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Introduction 

The Iran Nuclear Deal Framework (henceforth known as the Framework) was a preliminary 

framework agreement in response to the alleged Iranian efforts to develop a nuclear weapon, even 

though Iran has insisted that its nuclear program was being used only for peaceful purposes. This 

framework was established in June 2, 2015 after a series in meetings held in Lausanne, 

Switzerland. This framework was later established as the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 

(JCPOA) later that year, on July 14, 2015. This framework was established by three parties, those 

being the: Islamic Republic of Iran, the Permanent Five Members of the United Nations Security 

Council plus one (P5+1) and the European Union (EU).  

This issue is prominent now due to the increasing tensions between the United States of 

America (US) and Iran. These include events such as: The International Court of Justice case 

against the US concerning the new sanctions that the US have placed on Iran, and the United 

States of America pulling out of the Iran Deal. This state sanctioning them again based on their 

nuclear program goes directly against the reason for which Iran signed this deal, as they were 

promised to have sanctions lifted; therefore, this incentivizes Iran to pull out of this deal, as well.  

Definition of Key Terms 

Uranium Enrichment 

Uranium enrichment refers to the process of enriching uranium, that is, increasing the 

percentage of uranium-235 found in uranium to greater than or equal to 85%. Enriched uranium is 

important only for the creation of nuclear weapons but also for nuclear power generation. 

Sanctions 

Official orders or laws stopping trade or communication with other states as a way of forcing 

its leaders to make political changes. In this case, the US placed several sanctions on Iran which 

are meant to cripple the Iranian economy and make it difficult for Iran to export oil. 



 

The Hague International Model United Nations 2019 | 27th January 2019 – 1st February 2019 

 Research Report | Page 2 of 9 

 

 

Nuclear Weapons 

A bomb and/or missile that uses nuclear energy of any kind to cause an explosion. This has 

to do with the crux of the issue as if Iran would have a nuclear weapon, states such as Israel would 

be threatened.  

Nuclear Disarmament 

The process of reducing in number or eliminating a country’s nuclear weapons and/or 

stockpile. This has something to do with the topic as Iran were forced to reduce their nuclear 

stockpile as per the JCPOA. 

Economic warfare 

Economic warfare is when a state creates and executes an economic strategy based on the 

use of measures of which the primary effect is to weaken the economy of the other state. One can 

argue that the sanctions placed by the US are part of an economic strategy to weaken Iran’s 

economy.  

Economic Terrorism 

Economic terrorism refers to when a transnational or non-state actor commits destabilizing 

actions in order to disrupt the economic and financial stability of the state, a group of states or 

society or a trading exchange for ideological, monetary or religious motives. It is important to 

distinguish between the economic terrorism and warfare for the purposes of this issue.  

 

Background Information 

Causes for the Establishment of the Iran Nuclear Deal Framework  

Pre-Revolution 

In 1967, Iran set up the Tehran Nuclear Research centre with the aim of starting their own 

nuclear programme. This research centre was by the United States of America, at the time. In 1970, 

Iran signed the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Treaty (NPT). This is a focal point of this 

issue as it is through their ratification of the NPT which allows the International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) to conduct investigations on the Tehran Nuclear Research Centre.  

As such, after ratifying the NPT, the Shah of Iran at the time, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, had 

planned on creating enough nuclear powerplants to run the whole country. Specifically, he planned 
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on having 23 fully functioning powerplants by the year 2000. These plans, which were ambitious at 

first, started to become a bit more realistic when several countries and businesses engaged in 

nuclear deals and other such cooperation’s with Iran, thus giving the country the funding and 

resources that it required. 

Post Revolution 

In 1987, Argentina aided Iran’s nuclear program, only to be pressured out of it by the U.S. 

In response to this, Iran pressured Argentina to aid them again, which they did in 1993. 

After the Iranian Revolution of 1979, most of the international nuclear co-operation was cut 

off. No state really wanted to work with what was considered at the time a ‘rebuilding’ and ‘unstable’ 

state. As a result, most of the nuclear reactors were also forced to shut down. Despite these facts, 

Iran continued their nuclear development.  

In 1983, the IAEA tried to aid Iran’s nuclear program through means such as the chemical 

aspects of reactor fuel fabrication and design plans of pilot plants for uranium conversion corrosion 

of nuclear materials. However, these attempts were “directly intervened” by the United States of 

America, who stopped all aid given by the IAEA. 

The situation in Iran did not get better. In 1984, West German intelligence found that Iran 

might have a fully functioning nuclear weapon in 2 years with uranium from Pakistan. This 

information was then, however, found to be false as members of the US Senate asserted that Iran 

was several years from just being able to build a nuclear weapon, let alone have it fully functional. 

Despite the intelligence being falsified, it laid a seed of doubt in the global community’s head of Iran 

potentially violating the terms of the NPT and becoming a nuclear state.  

The US took this a big threat and was ready to respond. For example, in 1987, Argentina 

signed an agreement which aided Iran’s nuclear program. This aid was short-lived as the US 

pressured Argentina out of the agreement. It took until 1992 for Iran and Argentina to start 

renegotiating the agreement, to which they finalised in 1993. However, studies done by University 

of Princeton have linked attacks such as the 1992 attack on the Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires 

and the AMIA bombing as “an Iranian campaign to pressure Argentina into honouring their 

agreement.” 

Present Day Causes for the Iran Deal and its creation 

Post 2002, Iran started to heavily increase their nuclear production and their nuclear 

enrichment. This caught the eyes of many states, who thought that the Iranians were creating 

nuclear weapons. This would have considered as a violation of the NPT, which Iran is a signatory 

to. This would have also troubled the west, mainly France, UK and the US at the time as they were 

already dealing with a middle eastern threat in Iraq and the existent of nuclear state in the middle 

east would make matters worse. 
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The IAEA investigated Iran and, in 2003, found nuclear facilities in Iran which were 

previously undisclosed by the Iranian government—a breach of the NPT, making the global 

community question the military situation of Iran and concerned that Iran was developing nuclear 

weapons. To the speculations surrounding the development of nuclear weapons, Iran maintained 

that its nuclear program was peaceful and only for research and energy.  

What followed for approximately ten years was powerful economic and military sanctions 

imposed by the majority of the P5+1, as well as the European Union and the United Nations. These 

economic sanctions included a complete stop on Iran’s ability to sell oil, which was one of, if not 

the, main source of trade and income for the country; in effect, severely crippled Iran and its 

economy as the IAEA kept investigating them on an almost yearly basis.  

Due to this, in 2015, Iran called for a summit in Switzerland with the European Union and 

the P5+1 with the sole aim of lifting the sanctions which were placed upon them, no matter the cost. 

This summit was held from March 26 to April 2, with the summit ending with an agreement for a 

framework deal for the JCPOA, which was signed on the July 14, 2015 to be implemented in 

January 2016.   

Outline of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 

The JCPOA addressed many factors concerning Iran’s nuclear program.  

Firstly, Iran’s nuclear stockpile is to be reduced by 98% to 300 kg for 15 years, that is until 

2031. It must also keep that stockpile’s level of enrichment at 3.67%. This level of enrichment is 

enough to be used to produce fuel for nuclear power plants, however is far too deprived of 

enrichment to be considered as a ‘weapons-grade’ level.  

Furthermore, Iran were forced to shut down roughly 75% of their centrifuges. Of the roughly 

5000 centrifuges left, they all had to be the oldest and least efficient ones until 2026. This is another 

way to slow down Iran’s nuclear development.  

Secondly, the JCPOA made Fordo (one of the major uranium enrichment centres) into a 

nuclear, physics and a technological centre, banning them for any enrichment until 2031. Instead, 

the centrifuges at this site will be used for medicinal and agricultural purposes. 

Thirdly, Iran would have to change their heavy-water reactor nuclear facility in Arak which 

initially produced weapons-grade plutonium. Not only would they have to stop the production of 

weapons-grade plutonium, but Iran will not be permitted to build any additional heavy-water reactors 

of accumulate any excess heavy-water until 2031. This stops Iran from pursuing plutonium, which 

can be an effective alternative to uranium.  

Fourthly, the IAEA would be allowed to have continuous monitoring of Iran’s declared 

nuclear sites and have the additional task of verifying that no fissile material is moved ‘under the 

radar’ to a secret location to build a bomb. Iran would also have to implement the Additional Protocol 

into their IAEA safeguards, which would allow any IAEA inspector to investigate a site they deem 
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suspicious. On top of this, Iran must comply with any IAEA access request within 24 days. Failure 

to do so would allow a possible re-imposition of sanctions.  

Lastly and most importantly, the JCPOA implemented the ‘Break out time’ policy. US 

experts’ investigations concluded with them estimating that if Iran wanted to create a nuclear 

weapon, it would take around two to three months. As such, the JCPOA took away key elements 

from Iran which they would require to quickly assemble a nuclear weapon. By doing so, they 

extended the time it would take Iran to create a nuclear weapon to about a year. 

In return for all these restrictions on Iran, the country gained a few things in return. Iran 

gained access to more than $100 billion in frozen assets overseas, allowing them to be able to sell 

oil on international markets and to use the global financial system for trade. This, whilst seeming 

insignificant, is enough for Iran to get back on their feet and start building themselves up again. 

However, should Iran violate anything in the deal, the UN sanctions would be put back on for ten 

years minimum.  

New Issues 

On May 8, 2018, the President of the US Donald Trump announced that the country was 

pulling out of the JCPOA and will immediately replace economic sanctions. 

This poses many issues as, if the sanctions are back on, there is no point for Iran to uphold 

their part of the JCPOA, which, despite the sanctions they still are, making the US out to be unjustly 

sanctioning Iran, which they are. Even if the sanctions were to be taken out, the fact that the US 

has pulled out of the deal is impactful. Back when the deal was created, the US was a big part in 

terms of the agreements put and, in their withdrawal, affects the deal.  

 

Major Countries and Organizations Involved 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

The Islamic Republic of Iran are at the centre of this issue. They have been trying to develop 

a nuclear program for decades and, due to a suspicion of them having nuclear weapons or the 

ability to do so, resulted in them being sanctioned and then later joining the JCPOA. For this issue, 

Iran would be aiming for a couple of things. First and foremost, for the sanctions that the US has 

placed to be taken off. Secondly, considering the events which have transpired, hopefully to get 

amendments to the JCPOA for them to have a better agreement which benefits them more. They 

have already taken this issue to the International Court of Justice and have won their case, giving 

them a strong legal backing that the sanctions placed on them are wrongfully done so.  

Permanent 5 plus 1 (minus the United States of America) 
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The permanent 5 plus 1 is a group that comprises of the 5 veto states (United States of 

America, France, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Island, The People’s Republic of 

China and the Russian Federation) along with economic power Germany. As already demonstrated 

in the UN summit of September 25, 2018, all these members minus the US are very adamant on 

the fact that the US has committed an illegitimate act and all the members, led by Germany, wish 

that, like Iran, the sanctions be lifted and the JCPOA is maintained and unaltered in any way.  

United States of America 

The United States of America is the party state that placed sanctions on the Islamic Republic 

of Iran as well as pulling out of the JCPOA, also known as the Iran deal. This was done as President 

Donald Trump, claims that the deal itself was ‘horrible’. It is the United States’ position, which they 

stand virtually alone on, that the sanctions imposed on Iran are to stay and for the JCPOA to cease 

to exist. The US maintains that sanctions are far more effective than the deal ever was and ever 

will be and by crippling Iran, they would not have neither the power nor resources to produce a 

nuclear weapon, in the first place. 

European Union  

The European union (EU) is a union between 28-member states situated in Europe, ranging 

from Ireland all the way to Cyprus. The issues that the EU addresses are mostly political and 

economic. The EU was one of the main parties to the JCPOA and they would like to see that it 

doesn’t fall apart. The EU, led by states such as Germany and France, states in a joint statement 

that they were actively working on making sure dissolution of the Iran deal did not happen by trying 

to thwart the sanctions placed on by the USA.  

DPRK 

The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea – more commonly known as North Korea – is 

very troubled by the USA pulling out of the Iran Deal. Firstly, DPRK is Iran’s closer, if not closest 

trading partner. This means, since USA placed sanctions on Iran, DPRK cannot trade with Iran. 

Furthermore, since the USA went back on a commitment that they had made with Iran, North Korea 

should have no reason to trust any commitment that the USA will make during the negations 

concerning DPRK’s nuclear and missile programs.   
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Relevant Treaties, Events and Documents 

 Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) 

 UN Summit of September 25, 2018 

 Resolution 1696, July 31, 2006 S/RES/1696 

 Resolution 1737, December 23, 2006 S/RES/1737 

 Resolution 1929, June 9, 2010 S/RES/1929 

 Resolution 1747, March 24, 2007 S/RES/1747 

 Resolution 1803, March 3, 2008 S/RES/1803 

 

Evaluation of Previous Attempts to Solve the Issue 

The International Court of Justice case Iran v. USA on the issue of sanctions placed by the 

United States of America 

This court case, held in September, concerned itself with the sanctions that the US had 

replaced on Iran in August after pulling out of the JCPOA agreement in May. The International Court 

of Justice ruled in favour of Iran, reprimanding the US over its re-imposition of sanctions on Iran 

and ordering Washington to lift restrictive measures linked to humanitarian trade, food, medicine 

and civil aviation.  

This was a major, and maybe the only, step towards resolving this issue as now Iran has 

some leverage over the United States. However, the United States has yet to abide by the ruling 

and continues to maintain most of their economic sanctions.  

 

Possible Solutions 

When tackling this issue, there are many ways at going about the issue, whilst at the same 

time restrictions due to the fact this is not being debated within the Security Council.  

Firstly, there is a direct and logical method of calling for the US to refrain for placing any and 

all sanctions on Iran. The resolution might have to call for the General Assembly to call upon the 

United Nations Security Council to sanction the US until they lift their sanctions. However, this would 

not be very plausible since the US is a permanent 5 Member State and has a veto to counter such 

clauses or resolutions. This really forces the issue on the General Assembly, who lacks the power 

to sanction. This really demonstrates the crux of the issue, as you will have to come up with a way 
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to stop the US from sanctioning a state, which they have the right to do, without being able 

to sanction the US themselves.  

Another method is tackling the framework. As the European Union is currently 

attempting to do, creating a resolution that hinders Iran’s nuclear supply even more but 

rewarding them by releasing the UN arms embargo. This would then allow for the US to 

truly have no reason to sanction Iran and then their actions would be illegitimate. Your 

proposed plan should be carefully documented down on your resolution. Treat each clause 

like a section in your proposed plan. This allows you to have a well thought out and extensive 

resolution with a lot of detail.  

Building upon the previous point, you can also do the opposite, allowing for Iran to 

have a bit more luxury with their nuclear stockpile and make sure that they are able to 

function at the bare minimum as a state, thus nullifying the sanctions that the US have 

placed.  

Another quite drastic approach would be to ask Iran to completely stop all nuclear 

research and production. This would make the JCPOA cease to exist, however, the 

framework can then be altered to start to slowly release all sanctions and embargos placed 

upon Iran and start subsidizing them with resources that they require with having a nuclear 

threat whatsoever.  

The best method to tackle this issue is by calling upon all states to start trade with Iran. A 

sanction is not something that is imposed on a state, rather something imposing the rest of the 

states to stop sanctioning that specific state. In this case, when the US sanctions Iran, it is in 

fact stopping all the other states from trading with Iran, and if a state were to stop doing so, the 

US would stop trade with them. As such, if there were to be a resolution which forced or called 

upon for all states to trade with the US, the US would be forced to do one of two things; either 

stop trade with all member states, which would cripple the US, or to lift the sanctions off Iran, 

allowing the JCPOA to function again, the latter solving the issue at hand. More specifically, 

this resolution should especially aim towards those specific states from which the US imports 

and/or to which it exports resources, making the latter option the more desirable option for the 

US.  
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