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I. Introductory remarks

The liability system for operators of nuclear
installations regarding damage caused by a nuclear incident is
characterised by the fact that - with the exception of the
pioneering role played by the 1957 Price-Anderson Amendment to
the United States Atomic Energy Act - it was elaborated at
international level before being implemented progressively at
national level.

This may be explained by the importance accorded from
the start to harmonising the standards applicable in particular
to the international transport of nuclear material, and the
increasing number of nuclear power plants sited in border areas
today further justifies the priority given to adoption of
international liability conventions.

Another essential characteristic of this system is that
it applies legal techniques which derogate radically from the
customary rules of third party liability, although this system
of strict and limited liability is not as revolutionary as has
frequently been implied.

* Responsibility for the ideas expressed and facts given in
this paper rests solely with its author.
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The technological and social evolution brought about by

the development of industrial societies has resulted in gradual

reconsideration since the turn of the century of the concept of

liability based on personal fault, especially when maintaining

such a concept would amount to depriving victims from equitable

compensation and lead to embarrassing uncertainties for those

economically involved. Therefore, the theory of risk created

~by third parties which forms the basis of strict liability

corresponds to an option of social protection.

Quite clearly, in the case of (peaceful) uses of nuclear

energy, the desir^ that victims should benefit from a

guaranteed and satisfactory system of compensation, given the

fear - mercifully unfounded to date - of a nuclear catastrphe,

has played a determining role and explains why for once, the law

has anticipated events.

Economic considerations were involved in addition to

social motivations. In view of the fact that industry in the

fifties adopted a slow and cautious approach towards using

nuclear energy, the operators' concern that they would be

exposed to unlimited liability for nuclear damage could have

constituted an obstacle increased by the difficulty of

obtaining adequate insurance coverage. On the other hand, the

system of strict and exclusive liability and its corollary,

which, is limitation of such liability, as well as the system of

"economic channelling" adopted in the United States provided in

return for a certain financial effort (compulsory third party

liability insurance) the advantage of undeniable legal security.

It should be pointed out in this context that the provisions

of the nuclear conventions reflect quite clearly the constraints

due to the situation of the nuclear insurance market when these

conventions were adopted (amounts, prescription periods . . . ) .



The fact that the nuclear third party liability system

is very protective towards the operator cannot "be disputed; it

remains to be seen whether the provisions on compensation of

victims of a nuclear incident were as satisfactory? Without

undertaking here a critical analysis of certain conventional

restrictions regarding the operators' liability, it may be

possible to find the "beginnings of a reply to this query in the

fact that the governments involved considered that they should

make provision for State Intervention which would be both

subsidiary to palliate a possible failure by the operator or

his insurer, and additional in the case where the financial

coverage taken out by the operatox* is insufficient to meet all

claims. Finally, this system emerges openly as a compromise

between the mandatory requirement which is to protect wor&ers

and the public and the need to avoid imposing an excessive burden

on an emerging industry.

II. Present Status of the International Conventions

One of the main features of the nuclear third party

liability rules is certainly the importance, from the

standpoint of achieving uniformity in the law, of the various

relevant international conventions and, in parallel, the active

role played by the international competent organisations for

drawing up and applying those conventions. As a matter of

fact, almost all national legislation in force in this field

is directly based on those conventions or at the very least

follows them closely.

The first international convention to be adopted in

this field was the Paris_Çonvention_on_Third_Part2;_Liabilitj_in

£k2_i!i§la_of_Huclear_Energ2; (JParis Convention), signed by

sixteen European countries of OECD on 29th July, 1f60. The

Paris Convention came into force on 1st April, 19C3 and is at
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present applied in thirteen countries.* The provisions of the

Paris Convention are too familiar today in interested circles,

which is why it does not appear useful to analyse them once

again.

Following the adoption of the Paris Convention, a number

of its Signatories felt it necessary to improve the system of

liability and financial security applying to nuclear operations

by means of a system of additional compensation, for which,

this time, governments were to be responsible in order to

deal with the consequences of a catastrophic nuclear incident.

It was against this background that thirteen of the sixteen

Signatories to the Paris Convention adopted, on 31st January 196?

the BrusGels_Su22lementary,_Convention, which came into force on

4th December, 1974 and is at present applied in nine countries.*

Under this Convention, governments undertake to meet the cost

of compensation for nuclear damage in excess of the amount

already covered by the financial security provided by the

operator, up to a maximum of 120 million EMA units of account.**

The Brussels Supplementary Convention provides for a system of

compensation in three tiers: the first tier, up to a maximum

of 15 million EMA u/a is to be paid by the operator; the second,

up to a limit of 70 million units of account, must be covered

by the government of the country in which the installation of

the operator liable is situated; the last tier, between 70 and

120 million units of account must in turn be paid in the form

* A table of ratifications of, and accessions to, these
conventions is attached to this paper.

** A unit of account is defined by the Agreement as being
0.88367088 grammes of fine gold. When the Paris Convention
and the Brussels Supplementary Convention were adopted, this
unit was equivalent to 1 United States dollar.

t
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. of a joint contribution from all the Contracting Parties to

the Convention in accordance with a scale of apportionment

based on the gross national product and the thermal power of

the reactors in the territory of each of the Contracting

Parties.

The principles laid down in the Paris Convention were

taken up in another convention which, unlike the Paris

Convention, is of worldwide application, namely the 225YË5Ü2ÏÏ

SS.ÇíYÜ.ííiâííiiíZ-íSS.^IíSlêftE-SiSÊSE adopted in Vienna in
May 1963 in the framework of the International Atomic Energy

Agency» None of the Contracting Parties to that Convention,

which came into force on 12th November, 1977 is a Member

country of OBCD, and most of them are developing countries.

Finally, a Convention was adopted in Brussels on 25th May, 1962

for the purpose of applying rules of liability for nuclear-

powered ships similar to those applying to nuclear installations

on land; this is the Brussels_Convention_on_the_Liability._of

02erators_of_Nuclear_Shi2g, which has not yet come into force.

In addition, a Convention_relating_to_Ciyil_Liabilitj

in_the_Field_of_Maritime_Carriage_of_Nuolear_Haterial was

adopted in London on 17th December, 1971. This Convention came

into force on 15th July, 1975 and is at present applied in five

countries. Its purpose is.to ensure that the operator of a

nuclear installation will be exclusively liable for damage

caused by a nuclear incident occurring in the course of

maritime carriage of nuclear material.

In concluding this review of the status of the nuclear

third party liability Conventions, it must be admitted that in

spite of the remarkable efforts which have been made to

achieve international harmonisation, the as yet insufficient

number of ratifications of the nuclear Conventions results in



the continuance of disturbing disparities between national

compensation systems within the OSCD area. In this connection,

it may "be regretted that the "public debate on nuclear energy"

has had the effect in some countries of delaying or even

blocking the procedure for ratification of the Conventions,

thus detracting from the uniformity of the international system

of nuclear third party liability. This setback is likely to be

particularly noticeable in the event of an incident with

international repercussions since, at national level, most

countries have not waited for ratification of the nuclear

Conventions before introducing legislation based on the

principles which they contain.

At present, since out of these various instruments only

the Paris Convention and the Brussels Supplementary Convention

are likely to be revised, the paper will limit itself to

dealing with those.

III. Prospects for revising the Paris Convention and the

Brussels Supplementary Convention

The Paris Convention which as mentioned above came into

force on 1st April, 1968 lays down in Article 22(c) that a

revision conference shall be convened after a period of five yearc

as from its date of coming into force. However, this

conference was not convened by the Contracting Parties who

concluded at the end of 1973 that it did not seem justified

then to amend either the Paris Convention or the Brussels

Supplementary Convention. This decision was taken following a

detailed analysis within the OECK iTuclear Energy Agency (MSA)

Group of Governmental Experts on Third Party liability in the

Field of Nuclear Energy - which is responsible for following

the application and interpretation of the provisions of both
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Conventions. ïlie reasons underlying this decision stemmed

tooth from the fact that the various problems arising from

implementation of both Conventions were not serious enough

to warrant formal amendment of these instruments in view of

the important practical disadvantages involved, and because

such problems could be resolved by the means provided by the

Conventions. It should be recalled that the Paris Convention

entrusts the Steering Committee for Nuclear Energy - the

directing body of NEA - with extensive powers concerning its

interpretation and the determination of its technical scope of

application.

About five years have gone by since this decision was

taken, and it may be noted that while the number of Contracting

Parties to both Conventions has increased slowly but steadily,

as shown by the tables annexed to this paper, no Contracting

Party has made use of the possibility of terminating the

application of the Paris Convention to itself at the end of the

first period of ten years (31st Ilarch, 197S) as provided under

Article 22(a). Therefore, the Paris Convention is in force for

a further period of five years, and this applies ipso facto to

its Supplementary Convention. On the other hand, during these

past years, certain important changes which had already begun to

appear during the first discussion on a possible revision have

now developed, and this fully justifies the fact that the

Group of Governmental Experts has resumed the task it had set

aside in 1973. The problems which have emerged cover three

sectors and concern mainly the definition of the unit of

account of the two Conventions, the revision of the amounts of

liability and compensation, and the technical scope of

application of the Paris Convention.
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A. Replacement of Unit of Account of the Conventions

As for most similar international conventions adopted

at that time, the amounts of liability prescribed by the

Paris Convention are indirectly related to gold. Indeed,

Article 7(b) of the Paris Convention expresses the nuclear

operator's liability in units of account of the 1955 European

Monetary Agreement (Ella, u/a), as defined on the date of this

Convention, i.e. 29th July, 1960. According to this

definition, the EMA u/a has the value of 0.88367088 grammes

of fine gold. In fact, this unit was then equal to $1 US of

the weight and fineness in effect since 1934, when the price

of gold was fixed at &35 per troy ounce (31.1035 grammes). As

regards the Brussels Supplementary Convention, it was only

logical that the same unit of account should be used as in the

Paris Convention. The definition of the EMA u/a has remained

constant since the adoption of the Paris Convention and this

system worked smoothly until the beginning of the 1970s.

Hov/ever, during these past years, the international

monetary system which existed when the Paris Convention and the

Brussels Supplementary Convention were adopted has undergone

fundamental changes which have resulted in particular in the

progressive elimination of the function of gold as a common

denominator of the par value system as well as in abolition of

its official price. Consequently, there were growing

uncertainties as to the actual value of the EI-IA u/a. A first

interpretation linking the EMA u/a to the official price of

gold was no longer applicable as there was no longer such an

official price within the new organisation of the international

monetary system. Another possible interpretation might have

consisted in adjusting the SIIA u/a's value to the free market

price of gold but such a solution appeared to be incompatible
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with the purposes of the Conventions in whicli the reference

to gold in international conventions served originally as a

guarantee of stability and protection against fluctuations of

exchange rates of national currencies.

Consequently, as a result of -she collapse of the

Eretton Woods system and the decision of the International

Monetary Pund, which came into force on 1st April, 1974» to

no longer express its new unit of account - the Special

Drawing Right - in terms of gold but in terms of a basket of

the sixteen most important world trading currencies, steps were

taken to ensure a consistent and uniform method of conversion

of the international conventions' units of account into

national currencies by adopting the IMP Special Drawing Right

(SDR). Such a need was felt with particular acuteness in

the context of air and sea transport.

The first international convention to be amended in

order to replace the original gold based unit of account (the

Poincaré" Franc) by the SDR was the Warsaw Convention. In

September 1975 an International Conference convened at Montreal

adopted four protocols to amend the V/arsaw Convention as

already amended by the Hague and Guatemala City protocols.

Following this example, several maritime conventions were

amended also to substitute the SDR for the original gold-based

unit or were adopted with the SDR as the unit of account.*

* Convention on Limitation of Liability for Maritime Claims, 1976.

1976 Protocol amending the International Convention on Civil
Liability for Oil Pollution Damage, 1969.

1976 Protocol amending the International Convention on the
Establishment of an International Pund for Compensation for
Oil Pollution Damage, 1971.

1976 Protocol amending the Athens Conventions Relating to the
Carriage of Passengers and their Luggage by Sea, 1974.

Convention on Civil Liability for Oil Pollution Damage
resulting from exploration in and exploitation of sea bed
mineral resources, 1976.
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It is to be noted that in parallel with the second

amendment of the Articles of Agreement of the International

Monetary Fund (Statute) abolishing any reference to gold,*

the Council of Ministers of the European Communities adopted in

April 1975 a new European unit of account also composed of a

basket of the currencies of the European Communities1 Member

Countries. The idea of replacing the EMA u/a by this new

European unit of account was discussed by the Group of Experts

but rapidly 'abandoned as being applied on a too restrictive

basis and because the SDR appeared on the way to being widely

recognised as an international unit of account as a consequence

of its worldwide character. At present, eleven of the sixteen

national currencies it contains belong to Signatories to the

Paris Convention and the Brussels Supplementary Convention.

There was, therefore, general agreement within the Group that

the situation described above militated strongly in favour of

adopting the SDR as a new unit of account for these Conventions.

The Group of Experts was also widely in favour of the

"variable" formula in adopting the SDR. This meant that instead

of 'using a unit of account defined according to a fixed and perm-

anent method of valuation, the unit to be used would be the one

currently fixed by the International Monetary Fund in accordance

with the method of valuation applied for its own current opera-

tions and transactions. The consequence of this option is that if

the International Monetary Fund were to change its method of

valuation, e.g. the composition of the currency- components in

the "basket" or their respective percentage weights, this

would also apply for the purposes of the Paris and Brussels

Conventions. In practice, the choice of the "variable" SDR

will assure its continuous conversion into the national

* This amendment entered into force on 1st April of this year.
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currencies of the Contracting Parties on the basis of daily

calculations published by the Pund, while there is no

assurance that the Fund will continue to publish calculations

for a method of valuation it no longer uses for itself.

In fact, this formula was also adopted for the purposes of the

above mentioned international conventions.

As to the method of conversion, it must be noted that

when the Special Drawing Right was created by the Board of

Governors of the International Monetary Pund in July 1969, its

original value was defined as being equivalent to 0.8886788

grammes of fine gold, i.e. the same value as the ELIA u/a and

the then value of $1 US. In 1971 and 1973, the US dollar was

devalued twice which eventually resulted in a (theoretical)

value of 342.222 per ounce of fine gold = &1 per 0.73666

grammes or $1.20635 per 0.8886788 grammes. She starting value

of the SDR on 28th June, 1974 was fixed at §1.20635. In other

words, there is a link between the former official value of

0.8886788 grammes of fine gold and the SDR basket. It would

therefore appear to be only logical to establish the same

link between the EMA u/a and the SDR. This would mean replacing,

as a first step, the present limits expressed in ETiA u/a by the

same limits expressed in SDRs, before discussing a possible

revision of the limits themselves.

B. Increase of Amounts of Liability and Compensation

Together with the progressive disintegretation of the

former international monetary system, the present decade has

been marked by a hi&h and fairly general level of inflation

leading to an erosion of the financial coverage available to

potential victims of a nuclear incident. This is to be

considered in relation to the aim of the Paris Convention stated

in its Preamble (third paragraph) to ensure adequate and

equitable compensation for persons who suffer nuclear damage.
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If we look back at 1960 when the Paris Convention v/as

adopted, we should recall that the amounts fixed for the

liability of the nuclear operator (between 5 and 15 million

EMA. u/a) were singularly high, but the question today is to

know whether these sums would be sufficient to cover

compensation for damage likely to be caused by the large

nuclear power plants (1,000 Wie or more) built today.

When this question v/as discussed within the Group of

Governmental Experts, most members felt that technical

questions pertaining to the present status of nuclear safety

as compared to the early 1960s would involve very complex

problems. Indeed, in view of the fortunately very limited

experience in nuclear incidents, it is not at all certain that

safety related aspects lend themselves to quantification in

terms of liability and compensation. Although technological

nuclear safety has improved since adoption of the Conventions,

the size and number of operating nuclear installations, in

particular nuclear reactors, have also considerably increased

as has the frequency of nuclear shipments. ïhis particular

difficulty to quantify in economic terms the risk of a nuclear

incident is demonstrated by the lengthy work undertaken within

ÏÏEA on the exclusion of small quantities of nuclear substances

which will be referred to later in this peper. In any case,

however low probabilities might be for the occurrence of

nuclear incidents, the social need to provide satisfactory

compensation for victims of damage remains.

Consequently, a majority of Member countries are of the

opinion that the only factors to be considered in revising

these amounts are the rate of inflation since 1960 and 1963

respectively, talcing into account the evolution of the

capacities of the national and international insurance market

which at present is said to be at least 30 million SDRs in all

Signatory countries - and even considerably more in some.



5.he average rate of inflation according to the changes

in consumer price indices in the sixteen Signatories to the

Paris Convention and Finland for the period was from 100 in

1960 to 262.3 in 1976 (from 10C in 1963 to 235.4 in 1976 in the

case of the Brussels Supplementary Convention). A straight-

forward adjustment on the basis of the inflation factor would

therefore lead to roughly multiplying by 2.5 the limits of

liability and compensation fixed by both Conventions.

However, according to a dissenting view formulated by a

Contracting Party, the amounts established by the Conventions

should not be increased before evaluating the risks connected

with a nuclear incident, especially since such an evaluation

had not been undertaken at the time of adoption of the

Conventions; it was considered that there were reasons to

believe that the increased safety level of nuclear power plants

had led to a lower probability of nuclear incidents regardless

of the increase in number and size of reactors and nuclear

transports. These arguments were based on the conclusions of

the US Rasmussen Study which estimates the probability of 100

or more fatalities to be 1 in 100,000 years, and of 1,000 or

more fatalities to be 1 in 1 million years, both figures based

on 100 power reactors in operation. As regards property

damage, the chance of an accident causing, for example,

150 million dollars damage would be about 1 in 100,000 per

reactor per year and 1 in 1 million per plant per year of

causing damage of about 1,000 million dollars.

Until now, it has proved impossible to reconcile both

points of view, and as the Paris and Brussels Supplementary

Conventions provide that amendments to these Conventions must be

adopted by mutual agreement of all the Contracting Parties, all

plans for an increase of the amounts of liability and compensation

fixed b̂ r these Conventions are halted unless a compromise is

eventually found.



Another point covering "both the amounts of liability and

the technical scope of the Paris Convention concerns a

suggestion made during the discussion within the Group of

Governmental Experts: the introduction in the Convention of a

clause enabling Contracting Parties to fix a sum for the

nuclear operator's liability which could be less than the

normal lovrer limit to cover certain installations or transport

which, given their size and nature, are not likely to cause

major damage as compared to other nuclear installations and

transport, subject to such sum not falling below a given

minimum amount. Ho definite conclusion has yet been reached

concerning this proposal which in fact has already been

implemented in the legislation of certain Contracting Parties.

C. Technical Scope of Application of the Paris Convention

As indicated in its Exposé des Motifs, "the Convention

provides an exceptional regime and its scope is limited to

risks of an exceptional character for which common lav/ rules

and practices are not suitable, ^/henever risks, even those

associated with nuclear activities, can properly be dealt with

through existing legal processes, they are left outside the

scope of the Convention". ïhis means that when the normal

requirements of third party liability are adequate for dealing

with the harmful consequences of a given nuclear activity, it

must not be covered by the special regime of the Convention.

It is, however, not always easy to draw a dividing line between

activities to be covered by the special regime and the ones to

be excluded.

The Paris Convention defines in a generic way the

nuclear insfcallations to which it applies without containing

indications as to the size or to the specific risk of the

plants involved. Also, the authors of the Conventions foresaw
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that it might prove necessary to revise its scope of

application and empowered the Steering Committee for ITuclear

Energy to include in the Convention other types of nuclear

installation, or on the contrary to exclude certain

categories of nuclear installations, nuclear fuel or nuclear

substances in view of the small extent of the risks involved.

However, very little use has been made of this possibility

until now.

The present drafting of the Convention has not proved to

be fully satisfactory in the light of experience. Por example,

research laboratories, pilot facilities, sub-critical test

assemblies or other installations of the same type which are

not referred to in the definition may give rise to hazards of

significant importancej in addition, such plants have become

far more common today than at the time of adoption of the

Convention.

The definition of a nuclear installation is in certain

respects too narrow to the extent that, as shown in the above-

mentioned examples, some installations which are not referred

to in the present text may use or hold important quantities of

nuclear materials, and in view of this, may present risks

comparable to those of installations covered by the Convention.

Purtheraore, the terminology used in the latter no longer

corresponds completei;* to present reality.

On the other hand, the definition of a nuclear

installation is also too wide. However, the exclusion of

certain nuclear installations or substances from the scope of

the Convention requires the prior specification in economic

terms of the concept of the lower risks presented by such

installations or substances.
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This complex task has "been undertaken for several years

nov/ by technical experts from Member countries in the Group of

Governmental Experts and has not yet come to a close. The

method followed is based on an amount for damage it is

considered possible to submit without difficulty to the rules

of compensation of common law and which may be covered by

normal insurance (as a basis for this study, the sums taken

into account range from §500,000 to 5 million) and thus

corresponds to the concept of lower risk within the meaning of

the Convention. On the basis of these estimates, the Experts

aim to determine which nuclear installations or substances

(account being taken of their type and quantity) are likely,

in the event of a nuclear incident, to lead to damage below or

above these thresholds.

Similar sttrdies are being undertaken for transport of

nuclear substances. At present many types of nuclear material

in course of transport are excluded from the scope of the Paris

Convention due to the fact that they are either radioisotopes

which are especially conditioned and are ready for use and

which are as such excluded as a whole from the scope of the

Convention, or certain natural or artificial radionuclides

which are not covered "by the definition of "nuclear substances"

in the Convention, or finally, nuclear substances which

eorre.spond to the quantities excluded by the Steering Committee.

Here again, it may seem somewhat unsatisfactory that certain

categories of material, because they are not generically

referred to in the Convention, may be carried in unlimited

quantities without being submitted to the special nuclear third

party liability regime.

The problem is therefore to adapt the Convention's

technical scope of application to the evolution of the situation

these past fifteen years in the field of nuclear industry in
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order, on the one hand, to exclude from the scope of the

Convention, certain activities or installations which do not

present such a hasard as to justify their being covered by the

special liability regime and, on the other, to submit to this

regime certain installations not covered at present "by the

Convention and which,on the basis of experience should have

been included in its scope.

ïhe work of the Governmental Experts is oriented towards a

solution that may result in replacing totally or in part the

present concept of the definition of the Paris Convention, Toy

generally placing all nuclear installations and transport

within its scope of application, while providing for the

exclusion of installations holding nuclear materials (and

nuclear transport) below the threshold laid down by the

Convention, or, more probably by the Steering Committee, thus

ensuring greater flexibility.

There is another question linked to the technical scope

of the Paris Convention and which concerns the grouping of severa:

installations on the same site. Contrary to the Vienna

Convention, the Paris Convention does not contain a provision

allowing the Installation State to determine that two or more

installations operated by the same operator and located at the

same site, shall be considered as a single installation for the

purposes of third party liability; in addition, the Paris

Convention does not contain a definition of the concept of a

site which is increasingly being used today.

It is envisaged to insert in the Convention a similar

provision, equally covering non-nuclear installations located

at the same site and holding radioactive substances. However,

as regards the concept of a site, it is considered that this

would be better dealt with by domestic laws.
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Apart from the three nain points dealt with in tiiis

paper, the work of the Group of Governmental iSxperts, in

preparation of a revision of the Paris Convention and the

Brussels Supplementary Convention, has covered numerous other

questions such as, for example, the statute of long-term storage

facilities for radioactive waste, exoneration of damage due to

acts of terrorism from the operator's liability, prescription

limits for bringing actions for compensation, admissibility of

contractual recourse, However, the Signatory countries are not

inclined to undertake a comprehensive reconsideration of the

rules in the Paris Convention, and wish to limit the exercise

to solving the above-mentioned problems, thus leaving it to

domestic laws, as in the past, to complete the provisions of

the Convention.

IV. Concluding remarks

Although replacement of the unit of account in the

Paris Convention and the Brussels Supplementary Convention,

adjustment of the amounts of liability and compensation laid

down by both Conventions, and modification of the Paris

Convention's technical scope of application are major

requirements, no formal decision had yet been taken by the

Contracting Parties concerning a revision of the Conventions and

its possible extent. Nevertheless, the position adopted last

October by the Steering Committee for Nuclear Energy, according

to which the Conventions should at least be amended regarding

their unit of account and inviting the Group of Governmental

Experts to continue its work with a view to an early

conclusion, leads to the impression that such a revision

should take place fairly soon.
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ïhis revision would be a mark of vitality for the

Conventions concerned and would demonstrate that the

remarkable degree of safety of the nuclear industry - proven

by the fact that there has been no serious incident until nov/

leading to consequences for third parties - has not resulted

in "demobilizing" the interested circles in respect of

compensation for nuclear damage. A recent maritime catastrophe

vmo GO great that it exceeded the financial and legal mechanism

elaborated to deal with just such an occurrence. This clearly

illustrates the need to have and to maintain anadequate system

of compensation for nuclear incidents, lacking which, in the

event, however remote, of a comparable nuclear catastrophe,

national authorities would be confronted with the public's

severe judgement. The latter might consider that all the

necessary measures had not been taken to maintain in the nuclear

third party liability system, which, when created, was reputed

to be in advance of its time, the efficiency and the level of

compensation provided commensurate with the risks involved.
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State of ratifications

Paris Convention

COUNTRY

Turkey

Spain

United Kingdom

France

Belgium

Sweden

Greece

Finland (accession)

Norway

Denmark

Italy

Germany (?.R.)

Portugal

10

31

23

9
3
1

12

16

2

4
17
30

29

CONVENTION

October

October

February

March

August

April

Hay

June

July

September

September

September

September

1961

1961

1966

1966

1966

1968

1970

1972

1973

1974

1975

1975

1977

ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL

5 April

30 April

23 February

9 March

3 .'.rrnist

1 April

12 May

16 June 1972

2 July

4 September

17 September

30 September

29 September

1963

1965

1966

1966

1966

1968

1970

1972

1973

1974

1975

1975

1977

Brussels Supplementary Convention

COUNTRY

United Kingdom

France

Spain

Sweden

Norway

Denmark

Germany (F.lí.)

Italy

Finland (accession)

24

30

27

3

7
4
1

3

14

CONVENTION

March

March

July

April

July

September

October

February

January

.1966

1966

1966

1968

1973

1974

1975

1976

,1977

ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL

24 March

30 March

27 July

3 April

7 July

4 September

1 October

3 February

14 January

1966

1966 •

1966 .

1968 .

1973

1974

1975 .

1976

1977
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Vienna Convention

COUNTRY

Cuba

Arab Republic of Egypt

Philippine

Argentine

Yugoslavia

COUNTRY

Cameroons

Trinidad and Tobago

Bolivia

RATIFICATIONS

25 November

5 November

15 November

25 April

12 August

1965

1965

1965

1964

1977

ACCESSIONS

6 March

31 January

10 April

1964

1966

1968

Brussels Convention relating to Civil Liability in

the. Field of Maritime Carriage õf Nuclear Material

COUNTRY

Prance

Spain (accession)

Denmark

Sweden

Norway

Federal Republic of Germany

RATIFICATION

2 February

25 Hay

4 September

22 November

16 April

1 October

OR ACCESSION

1973

1974

1974

1974

1975

1975

,


