1(a)(ii) ‘

Cc: ' § 22 1(a)(ii) . : Robinson, Jeff: Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)
Millar, Caroline ‘

Subject: RE: Min sub on humanitarian consequences (il
uiniyiiivdiniiiiiiniai

Thankss 22 1(a)(i1)

That's very useful. We'll build it into the MinSub {& will get you an updated draft). Did the NZ mission give a firm
indication about their timelines?

Regards
s 22 1(a)(ii)

From:s 22 1(a)(ii) _

Sent: Friday, 4 October 2013 12:40 AM

To:s 22 1{a)(ii) ‘ _

Ce:s 22 1(a)(ii) Robinson, Jeff; Woolcatt, Peter; s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: RE: Min sub on humanitarian consequences [SEC=CONFIDENTIAL, CAVEAT=SENSITIVE]

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Further to my last message, it seems that Japan has yet to include its comments. The NZ Counsellor,s 33 (a)(iii) had
authority from the 15 other co authors to provide the amended text to Japan and BrazilE&@but not beyond that.

1 explained we were wanting to brief the Minister on this issue, and that having the latest draft weould assist in that
process. | added that NZ had initiated the consultation process with us..so it would be in their interests to get-us a
copy.

While  said he would ook into it, there may be limited scope to get an advance draft, at least until weflre in NY.
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5 33 (a)(iii)

_ Ultimately, the Group of 16 would ensure there was no Bweakeningl@
of the text, whatever changes were agreed to by the Group, in light of Japanese and Brazilian proposals.

s 22 1(a)(ii)

From:s 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent: Thursday, 3 October 2013 8:59 AM
To:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Ceis 22 1(a)(in) .
Subject: FW: Min sub on humanitarian consequences e ey te by St ST

Hi s 22 1(a)(ii)
Not quite sure whether you're in Geneva or New York at the moment,

We're in the process of refreshing this MinSub. In doing so, grateful a guick steer from you on how this is shaping up
for First Committee. Are you expecting a South Africa/Swiss-style statement again (| presume this is the NZ
statement you referred to below)? If so, do you have any indication of when it might be put forward (and when
we'd need to decide)? Do you know when they're likely to circulate a draft? Do you have a feel for any further
movement from Japan/P3 (etc)?

s 22 1(a)(ii)

522 1(a)(ii)

From: S 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Tuesday, 1 October 2013 11:59 AM

Tos 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: FW: Min sub on humanitarian consequences [SEC=CONFIDENTIAL, CAVEAT=SENSITIVE]
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s 22 1(a)(ii)

From:S 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent: Thursday, 26 September 2013 7:33 PM

To: Robinson, Jeff
Ce:s 22 1(a)(ii) " Millar, Caroline; Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: RE: Min sub on humanitarian consequences TS o Eieiptvimmrivigh by ol Gibiviiny

Thanks Jeff

Further to our e mail exchange below, | called on$ 33 (a)(iii) Minister and Dep PR, this morning to discuss the
Humanitarian Consequences issue.

He confirmed that he@d be talking closely with NZ on the statement. § 33 (a)(iii), s 33 (b)

s 33 (a)(iii) added that four other countries were beihg targeted by the Group of 16 : Australia, Netherlands, Algeria and
Brazil. He noted he understood this consultation process was either underway, or would be shortly (as of yesterday,

the Dutch had not been approached).

$33 (b)

$ 33 (a)(ii)



s 33(a)(ii)

'$33 (b)

As a footnote, you might be aware that current thinkihg within Geneva is that Pretoria has already secured the
hosting of the next humanitarian consequences meeting in 2015 (after Mexico in 2014}, and that Malaysia has
indicated it will be hosting the meeting in 2016 (the Dutch PR advised us yesterday the Malaysians were quite open
about this). .

This last bit of information wonfBt necessarily reassure the P5 who have always believed the humanitarian
consequences track is a comprehensive Nuclear Weapons Convention in another shape.

As soon as we get the NZ draft, welll pass it to Canberra and New York.

s 22 1{a)(ii)

From: Robinson, Jeff
Sent: Thursday, 26 September 2013 4:22 AM

To:s 22 1(a)(ii) ‘ )
Cc:s 22 1(a)(ii) Millar, Caroline; Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: RE: Min sub on humanitarian consequences F GG ENEHEEN TGS S i
Thanks very much,s 22 1{a)(i1)

That's all very useful. We've long planned to put up a sub to the new FM on this issue (after the cut off at the end of
this week - no subs except on urgent issues to allow her to focus on core priorities and urgent issues), We will of
course consult further on the final draft before we submit.

In my own discussions with the Japanese (DGs 33 ), itis clear_that this whole issue has been causing them great
anxiety.s 33 (b)

Let's see how things develop.
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s 22 1(a)(i)

regards

Jeff

From: s 22 1{a)(i1)

Sent: Thursday, 26 September 2013 1:44 AM

Tois 22 1(a)(ii) ,

Cc: Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1(a)(ii) C Millar, Caroline; Woolcott, Peter; s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: RE: Min sub on humanitarian consequence:s {idum@:iiniuiiiiliiviviomoisivl bbby
Jeff/Caroline
Cc Peter

The following is an update from Geneva on developments on the humanitarian consequences debate which might
be relevant in light of current, and recent past, discussions with the new Foreign Minister on this issue.

Background:

| received a visit by my NZ counterpart today,s 33 (a)(iii) in relation to the forthcoming statement {not a resolution}
on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons, which will be circulated for the First Committee. NZ is responsible
for the drafting of the statement, and they are looking for wider co sponsorship, including from countries such as
Australia. NZ has yet to circulate a revised statement, but indicated if we were interested to add wording (not take
any away) from the Joint Statement issued in Geneva at the NPT Second Prep Com by the SAfrican PR this
would be Esympathetically@ considered, if it meant getting us on board. reiterated the rolling stone
argument {from 16 states in 2012 at the First Prep Com chaired by Peter, to 3S\at\the 2012 First Committee GA, to
79 at the Second NPT Prep ComBlthis statement was getting bigger each time).

s 33 (a)(ii)



- The original sponsors (the Group of 16 which includes Austria, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Egypt, Holy See,
Indonesia, Ireland, Malaysia, Mexico, NZ, Nigerian, Norway, Philippines, Switzerland and South Africa) are
apparently considering a couple of drafting suggestions proposed by Japan in exchange for them signing up {IBm
tracking down the Japanese Dep, s 33(a)(ili) to confirm this}. Nothing is yet confirmed, and | suspect JapanBs co

- signature is not a done deal.

| discussed the NZ approach separately with the Canadian, Swedish, German and Finnish DPRs, and Dutch PR, ata
lunch today, and it would seem very unlikely any of those states would entertain any form of co sponsorship, even
though the statement has its roots in the 2010 NPT Rev Con Action Plan which we {and they) supported {as noted by

s 22 1(a)(ii)  below). The P5 of course are running a mile from this.

Canada § 33 (a)(iil)
The NetheFlanci_s Ambassador § 33 (a)(iii)

None of the others had been approached yet on supporting the statement.

{ understand from NZ that the wordingﬂunder any circumstances has now become Bnon negotiable@in the minds
of the Group of 16 listed above s 33 (a)(iii)

$33 (b)

s 33 (a)(iii) indicated that NZ was going to tinker with the additional problem paragraph $ 33 (b)

The NZ tinkering s 33 (b)
designed to attract states such as Australia and'Japan {we of course have not seen how this new wordmg would
work).

Future Action :

lindicated to that we are of course following the issue closely, that we @favourably cited the South African
statement of Abdu! Minty during the April Prep ComiE, and that we are totally committed to seeing the
implementation of the NPT Action Plan of 2010. Nevertheless, there was wording in the statement that we,

s 33 (a)(ii) were uncomfortahle with. Welld be interested in the language ’
proposed by Japan, and weBll consult closely with them, and Canberra, once a draft was circulated for comment. We
have a new FM in place, and we were awaiting a steer from the new Government on a range of issues, including this
one.
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Grateful for any feedback from your perspectives (including of course any discussions you might be having on this
issue in New York, Peter), and whether we would have any appetite to try and work with the Kiwis on this one. Now
is essentially the time, otherwise wellll miss the boat to have any wording included. If you would like any of thisin a
cable, happy to oblige too. 5 33 (a)(iii), s 33 (b)

Regards

s 22 1(a)(ii)

From: Millar, Caroline

Sent: Monday, 5 August 2013 1:40 AM

To:s 22 1(a)(ii) :

Cc:s 22 1(a)(ii)  Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: RE: Min sub on humanitarian consequences T e

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Thanks useful comments.

Jeffy ~ -thanks your good efforts on this too. Despite my preocupation on other things, grateful if you could
consult me on the various iterations. ‘

Erom:S 22 1{a)(ii) .

Sent: Friday, 2 August 2013 10:17 PM

To:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Ce:s 22 1(a)(i))  Robinson, Jeff; s 22 1(a)(ii) ' Millar, Caroline;s 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: FW: Min sub on humanitarian consequences [yl '

s 22 1(2)(ii) -

Thank you for consulting with post. These comments reflect the views of HOM and me..
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This is a timely minsub. That said, we have a problem with the minsub@s focus on this issue. As drafted, it takes civil
society criticism as the starting point and presents (in our view) a very reactive picture, as if Australia has not
engaged on the issue, nor indeed been active on other nuclear fronts.

So our main point is that we think that the key issues and the background need to be recast [ letls move the focus
from what others think welire not doing to one of what the issue can mean for us and how we can be using it. We
consider that the civil society argument that we donlit share the goal of global zero because we did not sign up to
the South African statement is false. Civil society and how they view our actions are part of the picture, but only a

part. And ultimately, itls states that will get the resuits,

To go to individual elements of the minsub package, we think that the minsub@s recommendations are pitched right.
However, in (c} we think that only Switzerland should be consulted, given that they have been the primary drivers,

s 33 (a)(ii) L
apan is

talking to Switzerland. The recommendation should also refer to fstatement or resolutiond & we dont know if
either is in prospect, but either is possible.

We think that the background should start with the state of the humanitarian consequences discourse {including the
2010 NPT RevCon outcome reference and the Oslo meeting} and how Australia to date has engaged with it. It should
explain the reasons of substance, process and purpose (set out in previous e-mails from post) why we did not join
the South African statement at the 2013 PrepCom. (The internal dynamics of this group, the lack of consultation and
the lack of clarity on where the key proponents are taking this are highly relevant. And it didnfBt help that the:
statementls authors allowed Iran to join it.) But it should also explain what we did at the 2013 PrepCom - we made
two statements which addressed the issue, including favourably citing the South African statement in one of them;
we also reached out to Switzerland and said that we needed to start a discussion.

Further and notwithstanding our dilemma in respect of extended nuclear deterrence, the background should better
explain how this discourse can be useful to us @ not only awareness raising, but a focal point for a continued
discussion (including among gllies) about the role of nuclear weapons B it is in our interest to find ways to assist the
S as it seeks to move to sole purpose,

Otherwise, the minsub will continue (as we see it) to suggest that we are simply being swept up in this narrative and
for that matter, inactive more broadly on nuclear arms control - the NPDI, our interest in the FMCT GGE, our
engagement in the OEWG, our impending Chairing role of MCHI at the 2015 RevCon {not to mention what we do on
the non-prol front) show that this is not the case. :

s 33 (a)(iii)
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One last point on the background. We saw the reference to a ban on low-yield nuclear weapons in para 6 of the

background. We appreciate that this may reflect development of thinking on the NPDIEs focus of tactical nuclear

weapons. But it would not be a useful contribution to the humanitarian consequences debate, which is one focused

on the highest yield weapons. We are not sure that such a proposal would be taken seriously in that context. We
tonstder that we are better off focusing on the issue of role.

Moving to Attachment A, there is no reference to the consensus language to the Bcatastrophic humanitarian
consequences of any use of nuclear weaponsl) etc in the chapeau language at the start of the 2010 NPT Action Plan,
Nor is there reference to PP4 of Japan@s BUnited Actionll UNGA resolution (67/59) which draws on the Action Plan
language and which we (and USD and UK) co-sponsor. On 67/33, there is the continued reference to
misinterpretation of the ICJ advisory opinion. This may be correct, but as you may be aware, we at post have never
had a clear understanding as to what this misinterpretation is and have argued for a review/confirmation by ILD.

We also suggest that you revisit the language in the Bdomestic media considerationsl about ICANIs s 22 1(a)(ii)
Rpushing for a nuclear weapons convention@. This needs to be a little more nuanced. Australia supports a nuclear
weapons convention @ at the right time. Perhaps a better formulation would be Bpushing for near term prohibition
on the use and even possession of nuclear weaponst.

Again, wellre pleased to see this minsub being drafted. Post would welcome the opportunity to review the next
iteration.

HOM has cleared.

Thanks and regards,

" pRW ands 22 1(a)(ii)

From:$ 22 1(a)(il) _

Sent: Thursday, 1 August 2013 10:20 AM

To:s 22 1{a)(il) Woolcott, Peter :

Ceis 22 1(a)(ii) Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1{a)(ii) :

Subject: Min sub on humanltarlan consequences Wﬂﬁ%

Dear and Peter,
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As | think you're aware, the Minister asked us for some background on why we weren't able to sign the South 12

African statement at the NPT PrepCom. Caroline offered to provide some background on our policy as well as some
proposals moving forward. The minsub attached here has gone through several iterations over the past month and
is still a work in progress - it has been cleared by Jeff, but we were keen to get your views on the sub before we took
it to Caroline again.

We'd be grateful for any comments or suggestions you might have on the substantive issues. In terms of timing,
although we are not working to a fixed deadline, we obviously need to factor in plenty of time to consult other NPDI
members well ahead of UNGA 68.

Thanks and kind regards,

s 22 1(4)(i)
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From: . s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent; ' Wednesday, 9 October 2013 9:48 AM

To: s 22 1(a)(ii) Woolcott, Peter .

Cc: Robinson, Jeff:s 22 1(a)(ii) Carayanides, Anastasia
Subject: RE: FOR COMMENT: humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons: MinSub

i mieiSeie i eioivkvimmirvolyiaviimnoie i pnirlinivbimnilelsblniaioe

Thankss 22 1{a)(ii}

This all looks fine from my perspective (1 haven’t had a chance to discuss with Peter or see his comments).

s 33 (a)(ii1)

And you are right to say the 16 co authors are very cagey about the Statement...we asked$ 33 (a)(iii) today
for a draft, but they are all sworn to not share it until the Japanese input is finalised/rejected.

in relation to the US, | feave it to you, but wouldn’t they be a key country for us to consult s 33(a){ii)

if we were seriously considering voting in favour {perhaps it is implicit and self evident}. As you can imagine,
the US position on this is clear....the wording “under any circumstances” is of course anathema to them, and they
see this as the “Trajan horse” which will undermine the NPT, and provide an alternative and possibly dangerous

path toa NWCs 33 (b) ‘
s 33 (a)(iii) It will be of course interesting to see if Japan actually do sign up.

Over to you.

s 22 1(a)(i1)

From: s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Tuesday, 8 October 2013 2:13 AM

To: Woolcott, Peter; s 22 1(a)(ii)

Cc: Robinson, Jeff; g 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: FOR COMMENT: humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons: MinSub (eSSl

= = s s e e == A AR R S S s s~ Ak ]
 peter,S 22 1(a)(it)

As foreshadowed, attached is a refreshed version of the MinSub on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear
weapons. '



Thanks very much for your comments to dates, which we've sought to incorporate - and, lan, for the very helpful
updates last week,

We hope to put the Submission to the Minister tomorrow or early the following'day - ahead of decisions she wil}
need to take in First Committee.

with apologies for the tight timeframe, we would be grateful for comments overnight, if at all possible.

Thanks and regards

s 22 1(a)(ii)
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’ ’ B CE108973H
Title: UNGAGS: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons
MRN: CE108973H 09/10/2013 01:43:32 PM ZE10
To: . The Hague; Tokyo; Wellington
Ce: RR : Beijing, Brasilia, Brussels, Buenos Aires, Cairo, Geneva UN,

Honolulu, Islamabad, Jakarta, Kuala Lumpur, London, Manila, Moscow,
Nairobi, New Delhi, NPDI, Paris EMB, Port Moresby, Pretoria, Rangoon,
Seoul, Stockholm, Tehran, Tel Aviv, UN New York, Vienna UN, '

Washington
From: Canberra (CHCH/DFAT/ISD/ACB)
From File: 11/13897-28
References:  GU30455H .
Response: Routine, Requires Action

T ———

522 l(a)(ii)l

Forwarded cablc from HOM Geneva to AS ACB.
s 22 1(a)(i)

Jeff

1 think we should be preparing our own statement for First Commitiee on the humanitarian
consequences issuc along the lines of our NPT (@nd PrepCom staternent. 1t could also refer to
the NPDI Minister Joint Statement's reference Lo supporting the Mexican Conlerence. Others
may wish to associatc/join wilh our statemen! and that would be fine.

Best

Peter
Summary

New Zealand is coordinating a group statement for UNGA First Committee on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. Gratcful action posts engage host
governments to seek a clearer picture of their intentions regarding this issue at First
Committee. Grateful if The Hague and Tokyo could flag this with MFAs ahead of a
discussion with AS ACB scheduled for 10 October.

New Zealand is currently coordinating a statement for UNGA First Committec on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons on behalf of the 'Group of 16’ criginal
sponsors of similar statements put forward by Switzerland at First Committee in 2012 and
South Africa dt the 2013 NPT PrepCom (the Group of 16 includes Austria, Chile, Costa Rica,

R
Page 1 of 4
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Denmark, Egypt, Holy See, Indonesia, Ireland, Malaysia, Mexico, NZ, Nigeria, Norway,
Philippines, Switzerland and South Africa). ‘

2. Some elements of previous statements caused difficulties for us, and for other countries
that advocate nuclear disarmament but rely on extended nuclear deterrence while the threat of
nuclear attack or coersion remains. Australia's position to daie has been to express
reservations about language that appears inconsistent with extended nuclear deterrence, such
as inclusion in the Swiss and South African statements of the following reference: "it is in the
interest of the.very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons are never used again, under
any circumstances". While we have not seen the current draft, New Zealand (in Geneva) has
told us the Group will likely resist any cfforts to delete this term, or other amendments that
might weaken support for their main objective of a near-term Nuclear Weapons Convention

(NWC) or ban.

3. Based on discussions in Geneva (emails Geneva/ACB, for which thanks) we understand
the Group of 16 has so far shared its draft only with Japan and Brazil, with a view to bringing
them on-board. The group might use Japan and/or Brazil joining to place further pressure on
others to join, including Australia and the Netherlands. '

s 33(a) (i)

_by
|mpllcahon not just the notion of a near-term NWC or ban as promoted by the Group of
16).s33(@) () .

i _ We are also uncertain
what difference a 'non-legal’ statement might have in practical terms.

4. Timing of the NZ statement is unclear, but it could be issued any time from mid-October
(discussion on nuclear issues is due to start on |7 October).

For Wellington

5. Grateful post register with MFA our interest in the drafi First Committee statement on
the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. We are keen to see an early draft so we
can give considered thought to possibly joining the statement, depending on what it says. We
would welcome any insights from MFAT on the prospects for signing-up additional countries
{around R0 countries joined the South African statement}.

6. If asked about our position, you might note we cannot say whether or not we could
support the NZ statement without having seen the text. We have made a number of
statements addressing the humanitarian consequences issue in the past, including at the 2013
NPT PrepCom. But we were unable to join the Swiss or South African statements for a
variety of reasons - including lack of consultation by the authors, a lack of clarity about
where the key proponents were taking the issue (i.c. the Swiss and South African texts
implied a near-term NWC or ban as the only way to nuclear disarmament), and some other
elements of the text. You could zlso nofe the Government has not yet had a chance to
consider in detail its position on the humanitarian consequences agenda or a nuclear weapons
convention.

For Tokyo and The Hague
7.  Gratcful posts seek host government views on the statement (which Japan has seen, but
the Netherlands has not). In doing so, you can point out the difficulties previous statements

i eyl
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have posed for similarly like-minded countries. If asked about our position, you may note we
have not yet seen the text, we have previously had reservations about the content and
objectives of previous iterations of the statement, and the Government is yet to consider its
position in detail. That said, we are keen to work closely with Japan and the Netherlands as

our respective thinking evolves.

8. ASACB (Robinson) is currently scheduied to speak to his counterparts from the
Netherlands (Peters, Head of Division, Non-Proliferation, Disarmament, Arms Control and

Export Control Policy) and Japan (Kitano, Director-General, Arms Control and Disarmament

Division) late on 10 October regarding the Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Initiative
(NPDI). Grateful posts flag this discussion as an opportunity to discuss the NZ statement and
our respective approaches to the humanitarian consequences agenda

text ends

522 1(a)(ii)

17
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TK15332H
Title: UNGAG68: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons -
Japan _ _ '
MRN: TK15332H 10/10/2013 12:31:05 PM ZE9
To: Canberra
Ce: RR : Beijing, Brasilia, Brussels, Buenos Aires, Cairo, Geneva UN,

Honolulu, Islamabad, Jakarta, Kuala Lumpur, London, Manila, Moscow,
Nairobi, New Delhi, NPDI, Paris EMB, Port Moresby, Pretoria, Rangoon,
Seoul, Stockholm, Tchran, Tel Aviv, The Hague, UN New York, Vienna
UN, Washington, Wellington

From: Tokyo

From File: 11/13897-28

References:  CE108973H, GU30455H

Response: Routine, Information Only

TN

Summary

Japan is likely to support the Group of 16 statement on.the humanitarian impact of nuclear
weapons. MFA is secking PM Abe's approval to do so today, with an announcement expected

tomorrow.

As requested, Posts22 1(a)(i) spoke to s 33 (a)(iii) Deputy Director, Arms Control and
Disarmament Division, MFA, on 10 QOctober about Japan's views on the Group of 16
statement on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. '

~ 2533(a)ii)) said after two weeks of intensive consultations on the issue, MFA had
recommended Foreign Minister Kishida approve Japan's support for the statement. Kishida
had agreed and MFA was now secking Prime Minister Abe's approval today (10

October).s 33 (aXii) said he expected Kishida would formally announce Japan's support
tomorrow (11 October). [Comment: we note it is unusual for Kishida to announce Japan's
support for a statement, the contents of which are still being finalised.]

3. Asper CE108973H,
s 33(a) (i)

‘ This clause, however,
remained in the text to satisfy those within the Group of 16 who wanted stronger language.

4. s 33 (a)(iii), s 33 (b)

Page 1 of 3
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5. s 33 (a)(iii), s 33 (b)

6. s 33 (a)(iii), s 33 (b)

text ends

§ 22 1(a)(ii)

TK15332H

20



s 22 1{a)(ii)

21



DFAT — DECLASSIFIED
FILE: 13/19834 ' yeEGERE 22
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982 : :

1 13-797
Australian Government o :
%Dwmmfhu@. Affairs and Teade Ministerial SubmlSSlon 10/10/2013

FOR: MS J BISHOP MR ROBB
(ACTION) (INFO) .
‘From: John Quinn, A/g FAS, ISD, 2043 Contaet: $22 1@)(1)  Desk Officer, s 22 1(a)(ii)
' $ 22 1(a)(ii) Dircctor, ISD, g 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: HUMANITARIAN CONSEQUENCES OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: ATISTRALIA'S POSITION

[ Urgency:  Ahead of UNGA First Committee discussions (17 October). ]

Key Issues:

Some elements of the *humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons’ agenda undermine the
pragmatic approach required for effective nuclear disarmament. Nor can we support the black-and-
white approach of countries and NGOs now using that agenda to advocate a nuclear weapons ban.
This conflicts with Australia’s long-standing position that, as long as a nuclear weapons threat exists,
we rely on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack on Australia. We recommend trying to shape the
agenda to recognise the need for pragmatic steps towards effective disarmament.

Recommendation: . ecision:
That you:

(a) note we support most of the existing humanitarian consequences
agenda, but some elements cut across our pragmatic disarmament
policy and reliance on US extended nuclear deterrence;

(b) note successive Australian Governments have focused on a practical,
step-by-step approach to eliminating nuclear weapons rather than a
near-term nuclear weapons convention or ban;

(c) agree we should work with key like-minded partners to help shape
discussion including at UNGA First Comnmittee to acknowledge.both ,
humanitarian consequences and the need for effective disarmament;

(@) note the issue will again be raised in First Committee resolutions and | - Noted
at the 2014 Mexico humanitarian consequences conference, posing us

difficult choices. We will seek your guidance on specific resolutions
when received,

Please Discuss

Action:

Domestic/Media Considerations: Yes, sce paragraph 6.
lie Bishop

72,5495
I o I3

Information: ‘ ‘ Noted

Andrew Robb
/!
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Background:

In r?cent years, some countries have sought to focus attention on the humanitarian consequences of
nuclear weapons. They argue the catastrophic consequences of a nuclear detonation override any
security utility nuclear weapons might have, including as a strategic deterrent. Australia supports
most of the humanitarian consequences agenda — and has said so publicly — but has not endorsed
statements that assert nuclear weapons could not be used ‘under any circumstances’ (Attachment A).
This assertion is being used by proponents S 33(a)(ii)_ ‘ and NGOs to
promote a near-term nuclear weapons convention (NWC) or ban. They seck to establish a moral
norm based on emotional appeal and (misleading) references to international humanitarian law,

designed to force the nuclear weapons states to disarm, but without engaging them in the process.

2. This approach conflicts with Australia’s long-standing position that nuclear weapons serve a
fundamental strategic purpose: as long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US nuclear
forces to deter nuclear attack on Australia (Attachment B). For the deterrent to be credible, we cannot
rule out the use of nuclear weapons on our behalf as a last resort, The US is moving towards this
view of the solc purpose of nuclear weapons. Despite claims by some NWC proponents, this position
is consistent with international law and the 1996 International Court of Justice advisory opinion, that
the legality of nuclear weapons could not be ruled out in an “extreme circumstance of self-defence”,

3. While sharing the goal of nuclear disarmament, we do not agree with NWC proponents on the
means for achieving it. Elimination of nuclear weapons is unrealistic without engaging the nuclear
weapons states and recognising their security concerns. Simply banning nuclear weapons will not
guarantee their elimination. Our support for the humanitarian consequences initiative has also been
based on it providing another way to build pressure on the nuclear weapons states to progress
disarmament through a step-by-step approach. This allows us to engage fully with the initiative but
also to continue to advocate pragmatic approaches to effective disarmament.

4. The issue will arise again in the UNGA First Committee and when Mexico (an NPDI member)
hosts a conference on humanitarian consequences next February. NZ, which is coordinating a First
Committee statement on this subject, tells us it and other NWC proponents will resist efforts to delete
‘under any circumstances’ when referring to nuclear weapons' use.

5. Australia is one of many countries that support nuclear disarmament but also rely on extended
nuclear deterrence. Most have not supported previous statements, ‘

s 33(a)(iii) We see scope to work with like-
rhinded countries to put forward an alternative voice, advocating a pragmatic, step-by-step approach
to nuclear disarmament. We recommend consulting key partners (e.g. Japan, Netherlands, ROK,
Germany), to identify ways forward. Japan is already pushing for recognition that there are numerous
approaches to nuclear disarmament — i.e. a near-term ban is not the only way.—

s 33(a)(jii) :

6. A number of high-profile civil society groups seek to promote a NWC, The Intemational
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) publicly claims Australia’s decision not to join
previous statements on 2a NWC suggests it is insincere about nuclear disarmament.
s 22 1(a)(in
(7 '
John Quinn
International Security Division, A/g FAS [SD

Consultation: Defence, Geneva UN LV File No: 11/13897-28
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Attachment A; Key documents referring to humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons

Document

Key issues

1CJ Advisory Opinion on the
Legality of the Threat or Use of
Nuclear Weapons (1996)

advised the threat or use of nuclear weapons would
“generally be contrary to the rules of international law
applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the principles
and rules of humanitarian law.” However, it did not
definitively rule out the legality of nuclear weapons in
“,..an extreme circumstance of self-defence” in which state
survival was at stake,

NPT Review C‘onfe;'ence (2010)

Expressed its “deep concern at the catastrophic

humanitarian consequences of any use of nuclear
weapons” and reaffirmed “the need for all States at all

times to comply with applicable international law, including |

international humanitarian law™.

International Committee of the
Red Cross Resolution: Working
towards the elimination of
nuclear weapons (2011)

Cited in the NPT and UNGA statements on humanitarian
consequences. Selectively quotes [CJ advisory opinion,
referencing only that use of nuclear weapons would
“generally be contrary to international law applicable in
armed conflict.”

UNGA Resolution 67/33
“Follow-up to the advisory
opinion of the ICJ on the legality
of the threat or use of nuclear
weapons " (2012)

NAM-sponsored resolution which cites the ICJ opinion
and calls for the commencement of immediate negotiations
on a Nuclear Weapons Convention (NWC).

Australia has traditionally abstained, because the
resolution implies a NWC is the only way forward on
disarmament and misrepresents the ICJ advisory opinion.

UNGA Joint Statement on the
humanitarian dimension of
nuclear disarmament (2012)
‘Swiss statement’

Calls for states to intensify tIr.lcir efforts to outlaw nuclear
weapons. Supported mainly by NAM states, plus New
Zealand and some smaller EU states (34 in total),

NPT Joint Statement on the
humanitarian impact of nuclear
weapons (NPT PrepCom 2013)
‘South Afvican statement’

Argues the use of nuclear weapons is not justified in any
circumstances. Supported mainly by NAM states, plus,
New Zealand and some smaller EU states (75 in total).

24
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"Attachment B: Key documents on extended nuclear deterrence

‘| Document

Key issue

2000 Defence
White Paper

“There is one important exception to this principle of self-
reliance. Australia relies on the extended deterrence
provided by US nuclear forces to deter the remote
possibility of any nuclcar attack on Australia.”

2009 Defence
White Paper

“[Our alliance with the US]...means that, for so long as
nuclear weapons exist, we are able to rely on the nuclear
forces of the United States to deter nuclear attack on
Australia. Australian defence policy under successive
governments has acknowledged the value to Australia of
the protection afforded by extended nuclear deterrence
under the US alliance. That protection provides a stable
and reliable sense of assurance and has over the years
removed the need for Australia to ¢consider more significant
and expensive defence options.”

2013 Defence
White Paper

“...as long as nuclear weapons exist, we will rely on the
nuclear forces of the United States to deter nuclear attack
on Australia. Australia is confident in the continuing
viability of extended nuclear deterrence under the
Alliance, while strongly supporting ongoing cfforts towards
global nuclear disarmament.”

2010 US Nuclear
Posture Review
Report

“The fundamental role of US nuclear weapons, which
will continue as long as nuclear weapons exist, is to deter
nuclear attack on the United States, our allies, and
partners.”

“The United States will continue to strengthen conventional
capabilities and reduce the role of nuclear weapons in _
deterring non-nuclear attacks, with the objective of making
deterrence of nuclear attack on the United States or our
allies and partners the sole purpose of US nuclear
weapons.”

2013 Report on
Nuclear
Employment
Strategy of the
Us

“The fundamental role of US nuclear weapons remains to
deter nuclear attack on the United States and its Allies
and partners...[the US] will only consider the use of
nuclear weapons in extreme circumstances to defend the
vital interests of the United States, or its Allies and
partners.”

“The 2010 Nuclear Posture Review established the

'Administration’s goal to set conditions that would allow

the United States to safely adopt a policy of making
deterrence of nuclear attack the sole purpose of US
nuclear weapons. Although we cannot adopt such a policy
today, the new guidance reiterates the intention to work
towards that goal over time.”

25
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CE109095H
" Title: UNGAG68: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons
MRN: CE109095H 11/10/2013 05:23:05 PM ZE10
To: - Ankara; Berlin; Brussels; Geneva UN; Ottawa; Rome; Seoul; Stockholm;
UN New York; Warsaw .
Ce: PP : NPDI, Vienna UN, Washington
From: Canberra (CHCH/DFAT/ISD/ACB)

From File: 11/13897-28
References:  GU30455H, CEI108973H, TK15332H
Response: Priority, Requires Action

e A A

**% THE FOLLOWING CONTAINS INFORMATION FOR AUSTRALIAN EYES
ONLY***

Summary

Further to our reftel, New Zcaland is coordinating a group statement for UNGA First
Committee on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. Grateful action posts
engage host governments to seek their views of the proposed statement and whether they
intend joining in support.s 33(a)ii) -

: We would appreciate carliest responses: the
statement could be tabled as early as 17 October.

Further to our reftel, New Zealand is currently coordinating a statement on behalf of the
'Group of '16' for UNGA First Committee on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear
weapons. The Group of 16 (Austria, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Egypt, Holy See,
Indonesia, Ireland, Malaysia, Mexico, NZ, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Switzerland and
South Africa) includes sponsors of similar statements put forward by Switzerland at First
Committee in 2012 and South Africa at the 2013 NPT Preparatory Committee meeting
(PrepCom) - statements that Australia did not support.

2. Some elements of these past statements have caused us difficulties, among other
concerns we hold reservations about language that appears inconsistent with our reliance on
(credible) extended nuclear deterrence (while the threat of huclear attack remains). We
would expect that this is a position similar to other countries under the US nuclear umbrella
such as Japan and NATO states and explains in part their reason for not supporting the South
African statement at the 2013 PrepCom.

3. New Zcaland appears interested in garnering our support for the statement at this First
Committee s 33 (a)(iii) '

New Zealand has not yct cngaged us on its content. The current version of the
staternent contains language lifted from the South African statement that we were unwilling
1o ascribe to at the 2013 PrepCom: "It is in the interest of the very survival of humanity that
nuclear weapons arc never used again, under any circumstances" (our emphasis). 5 33 (b)

SOt G
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$33 (b)
s 33{a)(ii)

4. Weare interested in gauging the possible level of support for the statement from other
countries that did not support the South African statement at the 2013 PrepCom.

For Ankara, Berlin, Brussels, Ottawa, Rome, Seoul, Stockholm and Warsaw )

5. Grateful posts seek host government views as early as possible on the proposed Group
of 16 statement. You could note that we and other likeminded countries have held
reservations about the content and objectives of previous statements on this theme but we
remain open to considering our support and the views of others. While New Zealand has not
yet made clear its intentions, we understand it might seck to table the statement in the First
Committee as early as 17 October. We would appreciate your earlicst responses to help
inform our consideration of the statement, on which we will be secking guidance from the

Minister. :

For UNNY and UN Geneva
$ 33(a)(iii)

text ends

s 22 1(2)(i0)

27
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UN43738H
Title: UNGAG8: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons
MRN: UN43738H 11/10/2013 07:14:42 PM EDT
To: - Canberra ,
- Ce PP : Ankara, Berlin, Brussels, Geneva UN, NPDI, Otlawa, Rome; Seoul,
Stockholm, Vienna UN, Warsaw, Washington
From: - UN New York

From File: 11/13897.28
References: GU30455H, CE108973H, TK15332H, CE109095H

The cable has the following attachment/s -

UNGA 2013 Hurnanitarian statement NW - FINAL.docx
Response: ~  Priority, Information Only ‘

o L o e e

*#+% THE FOLLOWING CONTAINS INFORMATION FOR AUSTRALIAN EYES
ONLY***

Summary

We spoke with our US colleagues in relation to Japan's decision (announced on 11 October)
to support the group Statement for UNGA First Committee on the Humanitarian
Consequences of Nuclear Weapons.s 33 (b)

We had the opportunity to speak today withs 33 (a)(iii) Director, Office of
Multilateral and Nuclear Affairs, State Department, and separately with g 33 (a)(iii) Deputy
US PR to the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, on Japan's decision to support the
statement on behalf of the 'Group of 16' for UNGA First Committee on the humanitarian
consequences of nuclear weapons (the statement as delivered by NZ at the First Committee,
with the Japanese amendments included, is attached). As noted in reftels and also reported in
e-mail exchangess 22 1(a)(ii) s 33(a)(ii})

s 33(a)(iii) .

On 11 October, Foreign
Minister Kishida formally announced Japan's support for the statement.

Background

2. While the statement is in most part broadly consistent with Australian and Japanese
policy (Australia favourably cited the South African statement at the 2013 Prepcom), the
problematic formulation arises in paragraph 7 of the text (see attached) which states "It is in
the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons are never used again, under
any circumstances." s 33 (a)(iii)

NI N R e
Page 1 of 4
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s 33 (a)(ii)

3. The Group of 16 (Austria, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Egypt, Holy See, Indonesia,
Ireland, Malaysia, Mexico, NZ, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Switzerland and South Affrica)
have been keen 1o expand the list of countries supporting the statement and Japan and Brazil
were key targets this time around. We understand from the NZ delegation that both countries
had beén provided a copy of the First Committee draft to include their suggested drafling
amendments, in order to enlist them as supporters of the statement (Australia was also
directly approached on joining the statement by NZ but we were asked to provide possible
text on the basis of the Second Prepcom statement only, not the updated version - ¢ mail

s 22 1(a)(ii) : refers).

US reaction

4,533 (b)

5. $33 (b)

Comment

6. s33 (a)(ii), s 33 (b)

Page 2 of 4
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s 33 (a)(iid), s 33 (b)

7. It remains unclear what the agenda of the Group of 16 is, and indeed, there appears no
cohierent agenda yet among the Group. We will continue Lo stay in close touch with the US,
key Group of 16 countries, and likemindeds, and update in the coming days.

text ends

s 22 1(a)(ii)

3
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From: s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Friday, 11 October 2013 7:57 AM

To: Woolcott, Peter; Carayanides, Anastasia; Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1(a)(ii) -

Subject; . Statement on humanitarian consequences of NV e i
Attachments: ATT08831.docx

Colleagues

An update on this issue.

We have consulted with NZ, Netherlands and Japan today.s 33 (a)(iii)

Japan still looking good for the Prime Minister to announce tomorrow. Canada and Netherlands very keen to gauge
our interest in signing up. We have simply noted we are seeking Ministerial advice.s 33 (b)
support the statement, if we can, assuming their PM approves their supporting the

Several states noted the reference in the Australian Statement read by Senator Christopher Back to "humanitarian
conseguences” (which replicates the wording Australian used during the NPT Prep Com earlier this year).

s 22 1(a)(ii)

-----Original Message-----

From:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Wednesday, 9 October 2013 5:36 PM

To: Woolcott, Peter; Carayanides, Anastasia; Robinson, Jeff; s 22 1(a)(ii)
Cc: : :

Subject: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NW S akdia@iihiiaiiiinginbiginiis
Please Protect

Colleagues

533 (2)(iiD), s 33 (b

+ There is increasing confidence from the Group of 16 that Japan will sigh up. We also have now learnt from the Japan
delegation here that their FM has given the statement his "ok", and it is now just a matter for the Prime Minister
who was expected to make a "public announcement”. g 33 (a)(iii)

s 33 (a)(iii) indicated also she's been approached by four Japanese media outlets to comment on Japan's position but had
declined to make a comment (so you can see there is quite some build up on this issue in Japan).

s 33 (a)(iii) noted they had two statements....the one attached will be circulated if Japan comes on board. If Japan decides
not to, the Group of 16 wiil keep with the original formula.

1



34

Changes are modest, and the substance of the statement remains the same. The phrase, "it is in the interest of the -
very survival of humanity that nuciear weapons are never used again, under any circumstances” remains extant.

$33 (a)(ii)

There is also the inclusion of language affirming the "aspirational” nature of the statement which was not present
before (as we also foreshadowed). Specifically, "the appalling humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons
became evident from the moment of their first use, and from that moment have motivated humanity’s asplrat:ons
for a world free from this threat, which have also inspired this statement."

There are other not unexpected updates including references to the Open Ended Working Group outcomes, the
statement of Community of Latin American and Carribean states in August 2013 on the humanitarian consequences
issue, and a reference to the HLM on Nuclear Disarmament. While there is no reference to "different approaches”
to Nuclear Disarmament (Japan had at one stage sought to have something to this effect added), nor has anything
added that might point to a comprehensive and immediate NWC approach. Key references to the NPT have been
retained although interesting, a reference to the "full implementation of the 2010 Action plan" has been deleted.

As you will see from below, the NZ delegation remain interested.in garnering our support...although it is curious why
it has taken so long for this statement to be passed to us.s 33 (a)(iii) '

Regards

$22 1(a)(ii)

DFAT - DECLASSIFIED
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s 22 1(a)(ii)

From: Rﬁbinson, Jeff

Sent: Friday, 11 October 2013 11:21 AM
To: ‘ Woolcott, Peter;S 22 1(8)(il)  Carayanides, Anastasia; s 22 1(a)(ii)
522 1(a)(ii)
Subject: RE: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NW il
]

Many thanks, Peter.

$221()(0  have you had any discussion there with US counterparts on all this. 5 33 (a)(iii), s 33 (b)

When we put a sub on this statement to the Minister, we suspect she will inter alia be interested in what US views
might be - a tasking cable will shortly follow. FYI, we sent up an earlier sub outlining the humanitarian
consequences agenda, and fiagging that some choices such as on this statement will need to be made.

Regards
jeff ’

Frorn. Woolcott, Peter

Sent: Friday, 11 October 2013 9:36 AM

To:s 22 Ha)(ii)  Carayanides, Anastasia; Robinson, Jeff; $ 22 1(a)(ii)
s 22 1(a)(it)

Subject: Re: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NW Wﬁﬁiﬁ

Classification: Sty
Dear All

s 33 (a)(iii) Para 7 does appear
to be the crux of the issue and the rest of the statement looks fairly unexceptional {not of course some of the
underlying mativation). One option, of course, is to make our own statement again, but if we wanted to try and
work with the Groups 33 (a)(iii) : another option is to suggest the
following addition {not deletion).

7. 1tisin the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons are never used again "to attack any
State or entity" under any circumstances.

This seeks to draw a distinction between a first strike and a retaliatory strike which underpins the principle of
deterrence. It is an implicit acceptance of no first use/sole purpose (whuch is where | think we should be policy wise).
it may not be acceptable to the Group.

Best

Peter
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Joint statement about the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons

11 October 2013
Arms Control and Disarmament Division
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

The UN General Assembly First Committee, which is currently being held in
New York, is expected to issue a joint statement about the humanitarian
impact of nuclear weapons. I am pleased to announce that Japan plans to
participate in the statement. '

As the only county in the world to have been bombed with atomic weapons in
a war, Japan knows the tragedy inflicted by nuclear weapons better than any
other country in the world. I approached directly the New Zealand foreign
minister and other dignitaries to discuss the statement. As a result, appropriate
changes have been included in the previous statement. After examining the.
intent of the statement in detail, we have reached a conclusion that we also
could support the content of the statement. '

It is Japan’s moral obligation to make tireless efforts to pursue a world without
nuclear weapons. In the lead-up to the next NPDI Foreign Minister’s meeting’
scheduled for April of 2014 in Hiroshima, Japan will continue to demonstrate

_strong leadership in the area of nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation to
send a strong message to the world from the bombed city.

36
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Humanitarian Consequences of Nuclear Weapons
UNGAG8 First Committee — Group of 16 Statement

Media Talking Points

IF ASKED: Will Australia join Japan to support the New Zealand drafted statement on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at UNGA First Committee?

¢ Australia shares with Japan a serious concern for the humanitarian consequences of '
nuclear weapon use

o That is why Australia co-founded with Japan the Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament Initiative [NPDI] in 2010;

o And why we remain committed to effective, practical progress on
disarmament. :

» We share most of the sentiments expressed in previous statements on humanitarian
consequences

o Australia has expressed this in various public statements both in a national
capacity and collectively with other members of the NPDI;

o As always, we will consider the text carefully and with an open mind, with
regard to all relevant issues.

Background

On 11 October, Minister Kishida announced that Japan in a departure from its previous -
position, had decided to join a statement at UNGAG8 First Committee on the humanitarian
consequences of nuclear weapons. The statement is being coordinated by New Zealand
on behalf of the ‘Group of 16’, which is advocating for a Nuclear Weapons Convention.

UNCLASSIFIED
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Humanitarian Consequences of Nuclear Weapons
UNGAG68 First Committee — Group of 16 Statement

Handling note: On 11 October, Minister Kishida announced to the media that Japan
intends to join a statement on the.pumanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at
UNGAB8 First Committee. S 33

Talking Points

IF ASKED: Will Australia join Japan to support the New Zealand drafted statement on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at UNGA First Committee?

« Our common goal is to establish and maintain peace and stability in our region

o thatis why we collectively pursue progress towards effective disarmament
and non-proliferation including with Japan through the Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament Initiative {NPDI]. ‘

« We share Japan’s deep concern for the humanitarian consequences of nuclear
Weapons use ‘

o sentiments that we have expressed coliectively and in national statements in
the past .

o itwill also be a focus of our NPD! meeting in Hiroshima next year.[April 2014].

» New Zealand has now shared the text with us, after obtaining Japan's support

o while we acknowledge the aspirational tone, we need to'consider our position
on the statement with regard to al relevant issues, including our reliance on
US extended nuclear deterrence while a nuclear weapons threat remains.

o we recognise that other members of the NPDI may‘have different views.

Background

New Zealand is currently coordinating a statement on behalf of the 'Group of 16" for
UNGAGB8 First Committee on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. An
implicit objective of the Group of 16 is to advocate for a Nuclear Weapons Convention to
outlaw the possession of nuclear weapons. The proposal follows similar statements on the
theme at UNGAG7 First Committee in 2012 and most recently at the NPT Preparatory
Committee meeting (PrepCom) in April 2013, which was coordinated by South Africa. '

38



DFAT — DECLASSIFIED
FILE: 13/19834 39
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982

s 33(a)({iii)

Following consultation with New Zealand on the text,
Minister Kishida announced publicly on 11 October that Japan had decided to join due to
the ‘aspirational' tone of the statement.

We are currently consulting with New Zealand and other likeminded countries on the
current version of the text. In the past, we have held reservations about language that
appears inconsistent with our reliance on (credible) extended nuclear deterrence, while the
threat of nuclear attack remains, especially the reference to nuclear weapons never being
used again ‘under any circumstances’. This language has been retained in the current
version of the statement and New Zealand has advised that the Group of 16 will resist any
amendments to the phrase. The rest of the statement is in line with Australia’s position. A
copy of the statement as agreed by Japan is attached for reference. The critical phrase is

the first sentence of Paragraph 7.

We need to seek your guidance on Australia's approach. Minsub 13-797 of 10 October
refers.
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E-mail Message

From:

To: : SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii) - [SMTP: Woolcott, Peter]

Cc: SMTP:Carayanides, Anastasia

Sent: 12/10/2013 at 4:05 AM

Received: 12/10/2013 at 4:05 AM

Subject: Re: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NV [EiSeije

CONFERCESECURITY

Classification: s —
522 l(a)(ii)

s 33 (a)(ii) has just announced in the plenary that NZ is coordinating the HC statement
and that the text is available as of today.

s 22 1(a)(ii)

----- Orioginal Message -----

From: § 22 1(a)(ii).

Sent: Friday, OCctober 11, 2013 10:31 AM

To: Woclcott, Peter

Cc: Robinson, Jeff; Carayanides, Anastasia;$22 1(a)(ii)

Subjeét: RE: Statement on humanitarian conseqiences of Nij (e

]
Hi Peter
I like your idea {and so does Anastasia}...I think it would certainly go a lot of

the way to allay US concerns.

I could informally sound out the Kiwis on the suggestlon {on a without
prejudlce/commltment basis).

But as you also note...... it will be touch and go if they (Kiwis and the Group of
16) will bite at this stage of the game.

Jeff...we'll certainly follow up with the US and repert back later today. As you
have noted, there has been freguent high level exchanges going on with the US on
this, including most recently with your friend, DG g 33 (a)(iii)

Cheers

s 22 1(a)(i)

Remainder of e-mail trail omitted as duplicative.
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E-mail Message

From: : '

To: [SMTPs 22 1(a)(ii) [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii) 7 i
Cc: SMTP:Robinson, Jeffl, [SMTP: Carayanides, Anastasia], [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent; , 14/10/2013 at 8:01 PM

Received: 14/10/2013 at 8:01 PM .

Subject: _ Re: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NV jinieibie

ool

Classification: Wi
522 1(a)(ii)

I think we should test with NZ and the Swiss the additional language for the
humanitarian consequences statement, I am not particularly cptimistic about the
outcome but it is worth doing.

If they reject the changes then my view is we should make our own stdtement on
the issue. It should be based on the 2nd NPT PrepCom statement although we might
address head cn the Norway meeting, our support for the Mexican meeting, and
exactly what our expectations of the process are (we are not looking for a NWC).

We will also need talking points as to why we didn't sign up to the Group
statement. These may need to pick up on the issue of extended nuclear deterrence
(viz we are committed to a world free of nuclear weapons, but they exist and we
are part of an alliance framework).

Best

Peter

————— Oriainal Message -----
From: § 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2013 08:26 AM

To: g 22 1(a)(i) .
Ce: Robinson, Jeff; Woolcett, Peter; Carayanides, Anastasia; §22 1(a)(ii)

s 22 1{a)(i) :
Subject: RE: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NW

Syl
s 22 1(a)(ii)

Thanks very much for UN43738H. We're in the process of drafting a second MinSub
to cover cur positicn on the NZ text. (We're aiming for a first cut tomerrow.)

" What's your feeling for how much flexibility NZ has on the text (if any}. To be
honest, we hadn't taken the NZ discussion (per your e-mail of 26/9) as a formal

- request from NZ to engage con the substance - particularly since they hadn't
shared the text at that peint & didn't seem interested in engaging.

Subject to Peter's views, is the time right to test how they'd respond to Peter's
suggested addition? We're particularly mindful of the strength of the US's
response to Japan's approach; and to earlier .suggestions that keeping 'under any
¢ircumstances' was (in part) designed by the Group of 16 to be anathema to states
that relied on extended nuclear deterrence. :

Regards
s 22 1(a)(ii)

41
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WL30484H
Title: UNGAG8: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons -
New Zealand _
MRN: © WL30484H 14/10/2013 10:49:37 AM ZE[2
To: Canberra
Ce: . RR : Beijing, Brasilia, Brusscls, Buenos Aires, Cairo, Geneva UN,

Honoluly, Islamabad, Jakarta, Kuala Lumpur, London, Manila, Moscow,
Nairobi, New Dethi, NPDI, Paris EMB, Port Moresby, Pretoria, Rangoon,
Seoul, Stockholm, Tehran, Tel Aviv, The Hague, Tokyo, UN New York,
Vienna UN, Washington

From: ‘Wellington
" From File:

References: CE108973H, GU30455H, TK558239L
The cable has the following attachment/s - Attachment omitted as
Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons.pdf’  duplicative.

Response: Routine, Information Only :

o e
Summary

New Zealand is seeking to encourage as many countries as possible, including Australia, to
support their draft resolution on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. New Zealand
interlocutors have provided a draft text for Australia’s consideration. This draft has been
developed to improve its likelihood of gaining approval from Japan. New Zealand will
strongly resist any proposal to remove the phrase 'under any circumstances' from the draft

text.

Post (Third Secretary, met with MFAT International Security Division Head,

Disarmament and Arms Control Unit, s 33 (a)(iii) to discuss the UNGAG68 First
Committee draft resoiution on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons.

2.5 33 (a)(iii) shared a copy of the draft resolution (attached, and also shared with our
Geneva UN post by New Zealand Special Envoy s 33 (a)(iii) ). She explained that the current
draft text had been modified from an earlier version, in order to increase its likelihood of

gaining Japan's support.s 33 (a)(ii)

. the resolution as a whole had
been modified to be more accommeodating of Japan's textual preferences, (Unprompted,
s 33 (a)(iii) said that New Zealand would not agree to any proposal to remove the phrase
'under any circumstances' from the resclution, as the warning against the use of nuclear
weapons could not be watered down),

3. s 33 (a)(iii) noted that a back-up version of the text had also been prepared, should Japan
not agree to the draft resolution. (Given Japan's 11 October decision to support the draft text,
as outlined in TK558239L, this version will now be discarded).

4. New Zealand was hoping to gain support for the draft resolution from additional countries
outside of the Group of 16, including Australia, Post indicated that any decision would be

TONTOENT
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WL30484H
made following consideration of the draft text.s 33 (a)(iii) commented that New Zealand was

hoping to equal or better South Africa's achievement at the 2013 PrepCom of garnering 80
countries to support their statement.

text ends

s 22 1(a)(ii)
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s 22 1(a)(ii)

From: s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Tuesday, 15 October 2013 10:26 AM

To: $ 22 1(a)(i) .

Cc: Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii) Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1(a)(ii}
Subject: RE: humanitarian consequences M e e
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks very much and also for the useful discussion earlier,

we'll continue to work to the timeline we discussed, with the aim of getting a draft MinSub & ‘zero draft’ statement
to you by our COB, If you're able to turn it around overnight, we can get it to the Minister first thing in the morning
— as you correctly identify, we'll rely heavily on your assessment of the urgency we need to specify in the
Submission. It's good we have some ﬂEXIbI]It\/ on final drafts — in case we're inadvertently crossing red-lines of

potential supporters. .

We'll also work on the TPs Peter suggested for why we're not joining the statement, but may not have it ready in
time for the Sub {I'li forward to you some points drawn together yesterday ahead of the FM’s calls in Japan)..
Regards

$ 22 1(a)(ii)

From:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Tuesday, 15 October 2013 10:21 AM

Tois 22 1(a)(ii)

Cc: Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii) Robinsan, Jeff; s 22 1{a)(ii)

Subject: RE: humanitarian consequences isGibinsbinbiiheuinmpiibmay

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Further to our phone discussion, we may have a bit more leeway on the drafting of our own Humamtanan
Consequences Statement than | indicated (if that is the way we choose to go).

Firstly, whether we are tabling a resolution or a statement, changes can still be made after the tabling (for which the
, deadline is Thursday}.

Secondly, there may be a more open ended timeframe for statements, as distinct from resolutions. We'll clarify this
overnight.

In any event, having a first cut of a draft for our 00B will be helpful. We'll then report during the day on timeframes
required for us to finalise our statement. This could have an impact on how quickly we need to get the FM to sign off
on any minsub recommendation.

As discussed, we’ve already talked in a preliminary fashion with Canada and Netherlands this afternoon who both
would be keen in principle to “come a board”.s 33 (b)

As noted, the time for changes to the NZ draft is as close to zero as you could get.

s 22 1(a)(ii)
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s 22 1(a)(ii)

From:s 22 1{a)(ii)

Sent: Tuesday, 15 October 2013 7:41 AM

To: Woolcott, Peter; s 22 1(a)(ii) .
Cc: Carayanides, Anastasia; Robinson, Jeff; § 22 1{a)(ii)

Subject: Re: humanitarian consequences M EudEmEE MR B G mR)
Classification: B ——
Hi peter

Good to have you on deck. You"ll be able to get the low down on the japanese humanitarian conseguences switch at
tonight’s npdi dinner (probably last thing you want after a long flight!}!

For your background, and as you predicted, NZ has very little room to entertain changes at this stage (1 spoke with

s 33 (a)(iil) . They're pushing it to shore up all the 80 supporters from last time (plus japan and iraq) and maybe a
few others. They would be very reluctant to reopen the text on the phrase in question at this stage {cut off for
resolutions is thursday, and tomorrow is a holiday for some delegations). They said they wouldn"t rule any last
minute alterations out but noted the long japanese gestation period to sign up had left them no time for opening up
the text. Any changes would have to be minor and without major ramifications. Assuming they did decide to '
circulate, anything would need to be distributed to all the 80 supporters. | said we"d canvas the issue overnight.

Happy to discuss,
See you tomorrow.

s 22 1(a)(ii)
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:

Flag Status:

Thanks Peter,

As flagged with
overnight.

s 22 1{a)(ii)

Tuesday, 15 October 2013 12:45 PM

Woolcott, Peter

s 22 1(a)(ii) Robinson, Jeff ‘

RE: Statement on humanitarian consequences of NW il
GG

Follow up
Flagged

we're working on a separate statement & will send it (& the draft MinSub) to you for comment

We'll work on the TPs shortly thereafter.

Regards

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Remainder of e-mail trail omitted as duplicative.
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E-mail Message

From:

To: : [SMTPs 22 1(a)ii)

Cc: [SMTP:Robinson,_Jeff

Sent: 16/10/2013 at 11:22 AM

Received: . 16/10/2013 at 11:22 AM

Subject: RE: An invitation to join our Humanltanan Consequences Statement
[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Thanks - we'll leave it at COB tomorrow & see how we go. Regards, s22 1(a)(ii)

From: g 22 [(a)(ii)

Sent: Wednesday, 16 October 2013 10:22 AM

To: § 22 1{a)(ii)

Cc: Robinson, Jeff

Subject: RE: An invitation to join our Humanitarian Consecuences Statement

[SEC=UNCLASSIIIED]

s 22 1(a)(ii)
I guess that depends on how sure we are that the Minister will endorse the sub.

. We could be a little exposed if delegations are primed to jein us...and then it
gets canned. :

It would be preferable to have a guick turn around.but see what is possible at
your end.

Regards

s 22 1(a)(ii)

From: 522 I(a)}(ii)
Sent: Tuesdgy. 15 Qctober 2013 7:01 PM
To: § 22 1(a)(ii) .

Cc: Robinson, Jeff
Subject: RE: An invitation to join our Humanitarian Consequences Statement

[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Thanks s 22 1(a)(ii)

Does this mean we can change the urgency to OOB Friday for the Minister (cf COB
Thursday), or do you need time to do footwork at your end?

Also, do you have the revised draft on High (to save time uploading it for
attachment to the MinSub)?

Thanks

522 1(2)(ii)

From: § 22 l(a)(ii)
Sent: Wednesday, 16 October 2013 10:0C AM

To: g22 [{alii)

Cc: Robinson, Jeff:; Caravanides, Anastasisz; 8221(21)(11) Woolcott, Peter;
s 22 1{a)(i1)

Subject: An invitation to join our Humanitarian Conseguences Statement
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[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

522 1(a)(ii)

As discussed just now, attached is the e mail with accompanying statement that we
circulated to 8 like-minded delegations today (today has been an Eid Holiday for
the UN, so delegations have not had a chance Lo mingle).

We are confident that we'll get at least a few supporters. Both Canada and Sweden
have already sent to capitals, and Dutch are well disposed.

We note that this statement daes not need to be tabled by Thursday as it i1s not a
resolution. However, and as discussed, we do need to have it ready for delivery
on Friday under the “nuclear weapons” cluster statements. This will be delivered
separate to our National “nuclear weapons” statement which we have sent back to
Canberra today.

-Thanks for fast tracking this for Ministerial approval. We are confident that
this is a good strategy.we're on the front foot, and we think an outcome which
attracts some support from our like-mindeds ensures our key interests are
advanced.

Cheers

s 22 1(a)(1)
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s 22 1{a)(ii)
From: - 522 1(a)(ii)
Sent: . Wednesday, 16 October 2013 10:51 AM
To: s 22 1(a)(i1)
Ce: Robinson, Jeff; Carayanides, Anastasia;s 22 1(a)(ii) Woolcott Peter; s 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: ) RE: An invitation to join our Humanitarian Consequences Statement

[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Follow Up Flag: , Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

s 22 1(a)(ii)

We've put your version to the Minister with one minor change (penultimate para: “We believe-we must continue..”

Thanks for the quick turnaround. .
Regards
$ 22 1(a)(ii)

Remainder of e-mail trail omitted as duplicate of p. 50,
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- Australian Govemment g | 13'8‘19
- Depmmentoﬂ‘omp,\ﬁ'un and Trade Ministerial Submission 16/10/2013

FOR: MSJBISHOP = MRROBB
(ACTION) (INFO) ) .
. From: leff Robinson, Afg FAS ISD, 3265 ' Contact: S22 1(a)(ii) Divector, ISD,s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: UNGAGB: FIRST COMMITTEE: MANITARIAN CONSEQUENCES OF NUCLEAR WEAI_’O S

-

| Urgency:  COB 17 October (ahead g)_f NZ statement being tabled).

Key lssues;

Departing. from its previous posmon, Japan has announced it will join NZ’s statcment on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. The statement contains elements we cannot support.
s 33(a)(ii) . i . NZ, which has focused on Japan, has not
been receptive to our efforts to engage it. We recommend making our own statement, which
acknowledges the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons, but underlines the need for
effective disarmament and does not resile from our reliance on US extended nuclear deterrence.

Recommendation: ) ’ © Decislon:
That yots: '

(2) note the draft NZ statement contains language that undermineés the
pragmatic approach required for effective nuclear disarmament;
{b) é‘gree we should not join the NZ statement;

(c) agree we should table our own statement (attached), which seeks to
balance the humanitarian and security elements of disarmament, and
ask other likeminded countries to'associate themselves with it;

(d} note civil society groups will criticise anything short of joinihg the NZ Noted
statement and supportmg a near-term nuclcar weapons convention or
ban,

Please Discuss

| Domestic/Media Consideratlons: Yes, see paragraph 6.

%lie/Bdfsh/o&

Information; ’ ‘ ) Noted

Andrew Robb
/7
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Background: ) )
Further to Submission 13-797 dated 10 October, New Zealand has now shared with us its draft UNGA

68 First Committee statement on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons (earlier
Submission and currcnt NZ drafl statement attached). NZ intends to table its draft by 17 October and
deliver it on 18 October. It has not been receptive to our efforts to engage substantively on the text. It
has focused almost exclusively on securing Japan's support — which, in a departure from its previous
approach, has decided to join the statement. s 33(a) (i)

2. The statement’s coordinating ‘Group of 16’ made some small textual concessions to Japan, but did
not budge on the assertion that nuclear weapons could not be used ‘wnder any circumstances’
(paragraph 7 of the NZ draft). This conflicts with Australia’s long-standing position that, as long as
we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack on Australia,
pending progress by the nuclear-armed states in reducing and ultimately eliminating their arsenals.
For the deterrent to be credible, we cannot rule out the use of nuclear weapons on our behaif as a last

resort. s 33(a)(ii)

3. NZ is now trying to lock-in the 80 supporters of previous similar statements (by Switzerland in
2012 and South Africa in 2013), so is not interested in receiving additional textual suggestions. Apart
from Japan and the handful of NATO members that joined the South A frican statement (Denmark,
Norway, lecland, Luxembourg), other countries that rely on extended deterrence are unlikely to join
the NZ statement. The Netherlands, Germany and Canada, for example, have told us as much.

4. Australia has not joined previous statements, but has publicly stated its support for most of the
humanitarian consequences agenda. To make our position clear, we recommend making our own
statement which acknowledges the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons while underlining
the need for cffective disarmament (i.e. disarmament that engages nuclear weapons states) and not
resiling from our reliance on US extended nuclear deterrence. Draft attached for your consideration.

5. Should you agree to Australia issuing a scparate statement, we could ask likeminded countiies to
associate themselves with it. Some countries might welcome the opportunity to help shift the
humanitarian consequences discourse towards a recognition of the need for practical, sustained efforts
aimed at effective disarmament that also acknowledges the security as well as the humanitarian
dimensions of nuclear weapons. '

6. Anti-nuclear civil society groups will inevitably criticise anything short of joining the NZ
statement and our lack of support for a near-term nuclear weapons convention or ban. Providing a
statement of our own will help rebut their claims that Australia is insincere about nuclear
disarmament. ‘ - _

Jeff Robinson
A/g First Assistant Secretary
International Security Division, ISD

Consultation: Geneva UN File No: 11/13897-28

AR T
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L
From: ‘ s 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent: ~ Thursday, 17 October 2013 9:37 AM
To: s 22 1(a)(ii)
Cc : . Carayanides, Anastasia;s 22 1(a)(ii} Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: Minister's decision re Humanitartan Consequences Statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear All

The Minister has signed the minsub recommending that we not/not sign the Group of 16 statement, and that we
should put forward our own. Cable on its way imminently. Gver to you to get as many other like-mindeds in NY to
support as possible.

s 22 1(a)(iD)

Many thanks
Jeff

Remainder of e-mail trail omitted as duplicate of p. 50.



DFAT - DECLASSIFIED ' Page 1 of 1
FILE: 13/19834
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982

E-mail Message

From:
To: [SMTPs 22 1{(a)(ii) [SMTP: Robinson, Jeffl, [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii} [SMTP:
Carayanides, Anastasial, [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii) [SMTP: Woolcott, Peter} [SMTP:

. ¢ 27 1{aWin

Cc: [SMTP:Street, Emilyl, [SMTP. Payne, Namdi]

Sent: 17/10/2013 at 10:56 AM

Received: 17/10/2013 at 10;56 AM

Subject: Humanitarian Consequences [tk

Attachments: draft statement.docx

. Colleagues § 22 F(a)(ii)

Welcome news on the Minsub Jeff, and that fits in {thank god) with all our activity
teoday. .

We are confident that we will get support from “not a few” likemindeds (see below) for
our statement. There have been a few minor revisions to yesterday’s draft...notably in
light of Dutch and Canadian suggestions.

The final text was arrived at with a drafting committee consisting of
Australia/Netherlands and Canada, and all three delegations have endorsed the language
of the text..we note that not all of g 33 (a)(ii) comments were included.

The interest in the text is widespread among like mindeds including Canada, Netherlands,
Sweden, Finland, Germany, ROK, Turkey, Belgium, Lu?embourq, Spain. In a follow up to
capital discussions with the Japanese, we have been in touch with the Japanese '
delegation on the ground here too (who are leaving this to Tokyo Lo decide). It is
possible that we might get meore support tomorrow (East Europeans for example are
sniffing around and there are a few other wildcards such as Norway). Our strategy has
been to indicate this is complementary to the Group of 16 statement, and that while we
are not actively soliciting support, we welcome that of llkemlndeds {this statement is

designed to bridge the gap).

At this stage, we have had no firm commitments as everyone is consulting capitals but we
are confident of support of possibly half of the states noted above.

The UK and US have been given copies too, and are favourable to the direction of the
text, without being in a pesition to sign (nor necessarily would we want that to
happen) .

I have reported separately (Jeff and Peter) that ICAN has been focused intently on the
issue...and was aware we were considering a separate statement as of this morning on the
hc debate. I met with Tim Clark at his request at 1300 today...and while not confirming
we were promoting a statement, indicated we are engaging seriously with the discussion,
as befits our long standing commitment to the issue. By mid -afternoon, he had secured a
copy from somewhere. In a late afternocn informal on the humanitarian consequences
debate, we understand that some FOI materizl obtained by Tim Clarke was being quoted by
-ICAN during the meeting. ICAN has indicated in an email teo us that it can’t endorse the
Bustralian statement. :

You will recall the statement will be delivered on Friday, so grateful any overnight
comments on the current text (hopefully not too many). We are sending the revised text
to all the delegations noted above for their consultation with capitals. We will report
tomorrow as developments happen. ‘ .

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Deputy Permanent Representative

Australian Delegation to the Conference on
Disarmament
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UNGA 68: First Committee

Statement on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons

Australia} [and ...] welcomes the contribution of the Group of 16 and other supporting
countries to this meeting through its statement on the catastrophic humaritarian
consequences of nuclear weapons. ’

The devastating immediate and long-term humanitarian impacts of a nuclear weapon
detonation are of clear concern, as was endorsed by all members of the NPT DURING
THE 2010 Review Conference final document, This was again illustrated at the
Conference on the Humanitarian Impact of Nuclear Weapons in Oslo earlier this year.

This is why we reaffirm with a sense of urgency our unwavering commitment to
achieving and maintaining the sharcd goal of a world {ree of nuclear weapons,

Achieving this goal will require high-level political will by all countries but expectations
fall most heavily on the nuclear armed states,

It should underpin our practical, sustaincd efforts towards effective disarmament, .
including through implementation of the 2010 NPT Action Plan. Simply banning nuclcar
weapons will not guarantee their elimination without engaging substantively and -
constructively those states with nuclear weapons, and recognising both the security and |
humanitarian dimensions of the nuclear weapons debate.

Achieving this goal will require all States working together to prevent the use of nuclear
weapons, to prevent their vertical and horizontal prolifcration and to achicve nuclear .
disarmament. This includes through fulfilling the objectives of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty and achieving its universal-application.

We encourage all states 1o participate actively and constructively in all relevant fora with
a clear focus on practical and effective measures that will contribute to the mutually
reinforcing goals of disarmament and non-proliferation.

We believe we must continue to commit ourselves to strengthen all efforts on nuclear
disarmament and non-proliferation to provide the best chance of securing a safer future
without nuclear weapons for all of us and for future generations.

We welcome Mexica's offer to convene a follow-up conference on the humanitarian
issue and encourages all states toparticipate. :

| Subsequent references to Australia will be replaced with ‘we™ if other countries associate themselves with
the statement.
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CE109275H
Title: UNGAG68: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons
MRN: CE109275H 17/10/2013 09:43:55 AM ZE10
To: Ankara; Berlin; Geneva UN; QOttawa; Seoul; Stockholm; The Hague;
' . Tokyo; UN New York; Warsaw, Wellington
Ce: PP : Beijing, Brasilia, Brusscls, Buenos Aires, Cairo, Honolulu, Islamabad,

Jakarta, Kuala Lumpur, London, Moscow, Nairobi, New Delhi, NPDI, Paris
EMB, Port Moresby, Pretoria, Rangoon, Tehran, Tel Aviv, Vienna UN,

Washington

From: Canberra (CHCH/DFAT/ISD/ACB)

From File: 11/13897-28

References:  CE180973H, CE109095H, GU30455H, UN43738H, TK15332H,
WL30484H

The cable has the following attachment/s -
HC talking points for cable.docx .
UNGAG68 First Committee draft HC statement.docx

Response: Priority, Information Only

" Eniinfiafpmiipiiajayiggm

Summary

The Minister has decided Australia should not join the Group of 16 statement at UNGA First

Committee on the humanitarian consequenccs of nuclecar weapons. Australia will make its

own statement, which seeks to shift the humanitarian consequences discourse towards a

recognition of the need for practical, sustained cfforts aimed at effective disarmament.

Grateful UNNY open the statement to like-minded countries (including Japan) to join, deliver

it at an appropriate opportunity, remain in close contact with P3 countries on our approach
“and advise New Zealand of our decision. .

Further to reftels, the Minister has decided not to join the 'Group of 16’ statement at UNGA
First Committee on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons, which has been’
coordinated by New Zealand. We expect New Zealand will table the statement in New York
on 17 October and deliver it on 18 October. :

2. While there is much to recommend the Group of 16 text, we believe its authors’ primary
intent of advocating for a nuclear weapons convention or ban undermines the pragmatic
approach we believe is required for effective nuclear disarmament. Inclusion of the phrase "it
is in the interest of the very survival of humanity thal nuclear weapons are never used

again, under any circumstances” fails adequately to recognise the security dimensions of the
disarmament debate and cuts across our long-standing position that, as long as we face a
nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack on

Australia. For the deterrent to be credible, we cannot rule out the use of nuclear weapons on
our behalf as a last resort, pending progress by the nuclear-armed states in reducing and
finally eliminating their arsenals, for which Australia will continue to work.

3. The Minister has agreed we should make our own statement (draft attached but also
emailed separately via SATIN Low to UNNY/Geneva UN), which acknowledges the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons, but underlines the need for effective

WOyt
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disarmament including for substantive engagement with the nuclear-armed states. We hope
this will help shift the humanitarian consequences discoursc towards a recognition of the
need for practical, sustained efforts aimed at effective disarmament that acknowledges the”
security as well as the humanitarian dimensions of the debate. We are open to further
amendments in order 1o gain broader support for the statement among like-mindeds.

4, We have attached talking points covering our decision not to join the NZ statement, for
posts to use as needed with host governments. Media queries should be referred to Canberra,

For UNNY/Geneva UN

5. Thanks posts' efforts to date on this issue. Grateful you open our statement to like-
minded countries to join, deliver it at an appropriate opportunity, keep in close contact with
P3 countries on our approach and advise New Zealand of our decision. We understand that
Japan (and others likely to join the Group of 16 statement) might be prepared to support our
statement also: you should engage your Japancse (and other) counterparts in New York on
this possibility.

For Ankara, Berlin, Ottawa, Secul, Stockholm, The Hague and Warsaw

6. We have discussed our approach informally in New York with Canada, Finland,
Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, ROK, Sweden and Turkey and would welcome them
joining our statement. We expect discussions will continue in New York and defer to posts
on whether there is merit also raising this in capitals.

For Tokyo and Wellington :

7. We expect discussions on this issue with Japan and New Zealand will primarily take
place in New York. That said, given posts' discussions to date, you may also wish to advise
host governments in capitals of our approach.

text ends

s 22 1(a)(iD)
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HOM Brief
Lunch with Angela K:inc, High Representative for Disarmament Affairs

hosted by Germany (Ambassador Wittig)

17 October
s 22 1(a)(ii)
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UNGA 68 First Committee (7 Qctober—6 November 2013)
s 22 1(a)(ii)
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s 22 1(a)(ii)

o Japan has announced it will join New Zealand’s statement on the humanitarian consequences
of nuclear weapons. '

o $33 (a)(ii) (Japan did not
sign on to a similar statement made by South Africa at the April 2013 NPT PrepCom. )
Australia did not support South Africa's statement in April 2013, and cannot support
NZ's statement, as it asser(s that nuclear weapons could not be used "under any
circumstances”. Canberra has obtained approval from Minister Bishop to make our own
statement which acknowledges the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons bui
underlines the need for effective disarmament and does not resile from our reliance on
extended nuclear deterrence. Relevant Minsubs are attached,
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522 1(a)(ii)

From: Robinson, Jeft

Sent: Thursday, 17 October 2013 3:22 PM

To: $ 22 1(a)(i1) Carayanides, Anastasia;s 22 1{a)(11)
‘ Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)

Cc s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: . RE: Humanitarian Consequences [SEC=IN-CONFIDENCE:STAFF]

522 1(a)(ii)

Just to advise, Gillian Bird’ remarked to me regarding the statement that we should not proceed unless we have a
‘respectable’ number of supporters. That said, the Minister agreed to us putting forward an alternative statement,
noting that we would seek to engage like-mindeds to support. Do your best! '

Many thanks
leff

From:s 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent: Thursday, 17 October 2013 10:04 AM
To:s 22 1(a)(ii) Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1(a)(il) Carayanides, Anastasia;s 22 1(a)(ii) Woolcott, Peter;s 22

Cc:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: RE: Humanitarian Consequences jiGamidjimiEhihihmh i
Colleagues

Correction :5 47 F(1) notTim Clarke!

lan

Remainder of e-mail trail omitted as duplicative.
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s 22 1(a)(ii) -

Fram: 5 22 1{a)(1)

Sent: ) " Thursday, 17 October 2013 8:48 PM
To: Robinson, Jeff; Woolcott, Peter

Cc: § 22 1(a)(iD

Subject: Re: Statement [SEC UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

Thanks jeff

That will make for an interesting day....but we agree it would be a useful catch to get japan an board. We"ll tatk to

them first thing.
We note gillian"s point on getting over the threshold, and having canada now confirmed is a start.

Cheers s 22 1(a)(ii)
s 22 1(a)(ii)

————— Criginal Message -----

From: Robinson, Jeff

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2013 08:28 PM AUS Eastern Standard Time
To:s 22 1{a)(ii) Woolcott, Peter

Cc:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: Statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

822 1{a)(ii) Peter

The Japanese have telephoned me at home several times this evening, basically asking if we would be prepared to
make further amendments to the statement.s 33 (b)

Anyway, they will think about possible amendments they want and will feed them through to you in NY. [ think we
could accept some changes - our main point in that sentence was that whatever path we use, it has to engage the
nuclear armed states and acknowledge there are both humanitarian and security dimensions. If we can get the
Japanese (and a range of others) on board, then that would be good Let's see what they propose - although |
underlined there isn't much time.

Regards

leff
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s 22 1(a)ii)
From: Robinson, Jeff :
Sent: THursday, 17 October 2013 9:53 AM
To: $ 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: FW: Request for meeting [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED)
s 22 1(a)(ii)
FYI
leff

From:s 47 F(1) (ICAN) [mailto (@icanw.org]

Sent: Thursday, 10 Qctober 2013 12:21 PM

To: Robinson, Jeff 3

cas47F) 822 1)) ,
Subject: Re: Request for meeting [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear leff, 522 1@)()
It's wonderful that is available to meet with . next week. Thank you.

We're pleased also to hear that your branch will consuit the Minister on the joint humanitarian statement.

Kind regards,
$ 47 F(1)

On Thu, Oct 10, 2013 at 12:07 PM, Robinson, Jeff <Jeff. Robinson{@dfat.gov.au> wrotc:

s 47 F(1)

We certainly don’t accept that we made a mistake with the South African statement. As always, we lpoked at the
text carefully and decided a position consistent with government policy. Despite your media article, you know well
our position on the South African statement — the information we released to you included our full and open
explanation to the ARC in response to their question to us about the government’s reasoning behind our
approach, We of course, understand fully the humanitarian consequences of the use of nuclear weapons, and
hence the pragmatic approach we take to advocating effective disarmament, that also recognises the need to
engage in the process those states that have the weapons. Again, you should look at what we have said in our
various national and NPDI statemnents, That said, as we have previously discussed, while we don’t agree on the
means to get there, we share a common objective.

In regard to the NZ statement, they have so far declined to release it to us. But when we see it, we will again
consider its content carefully with an apen mind and, in consultation with the new Minister, will make a
decision. We of course also already understand clearly ICAN's position on these issues.



s 22 1(a)(ii)

| will not be available next week but from my branch, who also works on these issues, is prepared to
meet  Lhave copleds 22  email address above. | will leave it toS 47 and to agree on a mutually
convenient time. :

s 22 1{a)(ii}
Regards
Jeff

From:s 47 F(1) (ICAN) [mailto  @icanw.org]
Sent: Wednesday, 9 October 2013 11:52 AM
To: Robinson, leff

Ccis 47 F(1)
Subject: Request for meeting

Dear Jeff,

Thanks for meeting withs 47 F(1) and me following the
Oslo conference and NPT PrepCom. We were grateful for your time then, and have appreciated your efforts
since to keep us informed of developments. :

As you know, ICAN considers it vital that Australia continue to voice its decp concern about the
catastrophic humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. We were pleased that such concern featured
prominently in NPDI's statement at the recent high-level meeting, and that it will be the focus of next year's
NPDI ministerial meeting in Hiroshima.

We strongly believe that Australia should endorse the New Zealand-initiated joint statement on the
humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons to be delivered later this month in the First Committee of the

- UNGA. Failure to sign such an important statement would send the wrong signal to the Australian public

and to other nations.

Australia's decision not to endorse the similar South Africa-initiated statement at the NPT PrepCom in April
sparked much controversy, as you are aware. Many of our partner erganisations, as well as Australian Red
Cross, were shocked and deeply disappointed. We hope that the same mistake will not be repeated.

Would you be available next week to meet withs 47 F(1) to discuss Australia's position in relation to

wr

the First Committee joint humanitarian statement? She would like the opportunity to convey in person
ICAN's arguments for supporting it. She is a GP and has patients to see most days next week, but Monday is

. aday off. Would a time on Monday suit you for a brief meeting? [ have copicd into this emai.

Kind regards,
47 F(1)

- DFAT - DECLASSIFIED
FILE: 13/19834
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982



International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons

PO Box 1379, Carlton VIC 3053, Australia

ms 47 F(1)

[ ‘Wicanw.org
w Www.icanw.org

Like ICAN? \;vww.facebook/icanw.org
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From: ) Robinson, Jeff

Sent: Friday, 18 October 2013 6:57 AM
To: Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)
Cc: _ s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: Re: joint statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

I should also have added just to confirm that we also understand all the moving parts and the tight timeframes (and
time difference from here), and are confident to leave it to your discretion and undoubted good judgment, as
necessary. Jeff ) ‘

----- Original Message -----

From: Robinson, Jeff

Sent: Friday, October 18, 2013 05:45 AM

To: Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)

Ce:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Subject: Re: joint statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

Thanks Peter. Yes, that's all understood. Jeff

From: Woolcott, Peter

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2013 10:13 PM

To: Robinson, Jeff;s 22 1(a)(ii)

Ce:s 22 1(a)(ii) _
Subject: Re: joint statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Jeft

We will see what we can do but the lapanese need to undersiand that given the late stage of the process their
- request ultimately will need to be v modest.

Regarding Giliian Bird's comments this has never been a number's game. We have made it clear that we are not in
competition with the Group of 16 but that our statement is complementary it just comes at the issue from a slightly
different but v clear perspective.

Best
Peter

----- Original Message ~----

From: Robinson, Jeff

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2013 05:55 AM

To:s 22 1(a)(il)  Woolcott, Peter

Cc: 522 1(a)(ii)

Subject: Fw: joint statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
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§ 22 1(a)(ii) Peter

Something along the lines ins 33 (a)(ii) email below will be coming at you soon. | told him to keep in mind that you
in NY need to coordinate with many delegations to come up with an acceptable compromise that we can all accept,
that serves the intended purpose.

Regards. Jeff

----- Original Message -----

From: s 33 (a)(iii) @mofa.go.ip]
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2013 07:42 PM '

To: Robinson, Jeff

Subject: joint statement

Dear Jeff,

Sorry for bothering you at night.
| am working very hard to accommodate our approach in your humanitarian statement.

s 33 (b)

| know that the negotiations are happening in NY, but as you are commander of this statement, | am again
bothering you. _

If you can check this e-mail now, | would be very appreciative if you could share with us your preliminary thoughts
on this modification. ’

‘Best regards,
s 33 (a)(iii)

Director for Arms Control and Disarmament Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan
Tel: 5 33 (a)(iii)

Fax: 03—5501—8"2‘20
mail: 8 33 (a)(ii))  @mofa.go.ip
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UN43809H
Title: UNGAG68: First Committee: Humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons
MRN: UN43809H 21/10/2013 07:48:19 PM EDT
To: - . Canberra ‘
Cc: PP : Ankara, Berlin, Brussels, Geneva UN, NPDI, Ottawa, Rome, Seoul,
. Stockholm, Vienna UN, Warsaw, Washington
From: UN New York
From File: 11/13897-28 -
References:  GU30455H, CE108973H, TK15332H, CE109095H, UN43738H
Response: Priority, Information Only
ooyl i

*** THE FOLLOWING CONTAINS INFORMATION FOR AUSTRALIAN EYES
ONL\I*** .

Summary

We delivered the Australian Humanitarian Consequences Statement on 21 Octaber. Total
support was 18 (including Australia). We made it clear that our statement was not in
competition with the New Zealand statement, which garnered support from 124 delegations
following intensive lobbying from the Group of 16 countries. The Australian Statement was a
useful opportunity to highlight that no onc group of countries owns the narrative, nor the sole

concern over the devastation that would arise from the use of nuclear weapons.
s 33(a)(ii) . :

1. We (HOM Geneva) delivered the Australian Humanitarian Consequences Statement on
21 October at the First Committee during the Cluster One session on nuclear weapons. With
the late signing up of Hungary, the total number of countries supporting the statement was
18. These consisted of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan,
Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden
and Turkey. New Zealand's statement, agreed by the core Group of 16 (see below), attracted
the support of 124 states following intensc lobbying. Some media interest can be anticipated
(particularly Japanese media following Japan's decision to support the statement) and driven
by a number of NGOs strong supportive of the New Zealand Statement.

2. Throughout this process, we made it clear that our statement (drafted in close consultation
with ACB, with thanks) was not in competition with the New Zealand led statement. Rather,
it was an opportunity to reinforce the importance of the humanitarian consequences debate
among a different grouping of states. We underlined in all our discussions that we were
approaching the issue from a different perspective, including recognising the distinct security
and humanitarian components of the debate. It was important to recognise that no one group
of countries owned the narrative, nor the concern over the devastating impact that would arise
from the use of nuclear weapons. S

3. Key interlocutors on the NZ Statement (Austria and Switzerland) have taken a relaxed
view of the statément and saw it as a complementary process to the one initiated by the

SO N S

Page 1 of 3
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Group of 16 countries (Austria, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Egypt, Holy Sec, Indonesia,
Ireland, Malaysia, Mexico, NZ, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Switzertand and South Africa),
at the First Committee in 2012. Qther states will no doubt have taken a more critical line of a
statement that they considered in competition with the NZ statement.

s 33(a)(ii))

5. We anticipate this issue will continue to be a major focus at the forthcoming NPT Prep
Com in 2014, and beyond to the NPT Review Conference in 2015.

Media interest

6. There already has been significant media interest in the NZ Statement, particularly
Japan's decision o change its position the statement following consultation at the highest
levels within governmment. Japanese media coverage also can be expected to focus on the fact
that Japan was the only country 1o have supported both statements. Some NGOs have already
commenced tweeting their views of the humanitarian consequences debate, with some critical
of the role played by Australia at the First Committee.

522 1(a)(ii)

75
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Follow Up Flag:

Flag Status:

Al

s 22 1(a)(ii)
Tuesday, 22 October 2013 1:35 PM
s 22 1(a)(i) DM MLS-Talking_Paints
Robinson, Jeff; s 22 1(a)(ii)
Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1(a)(ii)
Carayanides, Anastasia; Macdonald, Angela
Talking points: humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons: version 1, 22 Oct
2013 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Follow up
Flagged

Talking points on the UNGAB8 First Committee statement(s) on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons
follow (cut & paste for blackberry users).

- We expect some civil society groups will seek to generate media interest in this issue.

Both statements (NZ-drafted & Australia-drafted) are also attached {note: Hungary also joined the Australian
statement after it was circulated in hard-copy).

Regards
s 22 1(a)(ii)

Talking Points

Australia shares a sericus concern for the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons use
- the devastating impact and long-term humanitarian aspects of a nuclear weapon detonation are clear.

Australia remains committed to achieving and maintaining the shared goal of a world free of nuclear weapons
- which is why Australia co-founded with Japan the Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Initiative (NPDI)

in 2012

- and why we remain committed to practical, sustained progress, including through nmplementatlon of
the 2010 NPT Action Plan.

Australia has a clear understanding of the purpose of the humanitarian consequences initiative as
underpinning such sustained and practical action.

If asked: Why didn’t Austraﬁa-join the Group of 16’s (New Zealand’s) statement?

We share most of the sentiments expressed in the Group of 16's statement
C - and have said so publicly a number of times.

But we are not in a position to support the Group of 16’s statement
- which was prepared without giving us an opportunity to contribute substantively.

While we share imost of its sentiments, we do not consider the Group of 16’s statement appropriately
acknowledges the security dimensions of the debate
- as long as the threat of nuclear weapons exist, Australia relies on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear

attack on Australia
this is not new and reflects the stark realities we faca.

Banning nuclear weapons will not guarantee their elimination. We cannot simply wish them away
- to be effective, disarmament must engage the nuclear armed states substantively and constructively

1



78
- it must recognise and seek to address their security concerns
- and it must be based on high-level political will, supported by practical, sustained efforts.

Background {not for public use)

New Zealand, on behalf of the ‘Group of 16’ states advocating for a near-term Nuclear Weapons Convention or ban,
delivered a statement on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at UNGA First Committee on 21
October {22 October AEDST). On11 October, Japan announced that, in a departure from its previous posstlon it had
decided to join the statement The statement received support from 124 countries,

Elements of the statement failed to adequately recognise the security dimensions of the debate. In particu]ar, use
of the phrase “it is in the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons are never used again, under
any circumstances” cuts across our long-standing position that, as long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely
on US nuclear forces to {credibly) deter nuclear attack on Australia, pending progress by the nuclear-armed states in
finally eliminating their arsenals. :

Australia issued a parallel complementary statement, which acknowledged both the distinct security and
humanitarian components of the debate. The statement received support from 18 countries (Australia, Belgium,
Canada, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and Turkey). Japan supported both statements.

Media Interest

A number of Australian civil society groups seek to promote a near-term Nuclear Weapons Convention or ban. As
expected, some are critical of the decision not to join the Group of 16's statement and to issue a separate one and
may seek to generate media coverage. The International Campaign ta Abolish Nuclear Weapons {ICAN} has
previously claimed the decision not to join S|m1|ar statements on this issue suggested Australia was insincere about
nuclear disarmament.

131022
humanitarian co...

) > Attachments omitted as
.E-] @ duplicates,

Australian  NZ statement.pdf .
statement.pdf

DFAT - DECLASSIFIED
FILE: 13/19834
COPY ISSUED UNDER FQOI Act 1982



DFAT — DECLASSIFIED

Page 1 of 2
FILE: 13/19834 e o
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982

E-mail Message

From:

To: : [SMTPs 22 1(a)(ii) [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Ce: [SMTP:Woolcott, Peter], [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: 22/10/2013 at 11:40 PM

Received: 22/10/2013 at 11:40 PM

Subject: Re: Tweet from Ministry4Disarmament (@4disarmament) [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

§ 22 1(a)(ii)

Bs expected (and which we flagged with the minister), plenty of ¢ritical comment on social
media by NGOs etc, not understanding or wanting to understand what it's all about.

s we have found, the simplistic, emotionally appealing but ultimately naive and UHIEallSth
approach is easy to latch on to and advocate. And if you're not 100 percent with them, they
consider you 100 percent against them, wrong, stupid, insincere, weasely etc etc {all '
descriptions I have seen}.

As you know, g 47 claimed that our less than full suppert for the NZ statement {and his
approach) demonstrated we really wanted to maintain a world with nuclear weapons. We have
learned not to be surprised, but alsoc not te expect them to be open to alternatives to their
" (single) view of the world.

Frankly, all up, a very good outcemeé in that we have challenged them in ways that make them
unconfertable. Jeff

s 22 1(2)(i)
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From: Robinson, Jeff

Sent: . Tuesday, 22 October 2013 7:52 PM

To: $22 1(a)(ii) Bird, Gillian

Cc: ‘ s 22 1(a)(ii) Woolcott, Peter; s 22 1(a)(ii}

Subject: Re: Talking points: humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons: version 1,22

Oct 2013 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

0K, thanks We will revise and reissue. Jeff

From: 5 22 I(a)(ii)
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 05:51 PM
To: Bird, Gillian; Robinson, Jeff

Cc: s 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: RE: Talking points: humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons: version 1, 22 Oct 2013

[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Gillian, Jeff
Secretary has seen these TPs, and annotated:

“Ms Bird / Mr Robinson — we should lead with the last two dot points under “if asked” [l have highlighted
them below]. This is far too sympathetic to an initiative which runs against our security interests. We
should also say that it is precisely because the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons use are so
horrendous that deterrence works.”

Cheers

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Remainder of e-mail trail omitted as duplicative.
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; Australlan Government 7 MEDIA TALKlNG. POINTS

; - Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

Subject: Humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons
Date/Version: 22 Octobcr 2013, Version 1

Talking Points
Australia shares a serious concern for the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons use

—  the devastating impact and long-term humanitarian aspects of a nuclear weapon
detonation are clear,

Australia remains committed to achieving and maintaining the shared goal of a world free of

nuclear weapons

—  which is why Australia co-founded with Japan the Non-Proliferation and Disarmament
Initiative (NPDI} in 2012

— and why we remain committed to practical, sustained progress, including through
implementation of the 2010 NPT Action Plan.

Austraha has a clear understanding of the purpose of the humanitarian conscquences
initiative as underpinning such sustained and practical action.

If asked: Why didn’t Australia join the Group of 16°s (New Zealand’s) statement?

We sharc most of the sentiments expressed in the Group of 16’s statement
—  and have said so publicly a number of times.”

But we are not in a position to support the Group of 16’s statement
—  which was prepared without giving us an opportunity to contribute substantively.

While we share most of its sentiments, we do not consider the Group of 16°s statement
appropriately acknowledges the security dimensions of the debate
‘—  as long as the threat of nuclear weapons exist, Australia relies on US nuclear forces to
deter nuclear attack on Australia
this is not new and reflects the stark realities we face.

Banning nuctear weapons will not guarantee their elimination. We cannot simply wish them

away

—~  to be effective, disarmament must engage the nuclear armed states substantively and
constructively

— it must recognise and seek to address their security concerns

~  and it must be based on high-level political will, supported by practical, sustained
efforts,

Background (not for public use)

New Zealand, on behalf of the ‘Group of 16’ states advocating for a near-term Nuclear Weapons
Convention or ban, delivered a statement on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at
UNGA First Committee on 21 October (22 October AEDST). On 11 October, Japan announced
that, in a departure from its previous position, it had decided to join the statement. The statement
received support from 124 countries.

Elements of the statement failed to adequately recognise the security dimensions of the debate. In
particular, use of the phrase “it is in the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear

ONCE CLEARED TPS SHOULD BE EMAILED T0O RELEVANT MEDIA AND POLICY ADVISERS IN THE
MINISTERS' OFFICES AND TO THE MEDIA LIAISON SECTION (-m-mis-talking_points@dfat.gov.au). THE
TEXT OF ALL TPS SHOULD BE CUT AND PASTED ON THE EMAIL TO ASSIST BLACKBERRY USERS
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weapons are never used again, under any circumstances ” cuts across our long-standing position
that, as long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US nuclear forces to (credibly) deter
nuclear attack on Australia, pending progress by the nuclear-armed statcs in finally eliminating

their arsenals,

Australia issued a parallel complementary statement, which acknowledged both the distinct security
and humanitarian components of the debate. The statement received support from 18 countries
(Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, Germany, Hungary, ltaly, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and Turkey). Japan
supported both statements.

Media Interest

A number of Australian civil society groups seek to promotc a near-term Nuclear Weapons
Convention or ban. As expected, some are critical of the decision not to join the Group of 16’s
statement and to issue a separate one and may seek to generate media coverage. The Intemational
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) has previously claimed the decision not to join
similar statements on this issue suggested Australia was insincere about nuclear disarmament.

Approval _

Author s221(a)(i)  Director, ISD/ACB, s 22 1(a)(ii)

Cleared by Jeff Robinson, A/g FAS ISD, x3265, s 22 1(a)(ii)
1:20pm, 22 October

Consultation

ONCE CLEARED TPS SHOULD BE EMAILED TO RELEVANT MEDIA AND POLICY ADVISERS IN THE

MINISTERS’ OFFICES AND TO THE MEDIA LIAISON SECTION (-m-mis-talking_points@dfat.qov.au). THE
TEXT OF ALL TPS SHOULD BE CUT AND PASTED ON THE EMAIL TO ASSIST BLACKBERRY USERS
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" 522 1(a)(ii)
———
From: Robinsen, Jeff
Sent: Wednesday, 23 October 2013 8:48 AM
To: § 22 1(a)(ii)
Subject: FW: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries (Aust) on Catastrophm
_ Consequences of Nuke Weapons Use [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: 131022 humanitarian consequences talking points.docx
FYl, also
leff

From: Robinson, Jeff

Sent: Wednesday, 23 October 2013 8:44 AM

To: Millar, Caroline

Subject: PW: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries {(Aust) on Catastrophlc Consequences of
Nuke Weapons Use [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Caroline

Further to my longer explanation to you below, if you wanted to go back to Gareth in a summary form, the answer is
quite simple - the absence of any reference to the security dimension and the phrase in the NZ Group statement "in
any circumstances".

- Fhe other point to make is that no one group owns the narrative and we share the concerns about the humanitarian
consequences of the use of nuclear weapons (it is part of the NPT preamble and the driver for why we want a world
free of nuclear weapons). Our approach is grounded in a pragmatic step-by-step process. This is not the case with
civil society and with many who signed up to the NZ statement {although they avoided addressmg this aspect in the
NZ statement]),

Regards
Jeff

From: Robinson, Jeff
Sent: Tuesday, 22 October 2013 4:08 PM
To: Millar, Caroline

Cci 522 1(a)i)
Subject: RE: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries (Aust) on Catastrophic Consequences of Nuke

Weapons Use [SEC"UNCLASSIFIED]
Dear Caroline

We consulted the Minister — as well as Defence — and she decided not to sign up to the NZ statement that included
the phrase “under any circumstances”. You know the arguments in relation to that. The Secretary and Gillian were
also dead set against.

s 33 (a)(iii)
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Just FY|, please see attached TPs provided to and agreed by Ms Bishop.

Interestingly, Gareth also convenes the Asia-Pacific Leaders Network that has just today come out with a statement
on nuclear disarmament in the region, that also acknowledges the need to address the security dimensions of
nuclear weapons, and to engage the nuclear weapon states. Malcolm Fraser is also part of that group.

Regards
Jeff

From: Millar, Caroline

Sent: Tuesday, 22 October 2013 3:07 PM

To: Robinson, Jeff

Subject: Fw; Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries {Aust) on Catastrophic Consequences of

Nuke Weapons Use [SEC=UNCILASSIFIED]
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
What's the story?

c

From: Gareth Evanss 47 F(1)

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 02:43 PM AUS Eastern Standard Time

To: Millar, Caroline

Cc: Ramesh Thakur s 47 F(1)

Subject: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries (Aust) on Catastrophic Consequences of Nuke
Weapons Use

Caroline
Would very much appreciate an explanation of why Australla made the statement it did, but without
agreeing to the New Zealand statement, What language in the latter cld we have possibly objected to')

Gareth

Professor the Hon Gareth Evans AC QC
Chancellor, Australian National University
ANU House '

52 Collins St, Melbourne 3000

Victoria 3000 Australia

Tel: +61 3 9639 8197

Fax: +61 3 9639 8203

Email: s 47 F(1) : :
Website Personal: www.gevans.org
Website ANU: www.anu.eduy

s 22 1(a)(ii)
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E-mail Message

From:

To: ‘ [SMTP:s 22 1{a)(ii) . [SMTP:s22 1(a)(ii) [SMIP: Carayanides,
Anastasia], [SMTP: Kina. Philippal,s 22 1(a)(ii)

Ce:

Sent: 23/10/2013 at 9:53 AM

Received: 23/10/2013 at 9:53 AM

Subject: Fw: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries (Aust) on

Catastrophic Consequences of Nuke Weapons Use [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

From: Woclcott, Peter

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 05:52 PM

To: §47 F(1)

Cc: Millar, Caroline; Robinscon, Jeff

Subject: Re: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries (Aust) on
Catastrophic Consequences of Nuke Weapons Use [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

Gareth

Always good tc hear from you. Australia and some 17 other states decided to make
its own statement on this issue.

No orne group owns the narrative and we share the concerns about the humanitarian
consequences of the use of nuclear weapcons. It is part of the NPT preamble and
the driver for why we want a world free of nuclear weapons.

We share most of the sentiments expressed in the NZ Group statement, but they
were prepared (again) to proceed without giving us an opportunity to contribute
substantively. We did not consider the NZ statement appropriately acknowledged
the security dimensions of the debate. The phrase in the NZ Group statement “"in
any circumstances" was not acceptable [nor apparently negeotiable). The stark
reality is that ss long as the threat of nuclear weapons exist, Australia relies
on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack on Auscralia.

As you know so well our approach is grounded in a pragmatic step by step process.
This is not necessarily the case with elements of civil society and with some who
signed onto the NZ statement. That said states like Switzerland and Austria and
the ICRC saw our statement as complimentary to the NZ statement and helpful in
re-focussing attention on this aspect in pushing the eventual goal of a world
free of nuclear ‘weapons.

Best

Peter

From: Gareth Evans $47 F(1)

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 09:47 AM

To: Woclcott, Peter

Subject: Fwd: Statements by 115 countries (NZ) and 17 Countries (Aust)} on

Catastrophic Consequences of Nuke. Weapons Use

'



Page 2 of 4

Peter .
While Australian statement was fine as far as it went, would very much appreciate

an explanation of why we made the statement we did, but could not agree to the
New Zealand statement. What language in the latter cld we have possibly objected
to? Japan found it possible to sign...

Gareth :

Prefessor the Hon Gareth Evans AC QC

Chancellor, Australian National University

ANU House '

52 Collins 5t, Melbourne 3000

Victoria 3000 Australia

Tel: +61 3 9639 B197

Fax: +61 3 9639 8203

Email: HYPERLINK §47 F(1)

Website Personal: HYPERLINK ‘g 47 F(1)

Website ANU: HYPERLINK "http://www.anu.edu"www.anu.edu

s 22 1(a)(ii)
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. Australian Government MEDIA TALKING POINTS

% Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade
P30t

Subject: Humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons
Date/Version: 23 October 2013, Version 2

Talking Points
Australia shares a serious concern for the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons use

—  the devastating impact and long-term humanitarian aspects of a nuclear weapon -
detonation are clear.

Australia remains committed to achicving and maintaining the shared goal of a world free of

nuclear weapons

—  which is why Australia co-founded with J apan the Non-Prollferatlon and Disarmament
Initiative (NPDI) in 2012

- and why we remain committed to practical, sustained progress, including through
implementation of the 2010 NPT Action Plan. ‘

Australia has a clear understanding of the purpose of the humanitarian consequences
initiative as underpinning such sustained and practical action.

If asked: Why didn’t Australia join the Group of 16°s (New Zealand’s) statement?

As long as the threat of nuclear weapons exist, Austraha relies on US nuclear forces to deter

nuclear attack on Australia

—  this is not new and reflects the stark realities we face

—~  the horrendous humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons are precisely why
deterrence works.

Banning nuclear weapons will not guarantee their elimination. We cannot simply wish them

away

—  to be effective, disarmament must engage the nuclear armed states substantively and
constructively

— it must recognise and seek to address their security concerns

—  and it must be based on hlgh-level political will, supported by practical, sustained
efforts.

We share most of the sentiments expressed in the Group of 16 statement
—  and have said so publicly a number of times.

But we are not in a position to support the Group of 16 statement
—  which was prepared without giving us an opportunity to contribute substantively
- and did not appropriately acknowledge the security dimensions of the debate.

Background (not for public use)

New Zealand, on behalf of the ‘Group of 16 states advocating for a near-term Nuclear Weapons
Convention or ban, delivered a statement on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at
UNGA First Committee on 21 October (22 October AEDST). On 11 October, Japan announced
that, in a departure from its previous position, it had decided to join the statement. The statement
received support from 124 countries.

ONCE CLEARED TPS SHOULD BE EMAILED TO RELEVANT MEDIA AND POLICY ADVISERS IN THE

MINISTERS® OFFICES AND TO THE MEDIA LIAISON SECTION (-m-mis-talking points@dfat.qov.au). THE
TEXT OF ALL TPS SHOULD BE CUT AND PASTED ON THE EMAIL TO ASSIST BLACKBERRY USERS
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" Elements of the statement failed to adequately recognise the security dimensions of the debate. In
particular, use of the phrase “it is in the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear
weapons are never used again, under any circumstances” cuts across our long-standing position
that, as long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US nuclear forces to (credibly) deter
nuclear attack on Australia, pending progress by the nuclear-armed states in finally eliminating
their arsenals.

Australia issued a parallel complementary statement, which acknowledged both the distinct security

and humanitarian components of the debate. The statement received support from 18 countries

~ (Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania,.
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and Turkey). Japan

supported both statements. Sonmie core supporters of the Group of 16 statement (Switzerland,

Austria, ICRC) considered our statement complementary and helpful in refocusing attention on the

security aspect of achieving a world free of nuclear weapons.

Media Interest

A number of Australian civil society groups seek to promote a near-term Nuclear Weapons
Convention or ban. As expected, some are critical of the decision not to join the Group of 16’s
statement and to issue a separate one and may seek to generate media coverage.

Gareth Evans has been in touch with the Department asking why Australia didn 't support the
Group of 16 statement. On 22 Oclober, the Asia Pacific Leadership Network for Nuclear Non-
proliferation and Disarmament, which Evans convenes and which includes Malcolm Fraser,
Robert Hill and former leaders, foreign and defence ministers from a range of regional countries,
issued a statement which acknowledged the need to address the security dimensions of nuclear
weapons, to engage nuclear weapon states and to take a step-by-step approach.

The International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) has previously claimed the
decision not to join similar statements on this issue suggested Australia was insincere about nuclear
disarmament. It welcomed the Group of 16 statement, but has not commented on Australia’s
statement, :

Approval i :

Author s221())  Director, ISD/ACB, 5 22 1(a)(ii)

Cleared by Jeff Robinson, A/g FAS ISD, x3265,5 22 1(a)(ii)
9:20am, 23 October-

Consultation

ONCE CLEARED TPS SHOULD BE EMAILED TO RELEVANT MEDIA AND POLICY ADVISERS IN THE

MINISTERS® OFFICES AND TQ THE MEDIA LIAISON SECTION (-m-mis-talking points@dfat.gov.au). THE
TEXT OF ALL TPS SHOULD BE CUT AND PASTED ON THE EMAIL TO ASSIST BLACKBERRY USERS



DFAT - DECLASSIFIED . | Page 1 of |
FILE: 13/19834
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982

E-mail Message

From:

To: [SMTP:Robinson, Jeff

Cc: [SMTP:s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: 23/10/2013 at 1:40 PM

Received: 23/10/2013 at 1:40 PM

Subject: Re: Humanitarian consequences statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

Jeff

No just our statement and nothing more. I declined reguests from the Japanese for
comment. ’

Best

Peter

From: Rcbinson, Jeff

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 09:28 PM

To: Woclcott, Peter .

Ce: 522 1(a)(i0)

Subject: Humanitarian consequences statement [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Peter

The Secretary asked whether, in addition te our formal statement which you read
out, you made any other comment when delivering our statement or what he referred
to as an ‘EOV' following the NZ statement. He and Gillian are very pleased where
we are on this, with a clear peclicy approach to pursue. Grateful advice.

Many thanks
Jeff
Jeff Robinscn

Assistant Secretary
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

~ E | jeff.robinson@dfat.gov.au
Arms Centrol and Counter-Proliferation Branch T | +61 2 6261 3265
International Security Division M { +61522 I(a)(ii)

W 1 HYPERLINK "http://www.dfat.gov.au/"www.dfat.gov.au
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From: s 22 1(a)(ii)

Sent: Monday, 28 October 2013 5:34 PM

To: ‘ s 22 1(a)(i))

Cc: s 22 1(a)(ii) Robinson, Jeff

Subject: ican nuclear weapons ban petition: background information [T rEs R

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Further to message on Low, following is some background information we provided our Minister on the
humanitarian consequences of nuctear weapons debate. ‘

The result of this - and a subsequent submission {also extracted below) - was Australia not joining NZ's statement &

* issuing its own. Our statement (joined by 17 others, including Canada, the Netherlands, Germany, Turkey)
recognised the need to engage nuclear weapons states in the debate & the need to recognise the security and also
humanitarian aspects of the debate,

Please let me know if you'd like to discuss or if need anything further at this stage.
Regards

s 22 1(a)(ii)

* In recent years, some countries have sought to focus attention on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear
weapons. They argue the catastrophic consequences of a nuclear detonation override any security utility nuclear
weapons might have, including as a strategic deterrent. Australia supports most of the humanitarian consequences
agenda - and has said so publicly - but has not endorsed statements that assert nuclear weapons could not be used
'under any circumstances'. This assertion is being used by proponents (including New Zealand, Mexico, Austria} and
NGOs to promote a near-term nuclear weapons convention (NWC) or ban. They seek to establish a moral norm
based on emotional appeal and (misleading} references to international humanitarian law, designed to force the
nuclear weapons states to disarm, but without engaging them in the process.

This approach conflicts with Australia's long-standing position that nuclear weapons serve a fundamental strategic
purpose: as long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack on
Australia. Forthe deterrent to be credible, we cannot rule out the use of nuclear weapons on our behalf as a-last
resort. The US is moving towards this view of the sole purpose of nuclear weapons. Despite claims by some NWC
propanents, this position is cansistent with international law and the 1996 International Court of Justice advisory
opinion, that the legality of nuclear weapons could not be ruled out in an “extreme circumstance of self-defence”.

While sharing the goal of nuclear disarmament, we do not agree with NWC proponents on the means for achieving
it. Elimination of nuclear weapons is unrealistic without engaging the nuclear weapons states and recognising their
security concerns. Simply banning nuclear weapons will not guarantee their elimination. Our support for the
humanitarian consequences initiative has also been based on it providing another way to build pressure on the
nuclear weapons states to progress disarmament through a step-by-step approach. This allows us to engage fully

. with the initiative but also to continue to advocate pragmatic approaches to effective disarmament.

Australia is one of many countries that support nuclear disarmament but also rely on extended nuclear deterrence.
Most have not supported previous statements, with the notable exception of NATO members Denmark, Norway,
Iceland and Luxembourg. We see scope to work with like-minded countries to put forward an alternative voice,
advocating a pragmatic, step-by-step approach to nuclear disarmament,



A number of high-profile civil society groups seek to promote a NWC. The International Campaign to Abolish 91

Nuclear Weapons {ICAN) publicly claims Australia's decision not to join previous statements on a NWC suggests it is
insincere about nuclear disarmament.

Australia has not joined previous statements, but has publicly stated its support for most of the humanitarian
consequences agenda. To make our position clear, we recommend making our own statement which acknowledges
the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons while underlining the need for effective disarmament (i.e.
disarmament that engages nuclear weapons states) and not resiling from our reliance on US extended nuclear

deterrence, . .

Should you agree to Australia issuing a separate statement, wé could ask likeminded countries to associate
themselves with it. Some countries might welcome the opportunity to help shift the humanitarian consequences
discourse towards a recognition of the need for practical, sustained efforts aimed at effective disarmament that also
acknowledges the security as well as the humanitarian dimensions of nuclear weapons.

Anti-nuclear civil society groups will inevitably criticise anything short of joining the NZ statement and our lack of
support for a near-term nuclear weapons convention or ban. Providing a statement of our own will help rebut their
claims that Australia is insincere about nuclear disarmament.
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- - -

UN43878H
Title: UNGA 68 First Committee: Ready to vote
MRN: UN43878H 30/10/2013 06:21:50 PM EDT
To: Canberra
Ce: RR : Ankara, Berlin, Brussels, Geneva UN, NPD], Ottawa, Rome, Seoul,
: Stockholm, Warsaw
From: UN New York
From File:
References:  CE109047H, UN43738H, UN43721H, UN43791H, UN43770H,
UN43772H, UN43801H, UN43809H, UN43811H, CE103685H,
UN43857H
The cable has the following attachment/s -
EU statement.pdf  Attachment omitted as irrelevant.
Response: Routine, Information Only
N
Summary

The Humanitarian Consequences debate s 22 1(a)(i})
have featured strongly in the past week.

$ 22 1(a)(i)

s 22 1(2)(i)



s 22 1(a)(ii)
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UN43878H
522 1(2)(ii)

Humanitarian Consequences

8. Following the delivery of the NZ and Australian statements, delivered on 21 October (see
UN43809H), there has been continuing discussion in numerous fora of the humanitarian
consequences debate, as well as coverage of the issue in the twitter sphere and in informal
media (crikey.com.au). Attention has focused principally on the so called split between the
New Zealand led statement of 125 countries, and the Australian statement comprised of
mainly NATQ aligned states but also Finland, Sweden and Japan (18 countries in total).
Another prominent issue raised in debate is the continuing absence of involvement by the P35

SONFHEE Nk

Page 3 of 6
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in the issue, following on from their non-attendance at the Oslo Humanitarian Consequences
meeting and their likely boycott of the February 2014 Mexico meeting. This discussion has
also been fuelled by prominent figures such as Angela Kane, High Representative for
Disarmament Affairs, UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, who on threc recent occasions in
New York, has directly criticised the P5 for their unwillingness to embrace the humanitarian
consequences debate, including at a keynote address she gave at an event organised by the
Global Security Institute at the UN on 28 October,

9. While the P5 continues broadly to stonewall on the issue, there are indications from both
the US and the UK that they are grappling with ways of engaging in the humanitarian
consequences discoursc.s 33(a)(ii)

State Department, acknowledged in response to
a question at a Seminar organised by the James Martin Centre for Non Proliferation Studies
on 26 October that the US would have no in-principle objections to the thrust of the

Australian statement if this was circulated for wider support.
s 33{a)iii)

10. Academic treatment of the First Committee tractions on the humanitarian consequences
debate has begun, including by Paul Meyer, Simon Fraser University, in an article printed
OpenCanada.org (e mail 29 Octobers 22 1{a)(ii} where he notes that whiie
China and the UK avoided the subject in their First Committee statements, France adopted a
predictably defensive posture, arguing its deterrent forces were in the service of its vital
national interest and that the US and Russia were much more critical in their interventions.

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Page 4 of 6
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS BAN

Does the Government support a ban on nuclear weapons?

The Government is committed to achieving and maintaining the
shared goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.

But simply banning nuclear weapons will not guarantee their
dismantlement and elimination.

Effective disarmament must also engage the nuclear armed states

substantively and constructively

- it must recognise and seek to address their security concerns as
well as the humanitarian concerns.

To be effective, disarmament must be based on high-level political

will, supported by practical, sustained efforts, which we are pursuing

- including through implementation of the 2010 Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Action Plan

- and our membership of the Non Proliferation and Disarmament
Initiative (NPDI),

Australia’s immediate disarmament priorities are entry into force of
the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and negotiation of
a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) .

- these measures would make a significant contribution to the goal
of a nuclear weapons-free world.

Why didn’t Australia join a recent (‘Group of 16’) statement at | ‘
UNGAG68 on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons?
As long as the threat of nuclear weapons exist, Australia relies on US
nuclear forces to deter nuclear allack on Australia
—  this is not new and reflects the stark realities we face
- the horrendous humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons
are precisely why deterrence works.
We shared most of the sentiments expressed by the Group of 16
- and said so publicly a number of times, including in our own
statement. '
But we could not support the Group of 16 statement as a whole

-  which was prepared without giving us an opportunity to
contribute substantively

— and did not appropriately acknowledge the security dimensions
of the debate, or the need to engage the nuclear-armed states.



DFAT - DECLASSIFIED
FILE: 13/19834
"COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982

Background

A group of countries and a number of high-profile Australian NGOs are
promoting a near-term Nuclear Weapons Convention (NWC) or ban. The
International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN), for example,
is asking Parliamentarians to sign a ‘Global Parliamentary Appeal for a
Nuclear Weapons Ban'. In October, ICAN quoted selectively from
documents issued under the FOI Act to claim we were actively working
against and were insincere about nuclear disarmament.

While sharing the goal of nuclear disarmament, Australia does not agree
with NWC proponents on the most effective means for achieving it.
Eliminating nuclear weapons is unrealistic without engaging the nuclear
weapons states, recognising their security concerns and taking practical
steps towards effective disarmament (e.g. through an CTBT and FMCT).

Humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons

In recent years, some countries have sought to focus attention on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons. Norway hosted a
conference on the issue in March 2013 (ANSQO's Director-General Dr Rob
Floyd attended). NGOs called for negotiations to begin on a NWC. A
number of states, including fellow members of the NPDI expressed support
for a ban. Mexico is hosting a follow-up conference in 2014.

Recent UNGAGS8 First Comntittee statement

New Zealand, on behalf of the ‘Group of 16’ states advocating for a near-
term NWC or ban, delivered a statement supported by 124 states on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at UNGA First Committee
on 21 October.” On 11 October, Japan announced that, in a departure
from its previous position, it had decided to join the statement.

Elements of the statement failed to adequately recognise the security
dimensions of the debate. In particular, use of the phrase “it is in the
interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons are never
used again, under any circumstances” cut across our long-standing
position that, as long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US
nuclear forces to (credibly) deter nuclear attack on Australia, pending
progress by the nuclear-armed states in {inally eliminating their arsenals.

Australia issued a parallel complementary statement, which acknowledged
both the distinct security and humanitarian components of the debate.
The statement received support from 18 countries (including Canada,
Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and Turkey}. Some
core supporters of the Group of 16 statement found our statement helpful
in refocusing attention on the security aspect of the debate.

As expected, civil society groups were critical of Australia’s decision not to
join the Group of 16's statement and support a near-term ban on nuclear
‘weapons as the only path to disarmament.
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 Prepared by: Cleared by AS ACB:
s.22 1(aYii) Jeff Robinson
Ext: s 22 1(a)(ii) Exi: 3265

Date:; 30/10/13

Date: 31/10/13

Consultation: ASNO, PM&C,
Defence
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CE109849H
Title: Nuclear arms control: CNND views on the 2015 NPT RevCon
MRN: CEl109849H 01/11/2013 03:18:46 PM ZE10
To: Geneva UN; UN New York; Vienna UN
Ce: RR : Beijing, Cairo, Honolulu, [slamabad, Jakarta, London, Mexico City,

Moscow, New Delhi, NPDI, Paris EMB, Rome, Seoul, Tehran, Tel Aviv,
Washington, Wellington
From: - Canberra (CHCH/DFAT/ISD/ACB)
From File: 11/13897#28
References:  UN43809H, CE109275H, IS13430H, WH66I74H
The cable has the following attachment/s -
131022 APLN media release.docx attachments omitted as
131022 APLN declaration.docx  irrelevant
Response: Routine, Information Only

P il

s 22 1(a) i)

Summary

CNND Directors 22 1(a)(i1)

$ 47 F(1) was politely critical of Australia's decision not to join
New Zealand's statement on the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons, but
acknowledged disarmament could not happen without engaging nuclear-armed states.
s 22 1(a)(ii)

On 1 November, ACBs 22 1(a)(ii) discussed nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation with s 47 F(1) of the Centre for Nuclear Non-
Proliferation and Disarmament (CNND) at the Australian National University. s 22 1(a)(ii)

s 22 1(a)(ii)

Page 1 of 4
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'$22 1(a)(ii)

4, s47F(1) said he had also been nuancing his thinking about the politics of nuclear

disarrnament and non-proliferation discussions. Rather than a simple have/have-not division,

he now saw four distinct groups in the debate: the nuclear weapons states; umbrelia states

(like Australia, which relied on extended nuclear deterrence); non-nuclear weapons states;

and 'others' that remained outside the NPT. This had manifested itself in a number of ways, .
including competing statements from New Zealand and Australia on the humanitarian
consequences of nuclear weapons at UNGA First Committee last month.

5. We said Australia's statement was complementary to New Zealand's. We had
{regrettably) not been given an opportunity to contribute substantively to New Zealand's
statement and could not support its assertion that nuclear weapons never again be used 'under
any circumstances'. Nuclear weapons were a reality and as long as the threat existed, we
relied on US nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack. We said our statement differed from New
Zealand's by acknowledging the sccurity dimensions of the debate and highlighting the need
to engage constructively with states with nuclear weapons,s47 F(1) agreed with our view that
nuclear-armed states needed to be engaged (indeed, the Asia Pacific Leadership Network for
Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, convened by Professor Evans, had said as much
in its own statement last month (attached)). But he took the view previously put to us by
Professor Evans (e-mail Evans/Woolcott) that if Japan could support the New Zcaland
statement, so should we.

s 22 1(a)(ii)

text ends

Page 2 of 4



DFAT — DECLASSIFIED | 103
FILE: 13/19834
COPY ISSUED UNDER FOI Act 1982

CE109849H

s 22 1(2)(ii)
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HUMANITARIAN CONSEQUENCES OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Like the Netherlands, the Australian Government is committed to
achieving and maintaining the shared goal of a world free of nuclear
weapons. ~

But our view is that simply banning nuclear weapons will not
guarantee their dismantlement and elimination.

Effective disarmament must also engage the nuclear armed states
substantively and constructively

- it must recognise and seek to address their security concerns.
To be effective, disarmament must be based on high-level political’
will, supported by practical, sustained efforts, which we are pursuing

- including through implementation of the 2010 Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Action Plan

- and our membership of the Non-Proliferation and Disarmament
Initiative (NPDI) where we work closely with the Netherlands.

Australia’s immediate disarmament priorities are entry into force of
the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT} and negotiation of
a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT)

-  these measures would make a significant contribution to the goal
of a nuclear weapons-free world.

Australia’s position on ‘Group of 16’ statement at UNGA68 on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons

As long as the threat of nuclear weapons exist, Australia relies on US
nuclear forces to deter nuclear attack on Australia

We shared most of the sentiments éxpressed by the Group of 16

- and said so publicly a number of times, including in our own
statement. '

But we could not support the Group of 16 statement as a whole

~  which was prepared without giving us an opportunity to
contribute substantively

- and did not appropriately acknowledge the security dimensions
of the debate.

We thank the Netherlands for its support for Australia’s parallel
complementary statement, delivered in the same forum, which
acknowledged both the distinct security and humanitarian
components of the debate.
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Background

In recent years, some countries and a number of Australian and
international NGOs have sought to focus attention on the humanitarian
consequences of nuclear weapons, promoting at the same time a near-term
Nuclear Weapons Convention (NWC) or ban.

Norway hosted a conference on the issue in March 2013 (ANSQO’s Director-
General Dr Rob Floyd attended} at which time NGOs called for negotiations
to begin on a NWC. A number of states, including fellow members of the
NPDI (UAE, Mexico and Chile) expressed support for a ban at that .
conference. Mexico is hosting a follow-up conference in February 2014,
which Australia will attend.

Recent UNGA68 First Committee st&tement

New Zealand, on behalf of the ‘Group of 16’ states advocating for a near-
term NWC or ban, delivered a statement supported by 124 states on the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons at UNGA First Committee
ont 21 October. On 11 October, Japan announced that, in a departure
from its previous position, it had decided to join the statement.

Elements of the statement failed to adequately recognise the security
dimensions of the debate. In particular, use of the phrase “it is in the
interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear. weapons are never
used again, under any circumstances” cut across our long-standing
position. As long as we face a nuclear weapons threat, we rely on US
nuclear forces to (credibly} deter nuclear attack on Australia, pending
progress by the nuclear-armed states in finally eliminating their arsenals.

Australia issued a parallel complementary statement, which acknowledged
both the distinct security and humanitarian components of the debate.

The statement received support from 18 countries {Australia, Belgium,
Canada, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden
and Turkey). Japan supported both statements. Some core supporters of
the Group of 16 statement later told us they considered our statement
complementary and helpful in refocusing attention on the security aspect
of achieving a world free of nuclear weapons.

Some civil society groups are critical of the decision not to join the Groﬁp
of 16’s statement and to issue a separate one. ICAN, for example,
described the decision as “a commitment to sit on the fence”.
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s 22 1(a)(ii)
From: Robinson, Jeff
Sent: - ) Friday, 1 November 2013 4:34 PM
To: s 22 1(a){ii)
Subject: FW: FW: FYI from today's Crikey - Australia’s weasel statement on nukes
[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
s 22 1(a)ii)

Just to note, as you would be aware Australia certainly didn’t lobby others to ‘unsign’ the NZ statement; Peter
“Woolcott made clear during the meeting that our approach was to complement and not compete with the N2
statement, acknowledging the humanitarian concerns but alsa pointing out that effective disarmament required the
security as well as humanitarian dimensions of the challenge to be addressed and the nuclear armed states engaged
in the process. It also underlined that there are alternatives to the sole approach and view as advocated by the
Group of 16. | assume other countries that decided to shift did so because they saw a more realistic approach in our
statement that better reflected their views.

While | didr’t ever have any sense before from ICAN that they weren’t of the view that “simply banning” nuclear
weapons will achieve disarmament — that indeed always seemed to be their only argument - it would be very
interesting to hear what besides a ban ICAN now believes will in fact be necessary if there is to be effective progress
towards the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons. That would be constructive,

Jeff

From:s 47 F(1} (ICAN) [mailto  @icaiw.org]
Sent: Friday, 1 November 2013 3:54 PM

To: Robinson, Jeff
Ccis 22 1(a)(ii) Woolcott, Peter; s 22 1{a)(ii)
Subject: Re: FW: FYI from today’s Crikey - Australia's 'weasel' statement on nukes [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Jeff,

22 1@ ]
We were grateful for the opportunity to speak to in Canberra and 22 1@ in New York about
Australia's contributions to the First Committee debate on nuclear weapons, and we are pleased that DFAT
is committed to maintaining a constructive dialogue on these issues with [CAN.-

It is still somewhat unclear to us why Australia was unwilling to sign the New Zealand statement and why it
felt compelled to introduce an alternative statement on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. It
seems only logical for us to conclude that this is part of an effort to discourage progresswe states from
pursuing a treaty banning nuclear weapons.

We were particularly troubled by reports from governments sympathetic to our cause that at least two states
-- Luxembourg and Portugal -- were persuaded to "unsign” the New Zealand statement and instead sign the
Australian one. This further reinforces our concern that there is a deliberate effort under way to undermine
the Humanitarian Initiative.

As you know, ICAN is not of the view that simply banning nuclear weapons will achieve their elimination.
Much more work will need to be done once the ban is in force. But this is, we belicve, a necessary first step
if we are to move beyond the current stalemate in disarmament negotiations and to challenge the vast
investments in the modemisation of nuclear arsenals.

Thank you for the letter from the Foreign Minister to ICAN Australia chair Bill Williams dated 23 October.
We are pleased that Australia has confirmed its attendance at the Nayarit conference and is actively

1
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encouraging other nations to attend.

We plan to visit Canberra in December to meet with various parliamentarians and embassy officials to
highlight the importance of the conference.

Kind regards,

s 47 F(1)

On Mon, Oct 28, 2013 at 11:20 AM, Robinson, Jeff <Jeff.Robinson(@dfat.gov.au> wrote:

Dears 47 F(1)

We of course saw this article by David Donaldson, who we understand is an ICAN media

intern. Unfortunately, as previously, it is an inaccurate twisting of the facts which does not reflect the
reality of the situation or of Australia’s position. Bul as always, we remain ready to engage including with
ICAN in a constructive, rational and fact-based discussion of the issues. As we have consistently said,
Australia will continue to advocate strongly for practical progress on real disarmament that also includes in
the process those states that have the nuclear weapons and addresses the security as well as the humanitarian
dimensions of the challenge. While we share the same goal, clearly we do not agree with you on the most
effective, realistic means to achieve it.

Regards

Jeff

Australia's 'weasel' statement on nukes

DAVID DONALDSON | | EMAIL | COMMENT
Freelance journalist ’
NEW ZEALAND, NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT, NUCLEAR WEAPONS, UNITED NATIONS

Is Australia trying to undermine nuuledr disarmament? Activists bt,lmvu Australia made an attempt to spht
the pro-ban vote at the United Nations First Committee in New York on Monday.

With New Zealand presenting a long-anticipated 125-nation group statement condemning the humanitarian
effects of nuclear weapons to the UN, Australia took the unusual step of creating a last-minute rivat
announcernent with the support of just 17 states, scemingly in an effort to underminc the efforts of pro-ban
activists.

The Australian intervention -- which one well-known disarmament blog described as a "weasel” statement --
covers similar ground to New Zealand’s, but in a markedly weaker tone. Tt states that "the devastating
immediate and long-term humanitarian impacts of a nuclear weapon detonation are of clear concern and
that "we reaffirm with a sense of urgency our unwavering commitment to achieving and maintaining the
shared goal of a world free of nuclear weapons". Most co-sponsors of the Australian statement are countries
that have previously announced their opposition to an outright ban on nuclcar weapons.
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The New Zealand statement makes a similar point, but in stronger language: "Past experience from the use
and testing of nuclear weapons has amply demonstrated the unacceptable humanitarian consequences
caused by the immense, uncontrollable destructive capability and indiscriminate nature of these weapons ...
It is in the interest of the very survival of humanity that nuclear weapons are never used again, under any
circumstances.”

While the NZ statement attracted the support of a "large and diverse number of governments”, Tim Wright,
the Australian campaign director for the Intemational Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons, says
Australia’s "was endorscd by just a small handful of US allies”. Notably, the United States itself did not

back either statement,

"Australia should have signed onto the much stronger New Zealand humanitarian statement, rather than
creating division by introducing its own humanitarian statement ‘lite’,” Wright added.

"Australia’s commitment to consider the concerns of nuclear weapons states in disarmament diplomacy is,
in other words, a commitment to sit on the fence.”

The Australian statement notes: "Banning nuclcar weapons by itself will not guarantee their elimination
without engaging substantively and constructively those states with nuclear weapons, and recognising both
the security and humanitarian dimensions of the nuclear weapons debate.”

This is widely seen as a sop to the United States, which, along with the four other "legal” nuclear weapons
states (Russia, China, the UK and France), holds effective veto power over substantive efforts at UN '
disarmament forums, and has used this 1o stifle meaningful progress. Despite early rhetorical enthusiasm
from President Barack Obama, America has so far shown minimal interest in disarming, and is likely to
spend close to $500 billion on its nuclear arsenal over the next two decades. Australia’s commitment to
consider the concerns of nuclear weapons states in disarmament diplomacy is, in other words, a
commitment to sit on the fence.

The Australian statement also conspicuously avoided any mention of the Red Cross -- the bedrock of
international humanitarian law -- due to the latter’s reference in a 2011 resolution to an Inlernational Court
of Justice ruling on the legality of nuclear weapons, which is disputed by Australia. Australia refused to sign
onto a similar, 80-nation statement sponsored by South Aftica in April because it included a reference to the
Red Cross resolution. ‘

There has been a surge in enthusiasm for nuclear disarmament in recent years, with a governmental
- conference in Oslo earlier this year and its follow-up in Mexico in February seen by many as a potential
starting point for a diplomatic process to ban the weapons under international law. More than 150 states

have made announcements in support of an outright ban.

Australia is increasingly isolated in its refusal to back such humanitarian statements, especially following
Japan’s announcement that it would join New Zealand. Japan’s decision not to join the South African
statement in April, despite being the only country to have suffered nuclear explosions in wartime, led to
heavy criticism both at home and abroad. Japan’s security relationship with the US is very similar to
Australia’s, making it more difficult for the Australian government to justify its resistance in terms of the

alliance.

This comes afier documents released under freedom of information in September showed that Australian
officials were planning to work to undermine diplomatic efforts to.ban nuclear weapons. The documents
also revealed that the Rudd and Gillard governments had quietly abandoned advocacy for nuclear
disarmament because they considered the dubious policy of "extended nuclear deterrence” -- under which
Australia would be officially protected by American nukes -- to be too important, in spite of earlier
rhetorical commitments by both prime ministers to back moves towards disarmament. . '
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These actions fit into a broader pattern of Australian governments working with the United States to

undermine disarmament agreements from the inside. A tranche of cables related to the drafting process of .
the 2008 Convention on Cluster Munitions, released by WikiLeaks, demonstrated that "Australia took a pro-
active public role in promoting the humanitarian need for a treaty banning cluster munitions in all their
respects, and quietly went about undermining what was actually precluded by the convention™.

Send your tips to boss@crikey.com.au or submit them anonymously hiere.

International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons
PO Box 1379, Carlton VIC 3033, Australia

m s 47 F(1)
¢ Ricanw.org
W WWW.icanw.org

Like ICAN? www.facebook/ficanw.org
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s 22 1(a)(li)
From: Woolcott, Peter )
Sent: ) Saturday, 2 November 2013 3:44 AM
To: s 22 1{a)(i) '
Subject: . Re: Australia's "weasél' statement on nukes [SEC=UNCLA$SIFIED}

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

s 22 1(a)ii)

| think this letter can just be ignored. They understand the difference and are just playing games. Nor is he saying we
persuaded those two to unsign (atthough you could imply that}. He also studiously ignores the not so subtle point
Jeff made about "journalistic integrity”s 22 1(a)(ii).

Best

Peter

From:s 22 1(a)(ii)
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 12:33 PM

To: Woolcott, Peter
Cc: s 22 1(a)(i)
Subject; Australia's 'weasel' statement on nukes [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

This might have been coming anyway...but | dare say... Jeff's message helped accelerate the {CAN missive.

[ note in the ICAN spray, they allege, without specifying which country, that pressure was brought to bear on Lux
and Portugal.... ‘ :

We reiterated to Wright of course that we did not lobby for our statement....but that just goes to show, ICAN
doesn’t listen, or refuses to listen if its inconvenient to their version of the truth.

s 22 1(a)ii)

From:s 47 F(1)- (ICAN) [mailto:  @icanw.org]
Sent: Friday, 1 November 2013 12:54 AM

To: Rabinson, Jeff B
Ce: s 22 1(a)(ii) Woolcott, Peter;s 22 1{a)(ii)
Subject: Re: FW: FYI from today's Crikey - Australia's 'weasel' statement on nukes [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Jeff, s 22 1(a)(ii)
We were grateful for the opportunity to speak to in Canberra and ® 22 1(@)(i in New York about
Australia's contributions to the First Committee debate on nuclear weapons, and we arc pleased that DFAT
is committed to maintaining a constructive dialogue on these issucs with [CAN.

It is still somewhat unclear to us why Australia was unwilling to sign the New Zealand statement and why it
felt compelled to introduce an alternative statement on the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. Tt
seems only logical for us to conclude that this is part of an effort to discourage progressive states from
pursuing a treaty banning nuclear weapons.
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