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Mr. Chairman, colleagues:

This Special Conference of the States Parties to the CHameagpons Convention has been
convened at the request of the United States. Let me beginabiinh each country
represented here for your evideincern about the health of the Convention manifested by
your attending this extraordinary meetimg such short notice.

Be assured my country would not have requested this session unlegsaveery certain
that the circumstances required immediate action. We also know significant number of
other countries share our deep concerns. Let me explain theatatfor our decision to call
for this Conference.

The United States firmly believes the crisis now facing @@CW is acute. It is acute
because the Organization can bear no longer the destructive and idesgabéffects of its
current leadership, and the mission and health of the Organizatiahgreat risk. It is acute
because the reaction time for correction is short. The seriadequacies and failings of the
current leadership are known. Unfortunately the danger signshemre present for years.
The Executive Council of the OPCW has met twenty-eight tird¢salmost every Executive
Council meeting, one of the principal topics of discussion -- among detegad with the
Director-General and his staff -- has been problems with thegeanent of the Technical
Secretariat. So when the Director-General claims he h&thhbefore February of this year
that there is dissatisfaction with his leadership, he is saying he wastening.

Some, including the Director-General, have claimed that the pugb@seposing removal of
the Director-General is to destroy yet one more multilageras control agreement. Nothing
could be further from the truth. In fact, the Director-Generalismanagement and
negligence have already undercut the OPCW. The purpose ofusllasisembled here today
must be to preserve the Chemical Weapons Convention and restore hitigy vid its
implementing body, to allow it to continue to pursue its legitimate and importalst goa
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Every representative in this room recognizes the simple trathttle management of any
international organization must have the support of its membership wiwesand thrive.
The Director-General, by his own actions and inactions, has lost exactly that support

If we wished the Convention to falter, it would have been easismiply stand back and
allow the current Director-General to complete the destructiostadf morale, Technical
Secretariat capabilities, and the financial foundations of theVP®@/e are taking the more
painful approach because it is the only way open to us to preserve the Convention.

Many of the countries represented here today have served onx#ueitize Council.
Certainly, inevery regional group there ameimerous colleagues who can provide ready
examples of the Director-General's disdain for the Executive @phiscpolarizing conduct,
and his unwillingness to consult with States Parties to takexatount their concerns. They
can also tell you of unsuccessful efforts to obtain from the Dirggeneral budget proposals
that fell within the realm of political possibility, or arbityamnd capricious personnel
practices, and of the Director-General's failure to match expeedio income in a
responsible way.

They can also share with you the great difficulty the Councib@mered last year in getting
the clear, accurate information it needed to assess and diedah&iOrganization's financial
crisis. This Organization carries out vital activities, asdfinancial situation has led to a
grave curtailing of inspection activity both last year and this. y&aese financial difficulties
are not solely of the Director-General's making -- but de§ip#nding in 2000 and poor
financial management since seriously compounded them, and this latkldérmformation
made it nearly impossible for the Council to respond constructively.

The Chemical Weapons Convention is a very sophisticated document. Its disitbished
a Technical Secretariat to implement the day-to-day actvitaied for by the Convention.
The Technical Secretariat operates under the direction and guidatice States Parties,
organized as either the Conference of the States Parties oditieet representatives, the
Executive Council. Mr. Bustani argues that this gives him 145 hos$esloes not seem to
consider himself accountable to member states, either as a group or individually.

But | do not intend to go into great detail about particular instamiefiow the
Director-General has betrayed the trust and confidence we t&s Barties placed in him.
The issue is not simply a matter of bookkeeping entries or managstylent The problem is
more fundamental. It is abdication of transparency, of respohgilaifid of judgement. But
Mr. Bustani has portrayed the consequence of his stewardshigallther his resignation or
removal - as a unilateral attempt to dismantle, control, or "btitig" Organization, and of
threatening the independence of the head of an international orgamizagt me illustrate,
in the clearest way possible, the facade of this argument. Kwiel to quote from two
documents dated earlier this month. The first thee missive circulated by the
Director-General on April 5, 2002, to the Foreign Ministers of all Btates Parties,
including the United States. | quote from paragraphs 60 and 61 of that document:

"Attempts to oust the Director-General of the OPCW seek stabbsh a dangerous
international precedent where any Director-General of anynitienal organization... will
always be conscious of the fact that his future... depends in itstgmn the attitude, whims,
and perceptions of one, or a few, major contributors... The Director-&efws his job in
the interest of each and every member of the Organizationcaktet and will not provide
special treatment to those Member States which together coetrifmrie than 50% of the
budget..."
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That is noble rhetoric. But consider it for yourselves in the cowufiethe second document.
This, which Iquote from, isa document handed onty the United States, coincidentally on
the very same day, April 5, 2002.

"The Director-General [Bustani] believes that it would be workpla&ing with the
government of the United States...ways to...make unnecessary to conggaedsnference
of the Parties of the Convention... In this context, Ambassador Blrstizwes...he would be
prepared... to designate an American official, freely chosen byited States, to replace
the Deputy Director (from Australia) of OPCW, whose mandate will soonnatei."

The United States flatly rejected the offer. It ispur view and in the current circumstances,
wholly inappropriate. It misunderstands the point of our objections toBuJstani, and
misses the point that our efforts have all been initiated becazusar concern with the
survival of the organization - an organization in danger preciselyubeaat such irregular,
impetuous types of actions.

But | would ask delegates here to compare this attempt by teet@iGeneral to ensure his
continuance in office to the rhetoric he has been so free to dispense.

It is a closed document, privately transmitted, wherein an offerbitrarily depose a senior
member of the Technical Secretariat, the Deputy Director-Genegalaranteed, without any
justification other than freeing up the position for an American.

It is an offer for a senior position that violates the verglege and spirit of the Convention.
The Director-General is ready to appoint an American offitiafreely chosen by the United
States..”. | would ask delegates to compare this proposed "deal" to paragraghididcle
VIII of the Convention, that my government solemnly signed and rtifiich specifies
that "The Director-General shall be responsible to the Confeatéhe Executive Council
for the appointment of the staff... The paramount consideration inntpéyment of the
staff... shall be the necessity of securing the highest stanofaeffsciency, competence, and
integrity." (emphasis added.) Not only are these kinds of offers made witbgartd to
consultation with either the Executive Council or the Conference @tttes Parties, but the
issue of competence is completely ignored.

Finally, the United States finds it impossible to reconcile swdfers with the
Director-General's rhetoric about protecting the independent® dfetad of an international
organization from influence by one or a few State Parties. Kimd of proposal is
unacceptable to us because it is counter to the abiding principleteso cpfoted by the
Director-General that there should be no national influence on the lovpeahtion of the
Technical Secretariat, or because it would waste a precinigs s&ff slot on a person who
will be marginalized and ignored in the operation of the Technical Secretariat

Such proposals defeat the need for transparency in the operaten@PCW and violate the
spirit of consultation with the Executive Council or Conference of Stetes Parties as
envisioned in Article VIII of the Convention. It is simply a desgie effort by the current
Director-General to create, through private deals, exactliititeof situation he disclaims in
his public posturing. It is indicative of the mismanagement andgeege suffered for too
long by this Organization. It is only one, but a clear, examplehyf far the health of the
CWC, we must take decisive action by adopting the draft decision matysthe United

States and numerous cosSponsors.
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This is not a routine circumstance. Let me underscore that thed 8tates does not seek by
this action to create a precedent or a new way of functioningtiernational organizations.

This is the only redress at this point to permit the TechnicaeBeiat to receive the kind of
leadership and direction boost needed to carry forward the important work of the Convention.

Mr. Chairman, colleagues,

The United States would have preferred that this Conference not be faced wattkthefore
us. We would, at the outset, have preferred that the Director-Gereree up to the
challenging task he has faced. To understate it, we havelisa@mpointed.

We would have preferred to have resolved the crisis less pubtidlwdh less damage to the
Organization. We made repeated efforts to do so, only to be rebuffed or circumvented.

This Organization is, therefore, faced with the necessityakihg those actions that will
permit the survival of the Convention. That requires, as the draftioleeve have circulated
indicates, the immediate removal of the current Director-Genékile even that will not
immediately correct the debilitating and grossly negligaritons the Director-General has
directed or allowed to continue under his stewardship, it is the otnaghich will permit
the Organization and the Convention to starthenpainful road to recovery.

We would therefore urge all States Parties representedchsopport the draft decision, and
to do so promptly.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



