
A) Official Figures on Casualties and Damage to Civilian Sectors 

1. Despite the preposterous slogan of the Zionist regime that “it has nothing to do 

with the Iranian people and its targets are only military”, according to the Iranian 

Ministry of Health, only 65 hours after the Zionist regime’s aggression, 1,481 

were injured and martyred, of whom more than 90 % were civilians. According 

to the same authority, as of 22 June 2025, the number of injured civilians has 

passed 3000, with 500 hospitalized and 450 undergoing surgeries.1 These 

abhorrent assaults have also resulted in the tragic loss of many innocent civilian 

lives – including women and children – and members of medical staff of hospitals 

as well as medical and relief forces of Iranian Red Crescent Society (IRCS). 

2. On 9 July 2025, Iran’s Minister of Health, Treatment and Medical Education 

announced in an interview that approximately 5,750 people were 

injured and 1,060 martyred in the attacks by the Zionist regime. According to the 

latest forensic statistics, 935 martyrs have been identified from the Israeli 

regime’s aggression against our country, including 38 children and 102 

women (some of whom were pregnant). In addition, 18 members of the health 

staff, including 6 doctors, were martyred in the line of duty. He added that the 

Israeli regime directly targeted 7 hospitals, while some medical centers were 

evacuated due to emergency conditions. Furthermore, approximately 11 

ambulances were also targeted by the Israeli regime’s missiles or bombings.2 

3.  At the time of writing this report, debris removal operations are still ongoing and 

there is a possibility that these statistics will be updated. 

4. On 9 July 2025, the Deputy of Aviation at Iran’s Civil Aviation Organization, 

referencing recent Israeli regime’s airstrikes on civilian aviation infrastructure, 

stated: “Four attacks on non-military aviation sectors have been documented, all 

reported to the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) in compliance 

with international protocols and regulations.” Regarding damage specifics, he 

added: “During these attacks, both runways at Tabriz Airport sustained severe 

damage. Isfahan Airport suffered comparatively lesser damage than Tabriz.” The 

Deputy further noted: “One of the country’s radar systems was also damaged 

during these aggressions.” Addressing losses at a private airport, he explained: 

“Regrettably, Abyek Airport in Qazvin – utilized by the private sector – was 

assaulted by Israeli regime. The facility was filled with light and ultra-light 

aircraft, resulting in the hostile regime destroying 3,000 billion tomans [≈ $35 

million USD] worth of civilian property.” He emphasized: “These actions by the 
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hostile regime constitute a blatant violation of all internationally accepted 

aviation safety protocols.”3 

5. On 9 July 2025, Iran’s Media Mobilization Organization and National Media 

Mobilization Center announced in an official statement that during this war, 12 

journalists, camerapersons, and media activists were martyred in direct attacks 

by the Zionist regime.4 

6. Head of Tehran City Crisis Prevention and Management Organization announced 

the identification of 8,200 units damaged during the Israeli attacks.5 

7. According to the Iranian Red Crescent Society, approximately 1,500 hospital 

beds were damaged during the attacks on hospitals and treatment centers.6 
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Instances of attacks against medical facilities and personnel 



B) Instances of Violations of International Humanitarian Law in the 

course of the Israeli regime’s aggression 

8. The conduct of the Israeli regime in the course of its military operations against 

the Islamic Republic of Iran from 13 to 24 June 2025 constitutes grave breaches 

of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and flagrant violations of customary 

international humanitarian law. 

9. The principle of distinction, as established in IHL, affirmed by State practice and 

views of ICRC has been confirmed by the ICJ in the Advisory Opinion on the 

Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons (1996).7 The principle obliges 

all parties to distinguish at all times between civilians and combatants, and 

between civilian objects and military objectives. The targeting of residential 

buildings, hospitals, airports, oil depots, educational institutions, and welfare 

centers—absent military necessity—constitutes a direct violation of this 

foundational principle. 

10. The principle of proportionality prohibits attacks, which may be expected to 

cause incidental civilian harm that would be excessive in relation to the concrete 

and direct military advantage anticipated. Israeli regime’s missile and drone 

attacks caused over 3,000 civilian injuries and hundreds of deaths, including 

children, women, and protected medical personnel. This was accompanied with 

no definite military advantage. Such a disparity, together with the pattern of 

strikes on non-military facilities, underscores the disproportionate nature of the 

aggressor’s attacks. 

11. Under the principle of military necessity, attacks must be directed solely at 

legitimate military objectives and be indispensable to achieving a definite 

military advantage. The destruction of healthcare centers, universities, 

dormitories, stables, peaceful nuclear facilities and a prison, among others, 

cannot be justified under this principle. In Nicaragua v. United States, the Court 

stressed that the “methods of warfare must not violate humanitarian law even 

when a State claims to act in self-defense or military necessity.”8 

12. The principle of precaution obliges parties to avoid or minimize harm to 

civilians.9 Yet no advance warnings were issued, and attacks were conducted 

during peak hours in populated areas—contravening even the most basic 

precautions expected under IHL. 

                                                           
7 Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1996, p. 226, at para. 78. 
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13. Furthermore, grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions include “willful 

killing”, “extensive destruction of property not justified by military necessity”, 

and “willfully causing great suffering”.10 Many of the Israeli regime’s operations 

clearly fall within this definition, particularly the strikes against hospitals (e.g., 

Hakim and Farabi), the deliberate targeting of Red Crescent ambulances and 

staff, and assassination of officials and academics. 

14. It must be emphasized that the Geneva Conventions enjoy universal applicability, 

and many of their rules—especially those protecting civilians—have passed into 

customary international law, binding all States regardless of treaty ratification. 

As the ICJ held in the Nuclear Weapons case, the “cardinal principles” of 

distinction and proportionality are “intransgressible principles of international 

customary law”.11 

15. Moreover, the disproportionate casualty figures—with Iran suffering more than 

3,000 civilian injuries and hundreds of deaths, versus far fewer casualties from 

the Israeli regime’s end—further reflect the regime’s failure to uphold the 

principles of distinction and proportionality.  

16. It should be recalled that, the ICJ, in its Advisory Opinion on the legality of the 

threat or use of nuclear weapons (1996), held that: 

The cardinal principles contained in the texts constituting 

the fabric of humanitarian law are the following. The first 

is aimed at the protection of the civilian population and 

civilian objects and establishes the distinction between 

combatants and non-combatants; States must never make 

civilians the object of attack and must consequently never 

use weapons that are incapable of distinguishing between 

civilian and military targets.12 

17. It must be emphasized that “willful Killing” of civilians (i.e. women, children, 

non-combatants including scientists and university lecturers) as well as 

“extensive destruction or appropriation of property, not justified by military 

necessity and carried out unlawfully and wantonly” (i.e. homes, hospitals, energy 

grids, and media studios) as described hereinabove constitute grave breaches of 

the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and thus, are considered war 

crimes.13 

                                                           
10 see GC IV, Art. 147. 
11 Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1996, p. 226, at para. 79. 
12 Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1996, p. 226, at para. 78. 
13 Art. 50 GC I, Art. 51 GC II, Art. 130 GC III and Art. 147 GC IV. 



18. The ICRC confirms that state practice has established such prohibitions as rules 

of customary international law.14 An interestingly relevant example is the 

adoption of resolutions by consensus in 1982 and 1983 by the UN Commission 

on Human Rights whereby it declared, “Israel’s continuous grave breaches of the 

Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War 

[...] and of the Additional Protocols ... are war crimes”.15 16 

19. As per established international humanitarian law, “medical units” as well as 

“medical transport” must be respected and protected in all circumstances.17 These 

customary rules are also codified in various treaty provisions as contained in the 

1949 Geneva Conventions.18 

20. Civilian journalists engaged in professional missions in areas of armed conflict 

must be respected and protected. According to the ICRC, state practice 

establishes this rule as a norm of customary international law.19 

21. UNSC Resolution no. S/RES/1738 of 23 December 2006 has also condemned 

attacks against journalists, media professionals and associated personnel in as 

such, in situations of armed conflict.20 

22. Another established rule of customary international law which is confirmed by 

state practice is the prohibition of “Attacking, destroying, removing or rendering 

useless objects indispensable to the survival of the civilian population”.21 

23. Thus far, several agents affiliated with the Israeli regime have been arrested by 

Iranian intelligence agencies in different cities. A significant number of 

explosives, micro-drones equipped with targeting systems, advanced weapons of 

war, advanced communications equipment, and remote-control systems were 

seized from these terrorist groups before they could carry out attacks on crowded 

areas. In some cases, the terrorists were in possession of sensitive digital material 

on bomb-making, drone mechanics, and surveillance technologies. 

                                                           
14 Rule 1: “The parties to the conflict must at all times distinguish between civilians and combatants. Attacks may only 
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15 UN Commission on Human Rights, Res. 1982/1, 11 February 1982, § 3; Res. 1983/1, 15 February 
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24. It is also well-established that acts or threats of violence the primary purpose of 

which is to spread terror among the civilian population are prohibited. This is 

reflected in codification of “all measures of intimidation or of terrorism” in 

Article 33 of the Fourth Geneva Convention. 

Part IV. ACTS OF TERRORISM 

25. As a result of acts of terrorism carried out by the Zionist regime against Iran, on 

13 June 2025, Major General Mohammad Bagheri, Chief of the General Staff of 

the Armed Forces of the Islamic Republic of Iran (and his family members),22 

Major General Hossein Salami, Commander-in-Chief of the Islamic 

Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC),23 Major General Gholam Ali Rashid, 

Commander of the Khatam al-Anbiya Central Headquarters,24 Brigadier General 

Mehdi Rabbani, Deputy Head of Operations for the General Staff of the Armed 

Forces of the Islamic Republic of Iran (and his family members),25 were 

assassinated and martyred while outside active hostilities. 

26. On the same date, General Amir Ali Hajizadeh, Commander-in-Chief of IRGC 

Aerospace Force, as well as seven other commanders of the IRGC Aerospace 

Force, namely, Mahmoud Bagheri, Davoud Sheikhian, Mohammad Bagher 

Taherpour, Mansour Safarpour, Masoud Tayeb, Khosrow Hassani, Javad Jursara, 

and Mohammad Agha Jafari26 as well as and General Gholamreza Mehrabi, 

Deputy Head of Intelligence for the Armed Forces General Staff27 were 

assassinated and martyred during the Israeli regime’s terrorist attacks. 

27. Rear Admiral Ali Shamkhani (Iran Supreme Leader’s top advisor) who survived 

the Zionist regime’s terrorist attacks on 13 June 2025, was seriously injured.28 

28. Three Generals of IRGC Intelligence Organization, namely, Mohammad Kazemi 

(Commander-in-Chief), Hassan Mohaghegh (Deputy) and Mohsen Bagheri were 

assassinated and martyred on 15 June 2025. 
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29. In addition to the previously mentioned high-ranking military commanders, 15 

Iranian scientists were martyred due to the Zionist regimes attacks from 13 to 15 

June 2025. 

30. On 13 June 2025, the Israeli regime unleashed a wave of terror through a 

coordinated campaign of assassinations against Iran’s leading scientific and 

academic figures. Abdolhamid Minouchehr, Head of the Nuclear Engineering 

Faculty at Shahid Beheshti University; Ahmad-Reza Zolfaqari Dariani, faculty 

member in the same department; Amir Hossein Feqhi, former Vice President of 

the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran; Fereydoun Abbasi, former AEOI Head 

and ex-Member of Parliament; Mohammad Mehdi Tehranchi, President of 

Islamic Azad University; Akbar Motallebizadeh, chemical engineering expert 

whose spouse was also killed; Saeed Borji Kazerooni, materials engineering 

specialist and physicist; Ali Bakoei Karimi, mechanical engineer; Ali Bakoei 

Katrimi, director of the Atomic and Molecular Physics Department at Tarbiat 

Modarres University; Mansour Asgari, faculty member at Imam Hussein 

University;29 and Seyed Isar Tabatabai Ghomshe, mechanical engineering expert 

whose spouse also martyred,30 were all ruthlessly assassinated in this day of 

terror. 

31. On 14 June 2025, the terror campaign continued with the assassination of Seyyed 

Mustafa Sadati Armaki, a lecturer at Shahid Beheshti University. His immediate 

family—including his wife, three children, and parents-in-law—were also 

slaughtered, amplifying the cruelty of this act of terror.31 

32. On 20 June 2025, Dr. Seyyed Asghar Hashemi Tabar, a PhD in Strategic Defense 

Sciences, fell victim to a targeted assassination. His spouse was killed alongside 

him, and their only child was left critically injured, a heartbreaking testament to 

the regime’s indiscriminate terror.32 

33. On 23 June 2025, Soleiman Soleimani, a renowned chemical engineering expert, 

was likewise assassinated, his death marking yet another atrocity in the ongoing 

terror campaign.33 
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34. Finally, on 24 June 2025, the regime’s terror reached Astane Ashrafiyeh with the 

assassination of Seyyed Mohammad Reza Seddighi Saber.34 His killing opened 

a brutal chapter of systematic violence against Iran’s scientific community. 

35. In the recent aggression by the Israeli regime, the lives of some of the nation’s 

most promising students and pioneering scientists were tragically cut short.35 
 

Some prominent Iranian Scientists martyred and assassinated from13-24 June 2025 
                                                           
34 Tabnak (Persian), “New images from the scene of the assassination of an Iranian scientist with 12 martyrs”, 

<https://www.tabnak.ir/fa/news/1313577/>, (25.06.2025). 
35 See: Student News Network (Persian), “Academic Martyrs of the 12-Day War; In Memory of 29 Martyred Professors 

and Students”, <https://snn.ir/fa/news/1278298/>, (26.06.2025). 



36. Apart from assassinating the aforementioned commanders, scholars and 

individuals, the Israeli regime has also attempted to assassinate other Iranian 

officials. On 16 June 2025, during the late morning hours, a meeting of Iran’s 

Supreme National Security Council was underway on the lower levels of a 

building located in western Tehran. The session was attended by the President, 

the Speaker of Parliament, the Head of the Judiciary, and other senior officials 

when the attack was launched by the terrorist regime of Israel. Following the 

explosions, the power supply of the relevant floors was cut. However, the 

officials managed to evacuate the premises using a pre-designated emergency 

exit.36 

37. On 26 June 2025, the Israeli regime’s Minister of Defense, in an interview, 

explicitly threatened Iran’s Supreme Leader and revealed the regime’s plans for 

assassination.37 This outrageous and unlawful statement was issued in clear 

coordination with similarly inflammatory remarks made by the President of the 

United States—first on 18 June and again, 27 June 2025—when he referred to 

the Supreme Leader as an “easy target”, declaring “we are not going to take him 

out—at least not for now”, and further claiming he had prevented the Israeli 

regime or the U.S. Armed Forces from terminating his life. 38 

38. Such reckless and deliberate threats not only constitute a serious violation of the 

Charter of the United Nations, particularly Article 2(4), which unequivocally 

prohibits both the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 

independence of any State, but also breach well-established principles of 

international law, including the inviolability of Heads of State, and amount to a 

clear incitement to state terrorism. Furthermore, the international counter-

terrorism conventions and numerous UN resolutions, including those of the UN 

General Assembly and the Security Council, reaffirm that terrorism in all its 

forms and manifestations is criminal and unjustifiable, regardless of its 

motivation or origin. 

39. The deliberate assassination of Iranian military officials, scientists, and their 

family members outside active hostilities constitute grave violation of IHL and 

cannot be justified under the laws of armed conflict. These killings are 

extraterritorial acts of state terrorism. Under customary IHL, as well as Article 6 

of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), “no 
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individual shall be arbitrarily deprived of life, including during armed conflict”, 

unless such deprivation is lawful and strictly necessary. 

40. Even in the context of active hostilities, the deliberate targeting of individuals 

who are hors de combat, such as military commanders not engaged in active 

hostilities, as well as civilians including scientists and academic staff, is 

prohibited and their assassination qualifies as a grave breach of IHL and a war 

crime 

41. The principle of distinction, universally binding as customary international law 

and reaffirmed by the ICJ,39 prohibits attacks on persons not taking direct part in 

hostilities. The majority of those assassinated, including scientific figures and 

advisors, were not engaged in military operations at the time of the attacks. Their 

killing – particularly those that occurred in residential areas and involved family 

members – clearly fails to meet the legal threshold for lawful targeting. 

42. The UN Security Council, in Resolution 1566 (2004), affirms that criminal acts 

intended to cause death or serious bodily injury to civilians or non-combatants, 

with the purpose of intimidating a population or compelling a government 

constitute terrorism.40 The acts described, including the coordinated killing of 

Iranian military leaders and scientists in their homes or outside combat, are 

consistent with acts of State terrorism, intended to instill fear, destabilize national 

leadership, and undermine the sovereign capacity of Iran. 

43. Assassinating individuals on the territory of a State constitutes a serious violation 

of international law, including Article 2(4) of the UN Charter (prohibition on the 

threat or use of force), and the principle of non-intervention.  

44. Moreover, under Articles 2 and 8 of the ARSIWA, these acts are attributable to 

the aggressor regime of Israel and constitute internationally wrongful acts. The 

systematic nature of these killings – accompanied by political admissions and 

deliberate planning – supports their characterization as state terrorism. 

45. The UN Special Rapporteur on Extrajudicial Executions likewise stated that 

targeted assassinations by drones or special operation forces are unlawful unless 

the target is directly participating in hostilities and the strike complies with IHL 

principles.41 

46. Apart from the above, given the large-scale and widespread nature of the attack 

directed against the civilian population, the acts also constitute crimes against 

humanity since murder has been the essential element in the assassinations 
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A/HRC/44/38 (15 August 2020), para. 35. 



committed by the Israeli regime, fitting into the requirements of crimes against 

humanity under Article 7 of the Rome Statute.  

47. In conclusion, the targeted assassinations described hereinabove are legally 

indefensible and fall squarely within the definition of terrorism under both 

international criminal law and the broader framework of international 

responsibility. Iran retains the right to pursue remedies under international law. 

48. These violations are not only legally indefensible, but also have had devastating 

human consequences on the ground. As a result of these indiscriminate and 

disproportionate attacks many civilians including women and children, were 

killed and martyred – their ‘guilt’: being a civilian! 

  
Baran, just only a 9-years-old Iranian girl 

killed with his father 

Mahya, just only a 7-years-old Iranian 

girl 

  

Tara, just only an 8-years-old Iranian 

gymnast girl 

Niloufar, just an Iranian Pilates 

instructor who was killed with her 

parents 



  
Parsa, just only an Iranian paddle player 

who was heading home after practice. 

Mehdi, just only a member of the Iranian 

national equestrian team 

  
Zahra, just only an Iranian Mountaineer 

and cyclist 

Mansoureh, just only an Iranian painter 

and artist 

Part V. VIOLATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 

LAW 

49. The instances of violations demonstrated hereinabove also seriously violate a 

wide range of human rights of the Iranian people, including the right to life, the 

right to security of the person, the right to health, the right to protection of family 

and private life, and the right to a safe, clean, healthy, and sustainable 

environment. These rights are protected under numerous core international 

human rights instruments and widely accepted as fundamental human rights.  

50. It is well established under international law that the obligations contained in 

human rights treaties do not cease in times of armed conflict. As reaffirmed by 



the ICJ in the Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the Occupied 

Palestinian Territory (2004),42 and reiterated in the Nuclear Weapons Advisory 

Opinion (1996),43 human rights law continues to apply in parallel with IHL. This 

includes, inter alia, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(ICCPR), which remains binding in its extraterritorial application along with 

exercise of jurisdiction or effective control over persons or territory.44 

51. The right to life under Article 6 of the ICCPR has been egregiously violated 

through indiscriminate and disproportionate missile attacks targeting civilians, as 

well as through premeditated assassinations of scientists and family members far 

removed from any battlefield. These acts constitute arbitrary deprivation of life, 

especially where lethal force was used outside situations of direct threat or 

necessity. The Human Rights Committee has repeatedly emphasized that the use 

of force must comply with the principles of necessity and proportionality.45 The 

systematic and widespread nature of these killings may also engage the threshold 

of crimes against humanity under customary international law. 

52. Similarly, attacks on hospitals and medical staff, including children’s hospitals 

and ambulances, amount not only to serious violations of IHL but also breaches 

of the right to health under Article 12 of the International Covenant on Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR). The UN Committee on Economic, Social 

and Cultural Rights has affirmed that destruction or disruption of medical 

facilities and infrastructure during armed conflict constitutes a violation of 

Article 12.46 

53. The targeting of journalists and media facilities, such as the Iranian State TV 

station during a live broadcast, violates freedom of expression and freedom of 

the press under Article 19 of the ICCPR. The Human Rights Committee has 

clarified that States must not target journalists under any circumstances, and that 

attacks on media infrastructure not only hinder the dissemination of information 

but also infringe upon the public’s right to access information, particularly during 

times of conflict.47 

54. Furthermore, the deliberate attacks on critical civilian infrastructure – including 

water systems, energy installations, oil refineries, and airports – implicate the 
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right to an adequate standard of living (Article 11, ICESCR) and the right to a 

healthy environment, which is increasingly recognized as a component of both 

Articles 12 and 6 of the ICCPR and ICESCR, and has been recognized by the UN 

General Assembly in Resolution 76/300 (2022) as a universal human right.48 

These attacks also amount to collective punishment and infliction of terror upon 

the civilian population, prohibited under both IHL and IHRL. 

55. The repeated attacks on civilian infrastructure, oil and gas installations, industrial 

facilities, and urban areas also constitute grave violations of customary 

international environmental law applicable both in times of peace and armed 

conflict. Under customary norms and treaty-based obligations, States are required 

to protect the environment from significant harm and to apply the principles of 

precaution and environmental impact assessment (EIA) when conducting 

military operations. These principles are codified in Principles 15 and 17 of the 

“Rio Declaration on Environment and Development” (1992) and have attained 

customary status, as recognized by the ICJ in the Pulp Mills case.49 

56. Moreover, the ICJ in its Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use 

of Nuclear Weapons (1996)50 affirmed that general obligations of environmental 

protection are applicable during armed conflict and form part of international law. 

Part VI. ATTACKS AGAINST NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

57. In the course of the continued aggressive attacks of the Zionist regime against 

Iranian infrastructure from 13-24 June 2025, direct military attacks were carried 

out almost each day, against several nuclear facilities in Iran. The US also 

directed military attacks against these facilities on 22 June 2025. This is against 

well-established principles of IHL and existing international law as described 

below. 

58. The Iranian facilities are under the safeguards of the IAEA in full compliance 

with the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), Iran’s Comprehensive 

Safeguards Agreement (CSA), IAEA Statute and other relevant instruments in 

force, therefore there has remained no doubt that they do not pose any threat. On 

top of that, the said aggression occurred while negotiations were being held 

between Iran and the US regarding the Iranian nuclear activities and the lifting of 

unlawful sanctions. 

59. Needless to say, the Zionist regime is not a party to key disarmament instruments, 

including most notably the NPT. The Israeli regime has neither signed NPT, nor 

has it respected any of the relevant UN Security Council and IAEA resolutions 
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concerning its nuclear activities. In other words, the IAEA has no way to monitor 

or verify Israeli regime’s nuclear arsenal. This is while the Zionist regime’s 

stockpile is estimated to range between 75 and 400 nuclear warheads. This 

situation raises serious concerns about nuclear proliferation in the region, as 

Israeli regime’s nuclear program is not subject to international oversight as other 

countries’ programs. 

60. Amongst other key disarmament treaties, which this criminal regime has 

blatantly disregarded, one can refer to the Biological Weapons Convention 

(BWC), the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), and the Treaty on the 

Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW). The Zionist regime goes to such length 

as to consistently oppose any initiatives under these instruments, including 

annual UN General Assembly resolutions endorsing the TPNW. 

61. In contrast, the peaceful nature of the nuclear program of Iran has also repeatedly 

been confirmed by the IAEA, which has conducted the highest numbers of 

inspections in this relation. Iran has been the sponsor of the proposal for the 

establishment of a “Middle East nuclear-weapon free zone” in 1974 and since 

then has remained as a strong advocate thereof, which has been meaningfully 

opposed solely by the Zionist regime with the support of the US. 

A) Special Protection of Nuclear Facilities under IHL 

62. While IHL dictates distinction between civilian and military objects including 

peaceful nuclear facilities (as confirmed by the Article 52(1) of the Additional 

Protocol I of 1977 and Rule 1 of the ICRC findings), such facilities enjoy special 

protection. Codified IHL dictates that works and installations containing 

dangerous forces shall not be made object of attacks, and likewise in the ICRC’s 

view particular care is required, if installations such as dams, dykes and nuclear 

electrical generating stations, and other installations are located at or in the 

vicinity of military objectives. 

63. It is worth noting that according to the ICRC study in the conduct of military 

operations, all feasible precautions must be taken to avoid, and in any event to 

minimize, incidental damage to the environment. Furthermore, according to the 

ICRC study the use of methods or means of warfare that are intended, or may be 

expected, to cause widespread, long-term and severe damage to the natural 

environment is prohibited. Destruction of the natural environment may not be 

used as a weapon.51 
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64. The attacks of the Zionist regime against nuclear facilities in Iran, including at 

Natanz, Qom, Arak and Isfahan have been carried out as a grave violation of 

well-established principles of IHL. 

B) UN Security Council Resolution 487 

65. The UN Security Council Resolution 487, issued in 1981, while condemning the 

Israeli regime’s attack on the Osirak reactor in Iraq, explicitly calls upon the 

regime, in its Paragraph 2, to “refrain in the future from any such acts or threats 

thereof”; the Israeli regime’s attacks on Iranian nuclear facilities therefore 

constitute a blatant violation of the binding Resolution 487 issued by the Security 

Council in 1981.  

66. The UN Security Council is responsible for monitoring and follow-up of its 

resolutions on the UN Member States including the said resolution. In this 

particular case, it lies with the UN Security Council to make the Zionist regime 

accountable for the breach of the UN Security Council resolution, the failure of 

which seriously undermines its credibility. 

C) IAEA Statute 

67. Armed attacks against nuclear facilities undermine establishment or adoption of 

“standards of safety for protection of health and minimization of danger to life 

and property” as one of the functions of the IAEA under Article III.A.6 of its 

statute. 

68. The Iranian nuclear facilities attacked by the Zionist regime were all under Iran’s 

Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement (CSA) under the NPT (INFCIRC/214, 

1974) to have Iran’s activities monitored by the IAEA. 

69. The attacks hamper, hinder and undermine IAEA’s mandate and compromise 

Iran’s efforts in carrying out its commitments in full transparency, cooperation 

and bona fide with the IAEA. At the time of the attacks, IAEA inspectors were 

present in Iran, which demonstrates the degree of the recklessness of the 

aggressive attacks by the Zionist regime. 

D) IAEA Resolutions 

70. Numerous resolutions adopted at the General Conferences of IAEA in 

consecutive years have been devoted to safety of nuclear facilities, in particular 

resolution No. GC(XXIX)/RES/444 dated 27 September 1985 on “Protection of 

Nuclear Installations Devoted to Peaceful Purposes against Armed Attacks” and 

resolution No. GC(XXXIV)/RES/533 dated 21 September 1990 on “Prohibition 



of All Armed Attacks against Nuclear Installations Devoted to Peaceful Purposes 

Whether under Construction or in Operation”. These have been unequivocal in 

declaring that “any armed attack on and threat against nuclear facilities devoted 

to peaceful purposes constitutes a violation of the principles of the UN Charter, 

international law and the Statute of the Agency”. 

71. The aggressive attacks of the Zionist regime against the safeguarded Iranian 

nuclear facilities therefore violate IAEA resolutions as well. 

E) Use of Force against Nuclear Facilities in violation of the UN 

Charter  

72. The deliberate targeting of nuclear facilities in Fordo, Natanz, Isfahan, and 

Khondab by the Israeli regime and the US, constitutes a manifest violation of 

Article 2(4) of the UN Charter, that is, an act of aggression. This is further 

reaffirmed by Article 8 bis of the Rome Statute, which defines the crime of 

aggression as “the planning, preparation, initiation or execution, by a person in a 

position effectively to exercise control over or to direct the political or military 

action of a State, of an act of aggression which… constitutes a manifest violation 

of the Charter of the United Nations”. Targeting peaceful nuclear installations 

with high risk to civilians and the environment meets this threshold. 

73. Moreover, such attacks may also constitute environmental war crimes due to their 

potential to cause widespread, long-term, and severe damage to the natural 

environment, prohibited under both customary IHL and treaty regimes. Under 

customary international law, States must also observe the principles of 

prevention, precaution, and environmental impact assessment, even during armed 

conflict. These principles have been recognized by the ICJ in the Pulp Mills case 

(Argentina v. Uruguay) and the Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat 

or Use of Nuclear Weapons, which emphasized there is an obligation not to allow 

activities under their jurisdiction to cause significant transboundary 

environmental harm.  

74. Further, the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use 

of Environmental Modification Techniques (ENMOD), to which the US is a 

party, prohibits the use of environmental modification techniques having 

widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects. The core prohibitions of this 

instrument have entered the realm of customary international law binding all 

States. The potential release of radioactive materials from strikes on nuclear sites 

is precisely the kind of environmental modification that the Convention aims to 

prevent. 



75. The United Nations General Assembly, in Resolution 47/37 (1992)52 and other 

subsequent instruments, has reiterated that the protection of the environment 

must be respected even during armed conflict. The UN International Law 

Commission’s 2022 Draft Principles on Protection of the Environment in 

Relation to Armed Conflicts (PERAC), while not binding, reflects evolving 

opinio juris and State practice indicating that military necessity does not justify 

environmental devastation. 

76. Accordingly, the attacks by the Israeli regime and the US on Iran’s nuclear 

facilities are not only unlawful uses of force but may also constitute 

environmental crimes, for which responsibility may be engaged. These acts 

violated peremptory norms and endangered regional and international peace, 

security, and environmental integrity. 

Part VII. OBLIGATIONS OF THIRD STATES AND OTHER 

ENTITIES UNDER INTERNATIONAL LAW WITH RESPECT TO 

AGGRESSION 

77. States are prohibited from recognizing situations arising from a breach of a 

peremptory norm of general international (jus cogens). This obligation, outlined 

in the ARSIWA, prohibits States from legitimizing unlawful acts and situations 

resulting from such breaches, which undermine the integrity of Charter-based 

international law. 

78. In the Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua 

v. United States of America), the ICJ stated that the prohibition of the use of force 

also includes indirect support such as supply of arms, military training, advice, 

equipping of the force, logistics support and the operational support provided to 

the aggressor State.  

79. The acts of aggression of the Israeli regime and the US against Iran are a violation 

of the peremptory norm of “prohibition of aggression”, and as such third States 

are not allowed to recognize them as lawful, nor render aid or assistance in 

maintaining such situations. Thus, any expressed or implied recognition by 

certain western States of the aggression of the Israeli regime or the US against 

Iran and providing any assistance whatsoever entails international responsibility 

of those States. 

80. Article 41 of the ARSIWA addresses the consequences of serious breaches of 

peremptory norms (jus cogens). These breaches, which are considered violations 

of fundamental principles of international law, trigger specific obligations for all 

States, not merely the aggressors directly responsible for the breach. These 

                                                           
52 A/RES/47/37, (9 February 1993), Protection of the environment in times of armed conflict. 



include a duty to cooperate to end such breaches through lawful means and a duty 

not to recognize as lawful a situation created by the breach, or to render aid or 

assistance in maintaining the same. 

i) Duty to Cooperate: 

81. Third States are obligated to cooperate with each other to bring to an end the 

serious breach through lawful means. This includes resort to the UN Charter and 

action through the UN Security Council in case of existence of any threat to the 

peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression, as in the present case, 

recommendations, or decisions under Articles 41 and 42 to maintain or restore 

international peace and security. Recourse to Article 51 concerning collective 

self-defense through providing assistance to the State in defense against 

aggression could be seen in the same context.  

82. Since the trigger of the act of aggression by the Zionist regime and the US against 

Iran, despite three emergency sessions of the UN Security Council (13, 20 and 

22 June 2025), no concrete measure was taken and the aggressors instead resorted 

to fake justifications for breach of the peremptory norm in question.  

ii) Duty of Non-Recognition: 

83. No State shall recognize as lawful a situation created by a serious breach. This is 

a crucial aspect of upholding the integrity of international law and preventing 

normalization of breach of peremptory norms. 

84. The duty of non-recognition is not just a matter of formal declarations, rather 

according to advisory opinions of the ICJ on South West Africa (1971) and the 

Wall (2004), non-recognition involves isolation and active abstention, as well as 

prohibiting acts implying recognition.53 

85. Nonetheless, some western countries have failed to demonstrate non-recognition 

of the situation resulting from the aggression by the Zionist regime or the US in 

defiance of well-established international law – which will be addressed 

hereinunder.  

iii) Duty of Non-Assistance: 
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86. Third States are prohibited from rendering aid or assistance to the responsible 

State(s) in maintaining the situation created by the breach of the jus cogens norm 

of prohibition of aggression.  

87. It goes without saying that the abovementioned obligations highlight the 

collective responsibility of States to uphold international law and prevent the 

normalization of egregious violations. They reinforce the idea that certain 

fundamental norms of international law are of concern to the entire international 

community and require a collective response to ensure their protection. 

A) Instances of denunciation and condemnation of aggression by third 

states and other entities 

88. Following the acts of aggression of the Israeli regime and the United States 

against Iran, the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), representing over half of the 

world’s States, explicitly condemned the unlawful armed attacks against Iran.54 

While condemning the deliberate targeting of peaceful nuclear facilities by the 

Israeli regime, the NAM stressed that this reprehensible attack constitutes a 

flagrant violation of the Charter of the United Nations, the fundamental principles 

of international law, including sovereignty, territorial integrity and the 

prohibition of threat or use of force against the territorial integrity of States, while 

grossly violating the fundamental rights, in particular the right to life and the right 

to health. It was also cautions against inaction by the United Nations and the 

international community in the face of such aggressions of the Israeli regime in 

the region, which would only embolden its further commission of such crimes 

and undermine the credibility of the multilateral system. 

89. Similarly, the Organization of Islamic Countries (OIC)55 condemned the 

aggressions by the Israeli regime by describing the acts as “attacks on Iran, 

including repeated military attacks on civilian infrastructure, peaceful nuclear 

facilities, and the assassination of scientists, senior military commanders, and 

innocent civilians, including women and children, in grave violation of 

peremptory norms of international law and principles of the UN Charter, 

including prohibition of threat or use of force against sovereignty and territorial 

integrity of other States”. 
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90. The member States of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO),56 called 

such aggressive actions against civilian targets, including energy and transport 

infrastructure, which have resulted in civilian casualties a gross violation of 

international law and the UN Charter.  

91. In the same vein, the BRICS group,57 considered the military strikes against the 

Islamic Republic of Iran “a violation of international law and the Charter of the 

United Nations”, and expressed “serious concern over deliberate attacks on 

civilian infrastructure and peaceful nuclear facilities under full safeguards of the 

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), in violation of international law 

and relevant resolutions of the IAEA”.  

92. The Group of Friends in Defense of the UN Charter denounced and condemned 

in the strongest possible terms the unprovoked and premeditated heinous attacks 

perpetrated against the Islamic Republic of Iran and emphasized that these attacks 

constitute a “flagrant violation of the UN Charter and the most basic principles 

of international law and a blatant violation of the Statute of the International 

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)” and the protection of nuclear facilities. In the 

special communique of the Group on the heinous attack of the Israeli regime 

against the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Group recalled the “obligations of States 

under international law to refrain from any willful aid or assistance” to the Israeli 

regime in commission of these unlawful acts and also highlighted the inherent 

right of the Islamic Republic of Iran to self-defense under international law.58 

93. In a joint statement by Arab and Islamic countries,59 Israeli regime’s attacks on 

the Islamic Republic of Iran, as well as any actions that contravene international 

law and the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations were 

categorically rejected and condemned. These counties also emphasized the 

necessity of respecting the sovereignty and territorial integrity of States, adhering 

to the principles of good neighborliness, and the peaceful settlement of disputes.60 
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94. Apart from the above intergovernmental forums, nongovernmental groups and 

experts have also criticized such grave breaches of international law. The 

International Commission of Jurists, for instance, condemned Israeli regime’s use 

of armed force against Iran’s sovereignty and territorial integrity as a grave 

violation of the UN Charter and international law and a major threat to 

international peace and security. Furthermore, the Middle East and North Africa 

Program Director of the commission, asserted “nothing under international law 

may justify these armed attacks and the deliberate targeting of protected 

civilians”.61 

95. UN experts in a statement, strongly condemned Israeli regime’s military attacks 

on Iran, warning, “these attacks represent a flagrant violation of fundamental 

principles of international law, a blatant act of aggression and a violation of jus 

cogens norms”. The experts emphasized that they are “gravely concerned that the 

recent strikes form part of a broader pattern of unlawful unilateral acts by Israel” 

citing ongoing occupation, apartheid, and violence in the West Bank and Gaza.62 

96. In another similar statement, they unequivocally condemned the United States 

military attack against three nuclear facilities in Iran stating that “these attacks 

violate the most fundamental rules of world order since 1945 – the prohibition on 

the aggressive use of military force and the duties to respect sovereignty and not 

to coercively intervene in another country”. The experts highlighted that “Iran 

has not attacked the U.S. or Israel with a nuclear weapon. There is no evidence 

whatsoever that Iran intends to imminently attack the U.S. or Israel with a nuclear 

weapon”. In the words of the experts, “ ‘Preventive’ or ‘anticipatory’ self-defense 

against speculative future threats, such as nuclear proliferation or terrorism, has 

not been permitted by international law since the UN Charter was adopted 80 

years ago”.63 

B) Instances of aid to, and endorsement of aggression by certain 

States  

97. Despite the clear and unequivocal principles of international law concerning 

States’ obligations not to recognize situations resulting from serious breach of a 

peremptory norm of general international law, that is “prohibition of aggression”, 
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and obligation not to provide aid or assistance to the aggressor, certain countries 

have blatantly violated the same by providing support to the Israeli regime and 

the United States as aggressors. In this section, we take a quick glance at such 

instances. 

98. Apart from openly supporting the Zionist regime in its aggression against Iran 

and carrying out armed attacks against Iranian peaceful nuclear facilities, 

according to reports the US delivered approximately 300 Hellfire missiles to the 

Zionist regime just days before the attacks.64 

99. Although Secretary of State Marco Rubio claimed that the Zionist regime acted 

independently, stating the U.S. was not involved, there are facts to the contrary. 

President Donald Trump praised the Israeli regime’s strikes as “excellent” and 

“very successful”,65 and warned that Iran must “make a deal now” over its nuclear 

program or face “even more destructive and deadly military action”. He added 

that there had already been “great death and destruction” and cautioned that 

future strikes would be “even more brutal”. Trump criticized Iran for refusing 

multiple chances to reach an agreement, telling them “to just do it”, but they “just 

couldn’t get it done”. He pledged continued military support for the Israeli regime 

stating, “Israel has a lot of it, with much more to come – and they know how to 

use it”.66 He suggested that the attacks were coordinated with the talks he was 

conducting: “We gave Iran 60 days to make a deal and today is 61, right?”67 

While Trump authorized US forces to assist in intercepting the initial Iranian 

missiles, the US warned Iran against attacking American interests or personnel, 

emphasizing it would respond militarily if such attacks occurred.68 

100. Following the attack, US forces moved closer to the West Asian region.69 On 16 

June 2025, it was reported that the US was moving forces to the West Asian 

region over the Atlantic Ocean, including at least 31 tanker aircrafts to Europe; 
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an unusually large number.70 On 17 June 2025, reports claimed the aircraft 

carrier, USS Nimitz, was on the way to the West Asian region.71 

101. On 17 June 2025, U.S. President Donald Trump called for the complete 

evacuation of Tehran.72 He also claimed “we now have complete and total control 

of the skies over Iran” and in hideously indecent remarks called for Iran’s 

“unconditional surrender”, while viciously threatening to assassinate Iranian 

Supreme Leader Grand Ayatollah Ali Khamenei.73 On the same date, his Vice 

President JD Vance indicated that the US might join the war against Iran.74 

102. On 22 June 2025, President Donald Trump officially declared that US has 

“completed a successful attack” at Fordo, Natanz and Isfahan nuclear facilities.75 

103. The active and consistent aid and assistance to the Israeli Zionist regime by the 

US incurs its responsibility under international law, and has to cease 

immediately.  

104. Certain other countries have either provided aid, or have otherwise recognized 

the aggression by the Israeli regime and the US in utter defiance of international 

law, an act that entails their international responsibility and seriously threatens 

the international legal order.76 

105. Statements made by E3 officials—in flagrant contradiction with Article 2(4) of 

the UN Charter— do not only indicate a breach of a peremptory norm of 

international law but also undermine the foundational principles of the United 

Nations and jeopardize the rule of law at the international level.  
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106. Germany has aligned itself with the Israeli regime’s wrongful acts. Its 

Chancellor, Mr. Friedrich Merz characterized the Israeli regime’s aggression as 

“dirty work that Israel is doing for all of us”.77 It is a clear admission of 

Germany’s complicity in the Israeli regime’s violations of international law, 

exposing Germany’s abandonment of its constitutional “never again” 

commitment. Additionally, German Interior Minister Mr. Alexander Dobrindt, 

upon visiting the occupied Palestine, stated: “We are a hundred percent behind 

Israel’s actions in recent days, including the strike on nuclear sites”.78  

107. Meanwhile, French Defense Minister, Mr. Sébastien Lecornu overtly admitted 

complicity in defending the aggressor and obstructing the exercise of Iran’s right 

of self-defense by stating that “the French army shot down fewer than ten drones, 

using aircraft and surface-to-air missiles”.79  

108. At the same time, the UK Prime Minister, Mr. Keir Starmer, has posted that Iran’s 

nuclear program (that everyone knew was and still is a hundred percent peaceful 

under the IAEA safeguards) is a grave threat to international security. He goes 

on to assert that the US has taken action to alleviate that threat.80  

109. These official statements endorsing the Israeli regime’s blatant acts of aggression 

against the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Iran, including attacks on 

peaceful nuclear facilities, entail international responsibility for the respective 

governments.81 

Part VIII. INTERNATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 

REPARATION 

110. Under international law, commission of an internationally wrongful act entails 

international responsibility and the wrongdoer is obliged to make reparation. 

Aggression by the Israeli regime and the United States is no exception and as 

such entails the international responsibility of the latters to act responsibly and 

fulfil their obligation to make full reparation.  
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111. The egregious violations of international law committed by the Israeli regime and 

the US, particularly aggression in defiance of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter, 

their coordinated attacks against civilians and protected objects in contravention 

of IHL, accompanied by their grave breaches of IHRL – give rise to international 

responsibility under international law. These acts meet the threshold of 

internationally wrongful acts attributable to both of the aggressors, as articulated 

in the ARSIWA, adopted by the ILC and widely regarded as reflecting customary 

international law. 

112. Under Article 1 of ARSIWA, every internationally wrongful act entails its 

international responsibility. The conduct of the Israeli regime’s armed forces and 

its agents are clearly attributable to the Israeli regime under Article 4 thereof, just 

as the US’ participation – through its direct attacks on Iranian nuclear facilities 

and its logistical, intelligence, and cyber support – is attributable to it as acts of 

state organs. These actions include not only armed intervention, but also 

enabling, directing, or facilitating commission of violations by the Israeli regime. 

The targeted assassination of Iranian officials and scientists, the deliberate attacks 

on civilians and non-military infrastructure, and the material and moral damage 

caused by these coordinated attacks constitute acts of aggression as well as war 

crimes. 

113. These violations trigger the legal consequences laid out in Part Two of ARSIWA, 

which include the obligation to cease the internationally wrongful acts (Article 

30(a)), to offer appropriate assurances and guarantees of non-repetition (Article 

30(b)), and to make full reparation for the injury caused, whether material or 

moral (Article 31). The gravity and scale of the violations by both the Israeli 

regime and the US also justify the invocation of international accountability 

mechanisms, including inter alia international criminal proceedings and 

determining the aggressor by the Security Council. 

114. Furthermore, several of the acts attributed to the Israeli regime, particularly 

assassination of high-ranking Iranian officials and academics while outside active 

hostilities amounts to acts of State terrorism and constitutes war crimes. The use 

of extraterritorial force within Iranian territory, particularly against civilian 

targets, also violates the sovereignty of the Islamic Republic of Iran, a 

fundamental principle of the Charter of the United Nations. Deliberate targeting 

of Iran’s nuclear facilities and indiscriminate and disproportionate attacks against 

civilian objects and civilian population of Iran, in violation of well-established 

principles of customary international law, constitute grave breaches of 

international law. 

115. The Israeli regime’s unlawful conducts are of such a gravity that one can 

undeniably represent a systematic violation of IHL, IHRL, and the UN Charter, 

which must be subject to international accountability mechanisms. 



116. Accountability mechanisms extend to international cooperation, particularly 

through the UN General Assembly under its “Uniting for Peace” procedure 

(Resolution 377 A (V)),82 where the Security Council fails to act due to political 

considerations, veto paralysis or silence. UN Member States are entitled to 

invoke the international responsibility of both the Israeli regime and the US under 

Article 42 of ARSIWA, as Iran is the victim of serious breaches of erga omnes 

obligations. The Islamic Republic of Iran therefore reserves all its rights to pursue 

justice through diplomatic, legal, and international judicial avenues, including 

through international courts and tribunals. 

117. The obligation to ensure accountability for internationally wrongful acts -

particularly those that violate peremptory norms of general international law (jus 

cogens) – arises independently of treaty obligations and binds all States under 

customary international law. Accordingly, aggression by the Israeli regime and 

the US entails heightened international responsibility, including potential legal 

consequences within the framework of State responsibility as well as 

international criminal law. 

118. Pursuant to Article 40 of ARSIWA, serious breaches of obligations arising under 

peremptory norms, such as aggression, trigger specific legal consequences. As 

was described above, these include the obligation of all States to cooperate to 

bring the unlawful situation to an end (Article 41(1)), the obligation not to 

recognize as lawful any situation created by such breaches (Article 41(2)), and 

the duty not to render aid or assistance in maintaining the situation.  

119. It should be highlighted that the consistent position of the Islamic Republic of 

Iran– particularly during the deliberations of the Sixth Committee of the UN 

General Assembly on the ILC’s work concerning peremptory norms of general 

international law (jus cogens) – is that no organ of the United Nations, including 

the Security Council, is above the law or exempt from the constraints imposed 

by jus cogens norms. As stated during Iran’s official interventions at the UNGA 

Sixth Committee the binding nature of jus cogens applies equally to States and 

international organizations, including the Security Council, and therefore, any 

measure or inaction by the Council that would lead to or perpetuate violations of 

jus cogens is unlawful under international law. 

120. The Security Council’s continued failure to identify and condemn unlawful use 

of force by the Israeli regime and the United States as acts of aggression, the 

targeting of civilians, and the destruction of protected infrastructure in the Islamic 

Republic of Iran by the Israeli regime and the United States constitute not only a 

political failure but also a breach of its legal duties under the Charter of the United 

Nations. Inaction in the face of violations of jus cogens – such as aggression – 
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renders the Council complicit in maintaining an unlawful situation and 

undermines the authority of international law itself. 

121. As affirmed in the ILC’s Draft Conclusions on Jus Cogens (2022), particularly 

Conclusion 11, “No derogation by organs of international organizations” is 

permitted from peremptory norms. The Council’s silence, under Chapter VII or 

otherwise, does not legitimize violations of peremptory norms nor suspend 

States’ obligations to respect and ensure respect for such norms.  

122. The Islamic Republic of Iran therefore urges Member States to recall that jus 

cogens norms generate erga omnes obligations, and any breach or failure to act 

upon such obligations – whether by States or international institutions – invites 

legal and moral scrutiny. The failure of the Security Council to act in this case 

must not be viewed as legally neutral: it reflects a violation of its Charter-based 

responsibility to maintain international peace and security in conformity with 

international law. 

123. As further recognized in UN General Assembly Resolution 60/147 on the Basic 

Principles and Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy and Reparation, victims of 

gross violations of international law – including those stemming from acts of 

aggression – are entitled to access to justice, effective remedies, and 

reparations.83 The Islamic Republic of Iran and its people, as victims of these 

violations, possess the legal right to seek accountability and redress before 

competent international bodies and mechanisms, in order to restore international 

law, uphold justice, and prevent impunity. 

CONCLUSION 

124. Five rounds of negotiations aimed at resolving the so-described outstanding 

nuclear issues of Iran and lifting of unjust and unlawful sanctions were held with 

the United States in 2025. A sixth round was scheduled to be held on Sunday 15 

June 2025. However, in a heinous act of aggression, the Israeli regime launched 

unprecedented strikes against Iranian IAEA-safeguarded nuclear facilities amidst 

an all-out aggression against civilian people and infrastructure, and the United 

States, in blatant hypocrisy, not only backed the aggressor, but also launched 

separate aggressive attacks against the said facilities. 

125. The unlawful use of force by the Israeli regime from 13 – 24 June 2025 against 

the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Islamic Republic of Iran, coupled 

with the act of aggression of the United States on 22 June 2025 constitute a blatant 

violation of Article 2 (4) of the UN Charter, and a crime of aggression.  
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126. International law, including norms and principles enshrined in the UN Charter, 

jurisprudence of the ICJ as well as State practice does not approve lame 

justifications for aggression under pretexts of anticipatory self-defense.  

127. The aggression, by the Israeli regime and the US against Iran, was initiated by 

acts of terrorism against military State officials outside hostilities and was further 

accompanied by grave breaches of fundamental principles of international 

humanitarian law, including distinction between civilian objects and military 

objectives, proportionality and necessity, among others. It led to the death and 

injury of hundreds of civilians including women, children, scientists, university 

lecturers and medical staff as well as destruction of civilian buildings including 

hospitals and oil and gas reservoirs, among others, in blatant violation of 

international humanitarian law, tantamount to war crimes.  

128. The above serious breach of the peremptory norm of international law of 

“prohibition of aggression” obliges third States to call for the condemnation of 

the attacks and refrain from providing aid or assistance to the acts of aggression. 

Many States and multilateral forums including the NAM, BRICS, SCO, and OIC, 

among others, did the same while certain countries failed to do so in defiance of 

well-established international law. The Islamic Republic of Iran is of the view 

that this can lead to erosion of international law norms and principles and the 

weakening of Charter-based order.  

129. The aggressions were also accompanied by armed attacks against IAEA-

safeguarded Iranian nuclear facilities again contrary to the UN Charter, the IAEA 

Statute, the NPT and IAEA resolutions. Ironically, these were carried out literally 

in the course of nuclear negotiations between Iran and the US, undermining the 

credibility of the latter’s claims for peaceful settlement of disputes.  

130. In view of the facts and legal assessments set out in this report, the Islamic 

Republic of Iran once again urges the UN member States to extend support for 

upholding the values, norms and principles embodied and enshrined in the UN 

Charter, and refrain from providing any support to aggressors.  

131. The Islamic Republic of Iran further reiterates its inherent right to defend itself 

under the UN Charter and will use all available legal, political and diplomatic 

tools at its hand to ensure that its Charter-based rights and those of its people are 

not infringed upon and that all losses resulted from the said acts of aggression 

and violations of international humanitarian law are redressed in due manner.  

* The content of this report is without prejudice to the longstanding position of the Islamic 

Republic of Iran concerning the non-recognition of the Israeli regime. The Islamic Republic of Iran has 

consistently voiced the illegitimacy of the formation of such an entity as a subject under international 

law. The unprecedented horrendous disregard for each and every fundamental principle of 

international law, in one way or another, by the Israeli occupying regime, calls into question, once 

again, the legitimacy of its so-called membership of the United Nations. 


